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I N T R O D U C T I O N

In 1895, the German former missionary, amateur architect and Orientalist
Conrad Schick published an original map of Jerusalem in the Zeitschrift des
Deutschen Palästina-Vereins, the chief journal of German Holy Land studies.
Cribbing from the first “scientific” map produced by the British Palestine
Exploration Fund (PEF) three decades prior as well as drawing upon his
half-century of residence in Jerusalem, Schick’s map documented the city’s
expansion and was otherwise unremarkable save for one unique
characteristic. In addition to the four quarters of the walled city that already
had been labeled in the PEF’s map as “Mahometan,” “Jewish,” “Christian,”
and “Armenian,”1 Schick’s map also featured a “Gemischtes Quartier”—a
“mixed quarter.” Although he failed to comment on this cartographic
innovation in his accompanying text, this was the first published map that
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1 At http://hdl.huntington.org/cdm/ref/collection/p15150coll4/id/7159. I.W.J. Hopkins, “The
Four Quarters of Jerusalem,” Palestine Exploration Quarterly 103, 2 (1971): 68–84, 74; Vincent
Lemire, Jerusalem 1900: The Holy City in the Age of Possibilities (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 2017), 26–27.
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recognized that there were areas of Jerusalem where demographics and space
did not neatly overlap.2

Schick’s map was largely ignored by his fellow Orientalists and
cartographers and instead the PEF’s formulation continued to dominate for
decades as the basis for the city’s maps. In many respects, this is an
understandable product of the Weltanschauungen of the time, when religious,
ethnic, and racial difference underpinned European conceptions of state and
society and ethnographic maps became a tool of empire- and nation-
building.3 Simultaneously, urban segregation was becoming increasingly
promoted, legislated, and normalized across the world, as a policy of
imperialism and settler colonialism but also as a result of mass migration,
urbanization, industrialization, and the institutionalization of racism.4 The
unease that European observers repeatedly expressed at the messy
taxonomies of other heterogeneous Ottoman and Levantine cities such as
Istanbul, Salonica, Izmir, Beirut, and Jaffa stemmed from these worldviews
and contributed to a lasting desire to place Jerusalem’s residents in neatly
sealed quarters.

Indeed, over the course of subsequent decades, numerous local actors had
a vested interest in passively ignoring or actively erasing the messy
demographic-geographic seepage in Jerusalem that Schick had quietly
pointed out. After the British occupation of Jerusalem in late 1917 and its
subsequent mandatory regime over Palestine, colonial urban policy
institutionalized the PEF’s confessionalization onto the Jerusalem landscape.5

In addition, Zionist ideology and urban policy as well as Palestinian
nationalist expression further solidified a vision—and increasingly, a
reality—that insisted on a city and country comprised of hermetically sealed,

2 Conrad Schick, “Nähere Umgebung von Jerusalem,” Zeitschrift des Deutschen Palästina-
Vereins 18 (1895).

3 James R. Akerman, ed. The Imperial Map: Cartography and the Mastery of Empire (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2009); Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the
Origin and Spread of Nationalism, rev. ed. (London: Verso, 2006).

4 Charles Husemoller Nightingale, Segregation: A Global History of Divided Cities (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2012); Ambe J. Njoh, “Colonial Philosophies, Urban Space, and
Racial Segregation in British and French Colonial Africa,” Journal of Black Studies 38, 4
(2008): 579–99; David Prochaska, Making Algeria French: Colonialism in Bône, 1870–1920
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004); Sherry Olson and Patricia A. Thornton,
Peopling the North American City: Montreal, 1840–1900 (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University
Press, 2011); Olivier Zunz, The Changing Face of Inequality: Urbanization, Industrial
Development, and Immigrants in Detroit, 1880–1920 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
2000).

5 Nicholas E. Roberts, “Dividing Jerusalem: British Urban Planning in the Holy City,” Journal
of Palestine Studies 42, 4 (2013): 7–26; Salim Tamari, “Confessionalism and Public Space in
Ottoman and Colonial Jerusalem,” in Diane E. Davis and Nora Libertun de Duren, eds., Cities
and Sovereignty: Identity Politics in Urban Spaces (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
2011), 59–82.
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nationally-pure spaces and groups.6 The subsequent division and “unmixing”
that took place during the course of the 1948 war, during which Jerusalem
was divided militarily in two and ethnically cleansed on both sides, rendered
Schick’s earlier mention of urban mixing little more than a historical footnote.7

The current state of the historiography, in which a relational history
approach that places Arabs and Jews in the same historical, territorial, and
conceptual space has become dominant,8 as well as methodological advances
in spatial analysis make this an opportune moment to dust off Schick’s map
and subject it to further scrutiny. Demographic analysis of the Ottoman
census taken within the same decade not only validates Schick’s observation
of a “mixed quarter”9 at the center of the city, but further reveals that the
other four quarters that Schick and other European cartographers routinely
delineated as “Muslim,” “Christian,” “Armenian,” and “Jewish” actually
concealed heterogeneous neighborhoods in which lived sizable numbers of
residents from religious groups other than that of their presumed eponym.10

6 Baruch Kimmerling, Zionism and Territory (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983);
Yossi Katz, Zionism and Urban Settlement: The Jewish National Fund’s Contribution to Urban
Settlement Prior to World War I (Jerusalem: Institute for the Research on the History of the JNF,
Land, and Settlement, 1992); Hagit Lavsky, ed. Yerushalayim ba-toda’ah u-va-’asiyah ha-
Tzionit: kovetz ma’amarim [Jerusalem in Zionist vision and realization] (Jerusalem: Zalman
Shazar Center, 1989); Rashid Khalidi, Palestinian Identity: The Construction of Modern
National Consciousness (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997); Joel Beinin, “Mixing,
Separation, and Violence in Urban Spaces and the Rural Frontier in Palestine,” Arab Studies
Journal 21, 1 (2013): 14–47.

7 Thomas Abowd, Colonial Jerusalem: The Spatial Construction of Identity and Difference in a
City of Myth, 1948–2012 (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2014); Meron Benvenisti, City of
Stone: The Hidden History of Jerusalem (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998); Michael
Dumper, The Politics of Jerusalem since 1967 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997);
Bernard Wasserstein, Divided Jerusalem: The Struggle for the Holy City (London: Profile
Books, 2001).

8 Baruch Kimmerling, “Be’ayot kontseptualiot ba-historiografia shel eretz u-va-shnei ’amim
[Conceptual problems in the historiography of a land with two peoples],” in Danny Ya’akobi,
ed., Eretz aḥat u-shnei ’amim ba (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1999); Zachary Lockman,
Comrades and Enemies: Arab and Jewish Workers in Palestine, 1906–1948 (Berkeley:
University of California, 1996); Mark LeVine, Overthrowing Geography: Jaffa, Tel Aviv, and the
Struggle for Palestine, 1880–1948 (Berkeley: University of California Press 2005); Gershon
Shafir, Land, Labor and the Origins of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict, 1882–1914 (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1996).

9 I use the terms “mixed,” “mixing,” and “unmixing” drawing on Schick’s formulation of
“gemischtes” as well as Lord Curzon’s infamous expression in the aftermath of the Balkan wars
and subsequently, the Treaty of Lausanne, quoted in Michael Robert Marrus, The Unwanted:
European Refugees from the First World War through the Cold War (Philadelphia: Temple
University Press, 2002), 41. See the critique of this term in Haim Yacobi, The Jewish-Arab City:
Spatio-Politics in a Mixed Community (London: Routledge, 2009). I agree with Yacobi’s
argument that the adjective “mixed” obscures the power and inequity inherent to the post-1948
Israeli context, but I do not think this applies to the pre-1948 context.

10 Uziel O. Schmelz, “Population Characteristics of Jerusalem and Hebron Regions According
to Ottoman Census of 1905,” in Gad Gilbar, ed., Ottoman Palestine, 1800–1914: Studies in
Economic and Social History (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1990), 15–68; Uziel O. Schmelz, “The
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As we see in figure 1, only two of the seven intramuros neighborhoods were
characterized by extreme religious homogeneity exceeding 85 percent,
whereas the other five were characterized by a moderate (20 percent) to
substantial (45 percent) residential heterogeneity. Expanding beyond the city
walls (figure 2), the Ottoman census also shows that while the extramuros
city was developing along different lines with quite a number of new
ethnically or religiously homogeneous compounds and settlements,
nevertheless overall two-thirds (66 percent) of the city’s Ottoman population
lived in mixed neighborhoods.11 In other words, the census records reveal
that far from being the only mixed neighborhood in turn of the century
Jerusalem, al-Wad was simply the most mixed of them all, what one group
of sociologists would classify as a “pluralism enclave.”12

How does this remapping alter our understanding of the city’s history
specifically and of Ottoman intercommunal urban relations more broadly? At
first glance, these modified maps appear to complement revisionist
approaches to Jerusalem’s history that characterize it as “cosmopolitan,”
“diverse,” and “mixed,” emphasizing episodic and sustained connection and
interaction between Arabs and Jews,13 as well as strengthening a view of
Ottoman urban pluralism that has become prevalent in recent decades.14

Population of Jerusalem’s Urban Neighborhoods According to the Ottoman Census of 1905,” in
Amy Singer and Amnon Cohen, eds., Aspects of Ottoman History: Papers from CIEPO IX,
Jerusalem (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1994), 93–113. For the earlier 1880s census, see Adar
Arnon, “Mifkedei ha-ukhlusiya bi-Yerushalayim be-shalhei ha-tkufah ha-’Otmanit [Population
censuses in Jerusalem at the end of the Ottoman period],” Katedra 6 (1977): 95–107; Adar
Arnon, “The Quarters of Jerusalem in the Ottoman Period,” Middle Eastern Studies 28, 1
(1992): 1–65.

11 Calculations based on aggregate figures in Schmelz, “Population.”
12 Michael Poulsen, Ron Johnston, and James Forrest, “Intraurban Ethnic Enclaves: Introducing

a Knowledge-Based Classification Method,” Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space
33, 11 (2001): 2071–82.

13 Abigail Jacobson and Moshe Naor, Oriental Neighbors: Middle Eastern Jews and Arabs in
Mandatory Palestine (Waltham: Brandeis University Press, 2016); Yair Wallach, A City in
Fragments: Urban Text in Modern Jerusalem (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2020);
Roberto Mazza, Jerusalem from the Ottomans to the British (London: I. B. Tauris, 2009);
Abigail Jacobson, From Empire to Empire: Jerusalem between Ottoman and British Rule
(Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2011); Hillel Cohen, Year Zero of the Arab-Israeli
Conflict: 1929 (Waltham: Brandeis University Press, 2015); Menachem Klein, Lives in
Common: Arabs and Jews in Jerusalem, Jaffa, and Hebron, Haim Watzman, trans. (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2014); Michelle U. Campos, Ottoman Brothers: Muslims, Christians,
and Jews in Early Twentieth-Century Palestine (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2011);
Tamari, “Confessionalism and Public Space.”

14 Ulrike Freitag, “Cosmopolitanism in the Middle East as a Part of Global History,” in
Programmatic Texts 4 (Berlin: Zentrum Moderner Orient, 2010): 1–5; Suraiya Faroqhi, “Did
Cosmopolitanism Exist in Eighteenth-Century Istanbul? Stories of Christian and Jewish
Artisans,” in Ulrike Freitag and Nora Lafi, eds., Urban Governance under the Ottomans:
Between Cosmopolitanism and Conflict (London: Routledge, 2014), 21–36; Nora Lafi,
“Mediterranean Cosmopolitanisms and Its Contemporary Revivals: A Critical Approach,” New
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FIGURE 1. Old City according to the 1905–06 Ottoman census, scaled to size. (Schmelz aggregate
data; author’s mapping.)

Geographies: Journal of the Harvard University Graduate School of Design 5 (2013): 325–34.
However, as the Ottomanist Edhem Eldem has bluntly warned, “not every form of diversity is
cosmopolitan”; “Istanbul as a Cosmopolitan City: Myths and Realities,” in Ato Quayson and
Girish Daswani, eds., A Companion to Diaspora and Transnationalism (West Sussex: Blackwell
Publishing/Wiley & Sons, 2013), 217. For additional qualifications, see Will Hanley, “Grieving
Cosmopolitanism in Middle East Studies,” History Compass 6, 5 (2008): 1346–67; Amy Mills,
Streets of Memory: Landscape, Tolerance, and National Identity in Istanbul (Athens: University
of Georgia Press, 2010); Ulrike Freitag, “‘Cosmopolitanism’ and ‘Conviviality’? Some
Conceptual Considerations Concerning the Late Ottoman Empire,” European Journal of
Cultural Studies 17 (2014): 375–91; Nora Lessersohn, “‘Provincial Cosmopolitanism’ in Late
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However, it bears remembering, as the critical cartographers have warned, that
all “maps lie.”15 In fact, while these modified maps do refute the PEF’s
simplistic “four quarters” formulation, they fail to challenge some of the
PEF’s broader cartographic and conceptual lies about identity, space, time,
and agency in the city. Namely, they continue to homogenize diverse social
groups under a religious umbrella, flatten Jerusalem’s neighborhoods and
streets into discrete administrative units, ignore synchronic and diachronic
movement through the city, and obscure causes and effects of these

FIGURE 2. Jerusalem religious groups according to the 1905 Ottoman census, scaled to size.
(Schmelz aggregate data; author’s mapping.)

Ottoman Anatolia: An Armenian Shoemaker’s Memoir,” Comparative Studies in Society and
History 57, 2 (2015): 528–56.

15 J. B. Harley, “Maps, Knowledge, and Power,” in J. B. Harley, ed., The New Nature of Maps:
Essays in the History of Cartography (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 2001), 52–80.
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settlement patterns. In short, on their own, these maps tell us little about the
history of urban heterogeneity inside these various neighborhoods. Instead,
they should be used as a starting point to further interrogate the nature of
ethno-religious diversity in the late Ottoman city, in particular around the
question of urban “sorting” (where people settled in the urban landscape)
and the subsequent consequences for urban life and social networks.

To that end, this article examines residential patterns and intercommunal
life in the quintessential “mixed quarter” of fin de siècle Jerusalem, the al-Wad
neighborhood. I return to the original Ottoman censuses (of 1883 and 1905) to
understand the social make-up of the residents of the neighborhood and to
reconstruct the neighborhood as a social space. Then, through a series of
GIS-generated maps I re-embed al-Wad’s residents in their spatial
environment.16 By disaggregating the city and shifting the scale of analysis
between the neighborhood, street, and building levels, residential mixing in
al-Wad is revealed to be much more contingent, partial, and bounded than
the overall picture of “mixedness” suggests. Put plainly, Ottoman al-Wad
emerges as both a highly integrated and deeply segregated neighborhood.
The highest levels of segregation are seen at the building level, but street-
and quadrant-level patterns of clustering and concentration are also visible.

Drawing on communal and legal sources, I then explain the various
structural and opportunistic factors that contributed to these urban patterns.
Religious law and religious institutions played an important role in both
deliberately and inadvertently extending religious boundaries from the
spiritual to the spatial and made a lasting imprint on the Jerusalem
landscape. At the same time, we find that religion was not the only force
that mattered: ethnic and national origin, length of time in the city, and
social class also played important if uneven roles in urban sorting. I
conclude by considering the meaning of social space in the late Ottoman
city. The census alone cannot account for the wide variety of contact and
interaction that took place outside of the residence, nor can GIS maps fully
capture these contexts, relationships, and dynamics.17 Memoirs, court cases,
and the press suggest additional ways in which physical patterns not only
restricted or enlarged zones of contact between and within religious and
ethnic groups, but more importantly, they reveal how these zones of contact
were central to the flattening and congealing of religious and ethnic

16 Ian N. Gregory and Paul S. Ell, Historical GIS: Technologies, Methodologies, and
Scholarship (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007); Donald A. DeBats and Ian N.
Gregory, “Introduction to Historical GIS and the Study of Urban History,” Social Science
History 35, 4 (2011): 455–63; Ann Kelly Knowles, ed., Placing History: How Maps, Spatial
Data, and GIS Are Changing Historical Scholarship (Redlands: ESRI Press, 2008); Jordi Martí-
Henneberg, “Geographical Information Systems and the Study of History,” Journal of
Interdisciplinary History xlii, 1 (2011): 1–13.

17 Meghan Cope and Sarah Elwood, eds., Qualitative GIS (Los Angeles: Sage, 2009).
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boundaries themselves. While these important qualitative and conceptual
aspects are neither visible in the census nor fully mappable, together they
help to more concretely historicize the structure of Ottoman cities, the
experience of different groups in the Ottoman urban landscape, and the
urban “ecosystem of interaction”18 in which they participated.

S O RT I N G T H E L AT E O T T OMAN C I T Y

Most of the scholarship on urban sorting is focused on segregation, the physical
separation of groups from each other in the urban landscape based on ethnic,
racial, religious, or economic criteria, which could be coercive or by
choice.19 The Ottoman Empire did not forcibly separate religious or ethnic
populations through a ghetto or mellah, like in Europe and Morocco,
respectively, but it is clear from the robust historical scholarship that the
experiences and interactions between religious and ethnic groups in Ottoman
cities varied considerably across imperial space and time.20 In certain rare
circumstances government policy restricted the residence of non-Muslim
communities on a localized scale,21 while in many Ottoman cities,
preexisting patterns of residence, endogamy, and preferences for proximity to
religious institutions and fellow coreligionists established and reinforced
geographic concentrations and even some spatial separation of religious

18 I take this very suggestive concept from Lessersohn, “Provincial Cosmopolitanism.”
19 Christopher D. Lloyd, Ian G. Shuttleworth, and David W. Wong, eds., Social-Spatial

Segregation: Concepts, Processes and Outcomes (Bristol: Policy Press, 2014); David H. Kaplan
and Kathleen Woodhouse, “Research in Ethnic Segregation I: Causal Factors,” Urban
Geography 25, 6 (2004): 579–85; “Research in Ethnic Segregation II: Measurements, Categories
and Meanings,” Urban Geography 26, 8 (2005): 737–45, David H. Kaplan and Frederick
Douzet, “Research in Ethnic Segregation III: Segregation Outcomes,” Urban Geography 32, 4
(2011): 589–605; Ronald van Kempen and A. Şule Özüekren, “Ethnic Segregation in Cities:
New Forms and Explanations in a Dynamic World,” Urban Studies 35, 10 (1998): 1631–56;
Deborah Phillips, “Ethnic and Racial Segregation: A Critical Perspective,” Geography Compass
1, 5 (2007): 1138–59; Douglas S. Massey and Nancy A. Denton, “The Dimensions of
Residential Segregation,” Social Forces 67, 2 (1988): 281–315; Ron Johnston, Michael Poulsen,
and James Forrest, “Moving on from Indices, Refocusing on Mix: On Measuring and
Understanding Ethnic Patterns of Residential Segregation,” Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 36, 4 (2010): 697–706.

20 Gudrun Krämer, “Moving out of Place: Minorities in Middle Eastern Urban Societies, 1800–
1914,” in Peter Sluglett, ed., The Urban Social History of the Middle East (Syracuse: Syracuse
University Press, 2008), 182–223. For an overview of the “spatial turn” in Middle East studies
more broadly, see Amy Mills, “Critical Place Studies and Middle East Histories: Power, Politics,
and Social Change,” History Compass 10, 10 (2012): 778–88. For a more nuanced view of the
Moroccan mellah, see Emily Benichou Gottreich, The Mellah of Marrakesh: Jewish and Muslim
Space in Morocco’s Red City (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2007).

21 Çiğdem Kafescioğlu, Constantinopolis/Istanbul: Cultural Encounter, Imperial Vision, and
the Construction of the Ottoman Capital (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press,
2009); Marc David Baer, “The Great Fire of 1660 and the Islamization of Christian and Jewish
Space in Istanbul,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 36, 2 (2004): 159–81; Yaron
Ben-Naeh, Yehudim be-mamlekhet ha-sultanim Jews in the empire of the sultans] (Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, 2007).
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groups.22 At the same time, many Ottoman cities also contained mixed
neighborhoods comprised of several religious and ethnic groups.23 Property
sales and other legal records have allowed us to gain important insights on
residential housing patterns in some cities and eras,24 but demographic and
spatial analysis of these cities and their urban patterns remains limited.25

Residential segregation is only one part of the puzzle, of course, and
looking at other urban contact zones and measures is also important for
understanding intercommunal relations in the Ottoman city. As Ottomanists
have shown, residents worked and shopped in the same markets, sued and
were sued in the same courts, and utilized many of the same public and
leisure spaces.26 At times, public spaces such as streets and squares were
confessionalized in practice, and the erection of physical, symbolic, or other
borders and boundaries was a meaningful mechanism underpinning and
limiting Ottoman urban heterogeneity.27 The original Ottoman censuses of

22 Sibel Zandi-Sayek, Ottoman Izmir: The Rise of a Cosmopolitan Port, 1840–1880
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2011); Marc David Baer, The Dönme: Jewish
Converts, Muslim Revolutionaries, and Secular Turks (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2010).

23 Abraham Marcus, The Middle East on the Eve of Modernity: Aleppo in the Eighteenth
Century (New York: Columbia University Press, 1989); Yaron Ben-Naeh, “Urban Encounters:
The Muslim-Jewish Case in the Ottoman Empire,” in Eyal Ginio and Elie Podeh, eds., The
Ottoman Middle East: Studies in Honor of Amnon Cohen (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 177–97.

24 Najwa al-Qattan, “Litigants and Neighbors: The Communal Topography of Ottoman
Damascus,” Comparative Studies in Society and History 44, 3 (2002): 511–33; Najwa al-Qattan,
“Across the Courtyard: Residential Space and Sectarian Boundaries in Ottoman Damascus,” in
Molly Greene, ed., Minorities in the Ottoman Empire (Princeton: Markus Wiener, 2005), 13–45;
M. Erdem Kabadayı, “Working for the State in the Urban Economies of Ankara, Bursa, and
Salonica: From Empire to Nation State, 1840s–1940s,” International Review of Social History
61, S24 (2016): 213–41; Gürer Karagedikli and Coşkun Tuncer, “The People Next Door:
Housing and Neighbourhood in Ottoman Edirne, 1734–1814,” paper presented at the Economic
History Society Annual Conference, Cambridge, 2016.

25 The one major demographic study of an Ottoman mixed city samples only from Muslim
neighborhoods and takes fertility and family life as its central focus rather than spatial location
and use. Alan Duben and Cem Behar, Istanbul Households: Marriage, Family, and Fertility,
1880–1940 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991). Johann Büssow sampled from
three neighborhoods in Jerusalem to offer some preliminary observations, in Hamidian
Palestine: Politics and Society in the District of Jerusalem, 1872–1908 (Leiden: Brill, 2011),
138–67. For an exciting recent project, see Daniel Ohanian et. al, “Ottoman Istanbul and Its
Armenian Inhabitants: Population Data and Maps, 1830s–c. 1907,” https://www.houshamadyan.
org/mapottomanempire/vilayet-of-istanbul/locale/demography.html (last accessed 29 Aug. 2020).
For comparative inspiration, see Kenneth M. Cuno and Michael J. Reimer, “The Census
Registers of Nineteenth-Century Egypt: A New Source for Social Historians,” British Journal of
Middle East Studies 24, 2 (1997): 193–216.

26 Elyse Semerdjian, “Naked Anxiety: Bathhouses, Nudity, and the Dhimmī Woman in 18th-
Century Aleppo,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 45 (2013): 651–76; Cem Behar,
A Neighborhood in Ottoman Istanbul: Fruit Vendors and Civil Servants in the Kasap Ilyas
Mahalle (Albany: State University of New York, 2003); Baer, Dönme; Zandi-Sayek, Ottoman
Izmir; Lessersohn, “Provincial Cosmopolitanism”; Ben-Naeh, “Urban Encounters.”

27 Nora Lafi and Florian Riedler, “Administrative Boundaries, Communal Segregation and
Factional Territorialisation: The Complex Nature of Urban Boundaries in the Ottoman Empire,”
Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 61, 4 (2018): 593–605; Florian
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the late nineteenth century thus offer exciting possibilities not only for
reconstructing residential spaces but also for juxtaposing residential with
commercial and public spaces.

In the early 1880s, the Ottoman Ministry of Interior instructed provincial
officials to begin collecting population figures for the first empire-wide census
(nüfus).28 In order to facilitate tax collection and administration, Ottoman
officials collected census information according to millet (an ethno-
confessional/religious category) that they recorded in separate notebooks.29

The mukhtar (selected representative) of each millet was responsible for
keeping records of his coreligionists in order to collect taxes, appear in court
as a witness, and otherwise contribute to maintaining urban stability. Beyond
its governmental purpose, millet belonging also had some practical
repercussions, since personal status matters such as betrothal, marriage,
divorce, inheritance, and the like were governed by the relevant ecclesiastical
or rabbinical law. In addition, members of different millets often worshipped
in different churches and synagogues, studied in different schools, and
maintained their own charitable and communal institutions.

At the same time, it should not be assumed that millet was the sole or
primary “group” to which one belonged and around which all individual,
collective, and urban life was structured.30 Millet membership was not
immutable, but rather could be and often was changed strategically.
Throughout Ottoman history, individuals, extended families, and in some
cases entire villages joined a different church or converted to a different
religion for strategic, spiritual, and personal reasons alike. In other cases,
millets fragmented and broke apart in order to secure additional

Riedler, “Communal Boundaries and Confessional Policies in Ottoman Niš,” Journal of the
Economic and Social History of the Orient 61, 4 (2018): 726–56; Eldem, “Istanbul as a
Cosmopolitan City.”

28 For background and methodological issues with this census, see Michelle U. Campos,
“Placing Jerusalemites in the History of Jerusalem: The Ottoman Census (Sicil-i Nufus) as a
Historical Source,” in Angelos Dalachanis and Vincent Lemire, eds., Ordinary Jerusalem, 1840–
1940: Opening New Archives, Revisiting a Global City (Leiden: Brill, 2018), 15–28; Stanford J.
Shaw, “The Ottoman Census System and Population, 1831–1914,” International Journal of
Middle East Studies 9, 3 (1978): 325–38; Kemal Karpat, “Ottoman Population Records and the
Census of 1881/82–1893,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 9, 3 (1978): 237–74.

29 For a critical approach to understanding “millet,” see Benjamin Braude, “Foundation Myths
of the Millet System,” in Benjamin Braude and Bernard Lewis, eds., Christians and Jews in the
Ottoman Empire (New York: Holmes and Meier, 1982), 69–88; Antonis Hadjikyriacou,
“Beyond the Millet Debate: Communal Representation in Pre-Tanzimat Era Cyprus,” in Marinos
Sariyannis, ed., Political Thought and Practice in the Ottoman Empire: Halcyon Days in Crete
IX (Rethymno: Crete University Press, 2019), 71–96.

30 For more on groupism and collective identity, see Rogers Brubaker, “Ethnicity without
Groups,” Archives européennes de sociologie 43, 2 (2002): 163–89; Rogers Brubaker and
Frederick Cooper, “Beyond ‘Identity,’” Theory and Society 29 (2000): 1–47.
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administrative, legal, or financial privileges or communal autonomy.31

Important recent scholarship has highlighted the various ways that millet
belonging intersected with other communal identities—ethnic, professional,
regional, and imperial.32 For example, İpek Yosmaoğlu’s fascinating work on
late Ottoman Macedonia analyzed the multifaceted politicization of millet,
religion, ethnicity, and nation, as well as the distinctly modern role of
violence in this process; in that case, the census registration process itself
was highly fraught as peasants were forced to choose between “Rum”
(Greek Orthodox) and the relatively new “Bulgar” millet categories, while
others pushed for non-millet terms like “Serbian” or “Vlach” that were being
vested with new political meanings.

Dealing with a slightly later period, Sarah Shields shows that postwar
Mosulis found colonial ethno-national labels (“Arab” or “Turk”) to be
incomplete or unnatural in their multilingual and multiethnic society; these
categories flattened the importance of the social space of the neighborhood
(mahalle) in Mosuli’s self-perceptions and social relations.33 Late Ottoman
Jerusalem did not have the same circumstances of nationalist and colonial
agitation as did Macedonia and Mesopotamia, respectively, but these cases
serve as an important reminder that while we pay attention to the social and
political use of millet, we should not project an all-encompassing character
nor should we ignore the impact of social space on collective identities.

In fact, by privileging the millet as the administrative category of
recording the census, Ottoman officials inadvertently or deliberately
obscured the geographic and social proximity of Jerusalem’s residents.
Neighbors on the same street resided divided among up to eight different
notebooks, and instead “naturally” resided in the state’s mind alongside their
coreligionists who might live in a separate part of the neighborhood or even
in a distant part of the city. Part of the imperative of re-embedding

31 Israel Bartal, “’Al dmutah ha-rav ‘edatit shel ha-ḥevrah ha-Yehudit be-Yerushalayim be-
me’ah ha-yud-tet [On the multiethnic character of Jewish society in Jerusalem in the nineteenth
century],” Pe’amim: Studies in Oriental Jewry 57 (1993): 114–24; Yair Wallach, “Rethinking
the Yishuv: Late-Ottoman Palestine’s Jewish Communities Revisited,” Journal of Modern
Jewish Studies 16, 2 (2017): 275–94.

32 Christine M. Philliou, Biography of an Empire: Governing Ottomans in an Age of Revolution
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2011); Vangelis Constantinos Kechriotis, “The Greeks of
Izmir at the End of the Empire: A Non-Muslim Ottoman Community between Autonomy and
Patriotism” (PhD diss., Leiden University, 2005); Julia Phillips Cohen, Becoming Ottomans:
Sephardi Jews and Imperial Citizenship in the Modern Era (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2014).

33 İpek K. Yosmaoğlu, “Counting Bodies, Shaping Souls: The 1903 Census and National
Identity in Ottoman Macedonia,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 38, 1 (2006): 55–
77; İpek Yosmaoğlu, Blood Ties: Religion, Violence, and the Politics of Nationhood in Ottoman
Macedonia, 1878–1908 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2014); Sarah Shields, “Mosul, the
Ottoman Legacy and the League of Nations,” International Journal of Contemporary Iraqi
Studies 3, 2 (2009): 217–30.
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Jerusalem’s residents into their urban landscape, then, is to undo this
administrative erasure and to uncover the social and historical implications
of geographic proximity of Jerusalemites of different ethnic and religious
origins. Let us now return to our neighborhood in question.

O T T OMAN A L -WAD

In the last half of the nineteenth century Jerusalem was a city in the throes of
ambitious imperial reform, geopolitical wrangling, and tremendous urban
change.34 The city’s busy markets housed over nine hundred shops that
provided food from neighboring villages, household supplies and raw
materials from the region, and imported luxury goods. A building boom was
beginning to transform the landscape, especially outside the sixteenth
century walls; while it was most visibly dominated by the large foreign
churches, hospitals, and schools, there was also a great deal of residential
construction contributing to Jerusalem’s expansion and growth.

Against this backdrop, in the 1883 census, Ottoman officials counted over
four thousand households of Ottoman subjects (more than seventeen thousand
people) living in eight intramuros neighborhoods in Jerusalem. Of the city’s
population, Muslims constituted the plurality, at 38 percent, Jews comprised
35 percent, and Christians 27 percent.35 From the registers we can see that
some of these residents were migrants to the city, having arrived in the
1860s and 1870s, although no comprehensive figures have yet been
calculated for this period.36 Census officials only recorded Muslim
Jerusalemites within their respective neighborhoods, while Christian and
Jewish Jerusalemites as well as “foreigners” (yabancılar)37 were collected in
separate notebooks without any spatial indicators. As a result, from this first

34 Büssow, Hamidian Palestine; Yasemin Avcı, Değişim Sürecinde Bir Osmanlı Kenti: Kudüs
(1890–1914) (Ankara: Phoenix, 2004).

35 Jews were divided into three millets, categorized by ethnic origin which had some liturgical
and communal basis: Ashkenazi (European), Maghrebi (North African), and Sephardi (Iberian
origin native to Jerusalem or other Ottoman lands). Christians were classified by religious
denomination (Greek Orthodox, Roman Catholic, Armenian, Protestant, etc.).

36 Jewish immigration in particular is a difficult historical question due to the lack of reliable
sources. The Montefiore censuses, for example, show large-scale Jewish immigration to
Jerusalem from Eastern Europe, North Africa, and the Ottoman Balkans from the 1850s–1870s,
and indicate that the size of the Jewish community in Jerusalem more than doubled between
1866 and 1875. Daniel Kessler, “The Jewish Community in Nineteenth Century Palestine:
Evidence from the Montefiore Censuses,” Middle Eastern Studies 52, 6 (2016): 996–1010.
However, the accuracy of these figures has not been investigated, nor does the Montefiore
census account for out migration. Michal Ben Ya’akov, “Mifkadei Montefiore ve-ḥeker ha-
Yehudim be-agan ha-yam ha-tichon [The Montefiore censuses and the study of Jews in the
Mediterranean basin],” Pe’amim: Studies in Oriental Jewry 107 (2006): 117–49.

37 This category denoted Muslims and Christians who originated from outside Jerusalem, be it
from villages on its outskirts or migrants from outside Ottoman lands. European and American
citizens were not recorded by the census, although consular officials did keep their own records.
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census we can draw only a partial portrait of the urban distribution of the city’s
permanent residents in the early 1880s.

Located in the center of the walled city, al-Wad was a significant center for
political, religious, economic, and intellectual life in Jerusalem.38 Comprising
approximately fifteen streets in total with a 1.3 kilometer perimeter, al-Wad was
bounded on the east by the Ḥaram al-Sharif complex (The Noble Sanctuary,
which included the Dome of the Rock and al-Aqsa mosques) and on the
west by three parallel markets, and was sandwiched between the Bab al-
‘Amud quarter to its north and al-Silsila quarter to its south. Its designation
as an administrative unit as well as a neighborhood (“Vad mahalesi,” or
“mahallat al-Wad”) appeared in government documents, shari’a court
records, and municipal registers by the mid-nineteenth century, but the
neighborhood’s boundaries were not always consistent, with the border
streets at times reported as belonging to the adjacent neighborhoods.39

The Ottoman administrative offices, the Islamic courthouse, and the
prison were all located within al-Wad. Scattered throughout the
neighborhood were several important as well as more minor Muslim,
Christian, and Jewish religious sites and schools: Sufi zawiyas, mosques,
madrasas, and shrines, several Stations of the Cross, and synagogues and
religious schools. The neighborhood boasted several public water fountains
as well as three public baths, an important consideration in a city which then
had no running water and relied on private cisterns, wells, and spring water
purchased from water carriers. Commercial spaces and workshops were
interspersed throughout the neighborhood on major streets, which provided
for both residents’ daily needs as well as employment, along with charitable
institutions like a soup kitchen and orphanages that aided the neighborhood’s
and city’s needy. Furthermore, at least three cafés were located in al-Wad or
on its edges; they were not only sites for social gatherings, but also places
where people came to read or hear about local, imperial, and international
news, to gossip, and to be entertained.

In the 1883 census, al-Wad appeared as the fourth most populous
neighborhood in the city, with 242 Muslim households totaling over sixteen
hundred people.40 The vast majority of these households, 85 percent, were

38 Musa Sroor, Fondations Pieuses En Mouvement De La Transformation Du Statut De
Propriété Des Biens Waqfs À Jérusalem (1858–1917) (Beirut: Institut français du proche-orient,
2010); Ziyad ’Abd al-’Aziz Al-Madani, Madinat al-Quds wa-jawarha fi awakhir al-’ahd al-
’Uthmani, 1831–1918 [The city of Jerusalem and its environs at the end of the Ottoman period,
1831–1918] (Amman: author, 2004).

39 Cem Behar also notes the fuzziness in the terms, boundaries, and temporal lifecycle of
neighborhood and quarter (mahalle), in A Neighborhood in Ottoman Istanbul.

40 Israel State Archives (ISA), file 39, defter 23. The census was completed only in summer
1889, according to the stamped signatures of the census officials “sealing” each census
notebook. This long delay in implementation was not unusual across the empire, leading to a
major critique by demographers about the accuracy of census figures.
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headed by native Jerusalemites, and another 7 percent of household heads had
arrived from other towns in Palestine. The remaining 6 percent of household
heads were from neighboring Ottoman provinces, including Egypt, Sudan,
and greater Syria. These residents were professionally and socioeconomically
diverse, with household patriarchs working in crafts guilds, the provision of
foods, governmental and religious office, commerce, and the service
industry.41 The extended family appears to have been critical to the
economic and social lives of the households and neighborhood: many
households consisted of several related nuclear family units, and marriage
within extended families was widespread. Overall, in the pages of the
census, mid-1880s al-Wad appears as a tightly knit, all-Muslim
neighborhood, heretofore not visibly affected by global transformations.

However, this census portrait obscures important transformations that
were already well underway. Jews began moving to al-Wad by the 1850s as
spillover from the neighborhoods to its south where Jewish community life
had been concentrated for over three hundred years.42 Islamic court records
show that between 1868–1875 at least a dozen Jewish families purchased
homes in the neighborhood. It is reasonable to assume as well that there
were already a number of Jewish renters in the neighborhood.43 Indeed,
individual Jewish residents of al-Wad pop up in a variety of other court
cases in these decades, as investors or landlords registering power of
attorney, widows suing for their inheritance, pious philanthropists dedicating
property, divorcees requesting child support, or residents giving witness
testimony. Additionally, several Jewish communal institutions had already
taken root in the neighborhood in this period, such as the North African
(Maghrebi) Jewish community compound that was built in the late 1860s
with a synagogue, religious school, and residences for the poor, as well as
several Ashkenazi Jewish institutions.44 Thus, despite its erasure in the

41 About half of the heads of household listed an occupation.
42 While there was a concentration of Jews in the south-central parts of the intramuros city

denoted as early as the sixteenth century as “mahallat al-Yahud” and “harat al-Yahud,” Jews
also lived in adjacent areas to the west and east. Amnon Cohen and Elisheva Simon-Pikali,
Yehudim be-veit ha-mishpat ha-Muslemi: ḥevrah, kalkalah, ve-irgun kehilati bi-Yerushalayim ha-
’Otomanit (ha-me’ah ha-shesh-’esreh) [Jews in the Islamic court: society, economy, and
communal organization in Ottoman Jerusalem (the sixteenth century)] (Jerusalem: Yad Ben Zvi,
1993).

43 Yehoshu’a Yellin owned and partnered on various ḥazakot in the 1860s and 1870s in al-Wad.
Yehoshu’a bar David Yellin, Zichronot le-ben Yerushalayim [Memories of a native Jerusalemite]
(Jerusalem: Zion Press-Ruhold Brothers, 1923); Amnon Cohen, Yehudim be-veit ha-mishpaṭ ha-
Muslemi: ḥevrah, kalkalah ve-irgun kehilati bi-Yerushalayim ha-’Otomanit (ha-me’ah ha-tsha’-
’esreh) [Jews in the Islamic court: society, economy, and communal organization in Ottoman
Jerusalem (the nineteenth century)] (Jerusalem: Yad Ben Zvi, 2003), 377–83.

44 Michal Ben Ya’akov, “Space and Place: North African Jewish Widows in Late-Ottoman
Palestine,” Hawwa 10, 1–2 (2012): 37–58; Shabtai Zecharia, Yerushalayim ha-bilti noda’at:
Prakim be-toldot ha-yishuv ha-Yehudi be-’ir ha-’atika be-dorot ha-aḥaronim [Unknown
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census records, there is substantial evidence that by 1883 al-Wad already had a
religiously and ethnically diverse population.

Over the next twenty years, both al-Wad specifically and Jerusalem
generally underwent even more significant demographic, physical, economic,
and political transformations. The new railroad from Jaffa facilitated
transportation to the city and brought thousands of pilgrims and foreign
tourists annually. Because several stations on the Via Dolorosa were located
at the edge of the neighborhood, as were several Muslim Sufi hospices and
the Austrian hospice, al-Wad’s residents must have seen a substantial
seasonal flow of international visitors. More importantly, there was a huge
increase in (im)migration to Jerusalem in the 1880s–1890s.45 While we have
scant autobiographical data about most of these migrants, we can surmise
that they came for a variety of economic, religious, political, and personal
reasons.46 Government clerks and soldiers, students, slaves, servants, brides,
laborers, and merchants circulated in an intra-imperial network connecting
Jerusalem to neighboring Ottoman provinces. In addition, the incorporation
of the Middle East into the world economy resulted in an increased
circulation of international immigrants from Eastern Europe, Africa, and the
Islamic East who arrived in Jerusalem in search of economic success or
spiritual succor.

As a result of this rapid growth across the empire, new imperial
regulations were issued in 1901 to begin a second round of census
registration, which took place in Jerusalem in 1905 (1321 in the mali
calendar). The Ottoman government both incentivized participation and
punished lack of participation: census registration was a prerequisite for
receiving the nüfus tezkeresi, a vital government document necessary for
school registration, land purchases, court appearances, and passport
applications, among other things. Shirkers were threatened with fines,
imprisonment, and deportation.47 As a result, public compliance was
widespread even if, presumably, not absolute, with participation from elites to

Jerusalem: chapters in the history of the Jewish community in the old city in the last generations]
(Mizrach Binyamin: Beit El Press, 1998).

45 Preliminary analysis of the yabancılar notebooks shows that while only 127 Muslim
craftsmen arrived in Jerusalem before 1299 (1883 in the mali calendar), in the decade after
almost nine hundred arrived. Likewise, from one hundred Muslim religious migrants from sub-
Saharan Africa until 1883, in the next decade that community more than tripled in size. Most
strikingly, more than fifteen hundred Maghrebi pilgrims arrived in Jerusalem in the 1880s.

46 Ben Ya’akov, “Space and Place”; Gur Alroey, An Unpromising Land: Jewish Migration to
Palestine in the Early Twentieth Century (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2014).

47 In the late 1880s, for example, the local Ottoman governor expelled Jews who had settled in
Jerusalem without registering with the census authorities, leading the local Jewish press to call on
Jewish immigrants to register without haste. Hạvatzelet, 17 Mar. 1887; ha-Ẓvi, 15 Sept. 1887; ha-
Ẓfira, 14 Nov. 1887; ha-Melitz, 5 Dec. 1887.
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the middle and artisan classes to the unemployed and poor, and on to the native-
born, long-term residents, and even recently arrived immigrants.48 Foreign
citizens, though, were once again excluded from the count, although consular
records suggest that up to ten thousand of them lived in the city by this point.49

By that time, the Ottoman population of Jerusalem had almost doubled to
comprise over thirty thousand individuals in over seven thousand households,
with Jews now constituting the plurality (41 percent), followed by Muslims (34
percent) and Christians (25 percent). Over a quarter (26 percent) of all heads of
household had been born outside the city.50 During these two decades, al-Wad
had grown to become the second most populous neighborhood in the city
overall—over 3,400 inhabitants now lived there in 748 households.51 Thanks
to a change in the census procedures that recorded the neighborhood of all
Ottoman residents, including Christians and Jews, we can learn a great deal
more about the neighborhood and its residents at this moment in time, not least
the major attributes recorded in the census: millet, place of birth, and occupation.

The residents of al-Wad belonged to eight differentmillets, closely divided
between Muslims (44 percent) and Jews (42 percent), with the remaining being
Christians. (The specific millet breakdown is reproduced in table 1.) It is clear
that al-Wad at this point was an immigrant-heavy neighborhood, with nearly
half (45 percent) of its households headed by a migrant to the city or an
immigrant to the empire, a rate that was almost twice as high as for the city
overall (table 2 shows the region of origin of al-Wad’s household heads).52

While we do not know exactly when most of these immigrants arrived in the
city, or for that matter in the neighborhood, at least one hundred al-Wad
household heads arrived in Jerusalem within the preceding decade, while

48 Reporting was incomplete for the petit bourgeois, artisanal, working classes, women and
children, and nomadic tribes. Alan Duben, “Household Formation in Late Ottoman Istanbul,”
International Journal of Middle East Studies 22 (1990): 419–35; Kemal H. Karpat, Ottoman
Population 1830–1914: Demographic and Social Characteristics (Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1985); Justin McCarthy, The Population of Palestine: Population History and
Statistics of the Late Ottoman Period and the Mandate (New York: Columbia University Press,
1990). One historian proposed that undercounting in Jerusalem due to age and sex was 7.5
percent, the lowest in all the Arab provinces. Justin McCarthy, Population History of the Middle
East and the Balkans (Istanbul: Isis Press, 2002), 193.

49 Campos, Ottoman Brothers, 63 n16.
50 Schmelz, “Population Characteristics.” Istanbul had similarly high ratios of migrants in the

mid-late nineteenth century. Florian Riedler, “The Role of Labour Migration in the Urban
Economy and Governance of Nineteenth-Century Istanbul,” in Ulrike Freitag and Nora Lafi,
eds., Urban Governance under the Ottomans: Between Cosmopolitanism and Conflict (London:
Routledge, 2014), 145–58; Duben and Behar, Istanbul Households.

51 All neighborhood figures come from my own analysis of the original census, ISA, file 39,
defter 2, 6, 20, 21, 37, 39, 47, 57. I included counts for Mahkama, since it is recorded as a sub-
neighborhood within al-Wad for most families, but for some families it is recorded as a separate
neighborhood. (Schmelz incorrectly places the neighborhood outside the city walls.)

52 In al-Sa’adiya, the neighborhood to the north, only 18 percent of households were headed by
non-Jerusalemites. Büssow, Hamidian Palestine, 144–45.
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eighty households had resided in Jerusalem for between two to five decades
(table 3 shows estimated decade of arrival).53

From this breakdown, it is apparent that “immigrants” or “non-natives”
cannot be treated as a single group, because the difference was likely stark
between the old-timers and the newcomers in terms of language,

TABLE 1.

Millet of heads of household (HoH) and female heads of household (HoH-f) in al-Wad,
1905 Ottoman census.

Row Labels HoH HoH-f Grand Total

Armenian Catholic 1 1
Roman Catholic 39 2 41
Greek Orthodox 47 4 51
Maghrebi Jews 121 22 143
Sephardi Jews 38 5 43
Ashkenazi Jews 122 5 127
Muslim 310 21 331
Protestant 11 11
Grand Total 689 59 748

TABLE 2.

Region of Origin for al-Wad households, 1905 Ottoman census.

53 These entries contained temporal clues such as dates and birthplaces for children or younger
siblings that helped narrow down the decade of arrival in Jerusalem. N= 180.
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employment, marriage, and other social networks. Some of these migrants and
immigrants undoubtedly became culturally and socially embedded in the life of
their neighborhood and the city, and family, professional, religious, or ethnic
communal networks helped integrate them further. Although Jerusalem was a
multilingual city in many ways, acquisition of Arabic was an important
practical skill and a marker of acculturation; at least seven Russian-born
Ashkenazi Jewish heads of household in al-Wad, including the mechanic
Nissim Levi and carpenter Moshe Grubsky, reported the ability to speak
Arabic, presumably at least enough to communicate for their professional
needs.54

Marrying a local Jerusalemite was also a critical strategy for unmarried
newcomers looking to create or solidify their urban social networks. This
was the case for most of the non-native Roman Catholic and Greek
Orthodox men residing in al-Wad, as well as significant numbers of
immigrant Jewish and Muslim men, with one major exception. Sub-Saharan
African Muslims in al-Wad typically married women from their hometown
and rarely married Jerusalemites, and then usually only if the woman was

TABLE 3.

Estimated decade of arrival for al-Wad immigrant households, 1905 census.

54 This is likely an undercount, though, since the memoirs of another Ashkenazi Jewish resident
note that his father spoke Arabic but his census entry does not include this skill. Gad Frumkin,
Derekh shofet bi-Yerushalayim [The path of a judge in Jerusalem] (Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1954). For
comparison, Büssow identified 20 percent of the adult Ashkenazi male heads of household in
his sample of al-Silsila neighborhood who had reported oral Arabic skills;Hamidian Palestine, 160.
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the daughter of an African father. Thus, although sub-Saharan Africans were
administratively folded into the Muslim millet, it is likely that both race and
class were factors that marked them in Jerusalem and contributed to a certain
degree of social difference or perhaps even marginalization. As we will see,
this is further borne out by their occupational status and spatial location in
the neighborhood.

Scattered occupational and household composition data provides clues
about the socioeconomic status of the residents of al-Wad. They were a
diverse lot, ranging from notable families heavily involved in commerce,
government administration, and religious office, to the new middle class of
teachers and translators, to skilled artisans, unskilled manual laborers, and
the unemployed poor. That said, it is difficult to determine the financial
status of the neighborhood’s residents based on their reported occupation
alone, and unfortunately we do not have records of housing costs in the
neighborhood. Very few residents listed full-time servants as residing in
their household, although certainly at least some must have employed day
servants who lived in their own households. We can also determine that to a
notable extent immigrants and migrants occupied the lower rungs of the
economic ladder in al-Wad. Manual labor was dominated by non-
Jerusalemites at an overall rate of 2:1. Among Greek Orthodox Christians,
this was even higher: almost all of the Greek Orthodox manual laborers (17
percent of Greek Orthodox HoH) were non-locals. The case was even starker
for Muslim migrants from sub-Saharan Africa and the non-Ottoman Islamic
world, who were virtually exclusively employed in these two areas of private
security and manual labor.55 In contrast, Ottoman Muslim and Jewish
migrants were far more occupationally diverse.

What emerges by 1905, then, is a portrait of a neighborhood with several
very different sides. For the native Jerusalemites and long-term residents, al-
Wad was a tight-knit neighborhood of dense networks of families who
resided there for generations,56 with close ties of marriage and kinship
within the neighborhood as well as to adjacent neighborhoods. At least
one hundred Muslim households lived in the same building as one or more
other family members heading up a different household, suggesting
intergenerational residence in the neighborhood that is otherwise not visible.

55 The only exceptions were two who were employed as lantern carriers. For more information
on foreign security guards in Palestine at the time, see Büssow, Hamidian Palestine; and Evelin
Dierauff, “Global Migration in Late Ottoman Jaffa as Reflected in the Arab-Palestinian
Newspaper Filastin (1911–1913),” in Liat Kozma, Cyrus Schayegh, and Avner Wishnitzer, eds.,
A Global Middle East: Mobility, Materiality, and Culture in the Modern Age, 1880–1940
(London: I. B. Tauris, 2015), 165–74.

56 Comparing the two censuses, we can see that there is some continuity of the neighborhood’s
Muslim residents, since at least 20 percent of all 1883 households still had at least one member
living in al-Wad in 1905.
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For example, notable ‘Afifi households occupied four of the six apartments at
building number 61 in Suq al-Qattanin: the families of Muhammad Nafr al-Din
Effendi, a policeman; Sheikh Rashid Effendi, a religion teacher; ‘Umar Effendi
and his brother Muhammad, both government employees with large families
and two servants; and Yusuf Effendi, profession unknown.57 This
extraordinary geographic proximity facilitated the regular exchange of
resources and services, allowed for frequent supervision and advice, and
blurred the boundaries of household, family, and kin. This also certainly
relayed an intimate familiarity to the neighborhood and social life. At the
same time, the presence of large numbers of new people and immigrants in
the neighborhood, with different levels of connectivity and acculturation,
was unmistakable.

M A P P I N G P E O P L E O N T H E N E I G H B O R H OOD S C A L E

Because al-Wad had a uniquely high proportion of households (92 percent)
with a recorded quarter/street/alley in 1905, we are able to map residents’
location within the neighborhood at a variety of scales, something that is not
possible to this extent for the other Jerusalem neighborhoods. Plotting the
Jerusalem census households on a georeferenced map of the neighborhood
(figure 3) reveals that this ‘most mixed’ neighborhood was itself very
unevenly mixed, with areas of extreme segregation, on the one hand, and
areas of significant integration, on the other. In order to better understand
this process, I will refer to several widely-accepted dimensions of
segregation: evenness, or the distribution of social groups in the city;
concentration, the amount of space taken up by a group; clustering, the
contiguity of group members in the urban landscape; and exposure, the
possibility of contact and interaction between different groups.58

Within al-Wad, high levels of spatial evenness characterized some millets,
while spatial concentration was much more pronounced for others. Muslims
and Ashkenazi Jews were the most diffuse millets: Muslims lived in all of
the dozen streets/alleys listed in al-Wad, while Ashkenazi Jews lived in most
of them and were spread fairly evenly throughout the quarter. Maghrebi Jews
lived on about half of the neighborhood’s streets but were most heavily
concentrated (75 percent) on only three streets, ‘Aqabat Rasas, Hukumet,
and al-Wad. This pattern is born out in the most common measure of
evenness, the dissimilarity index; by this index, if we only consider the two
largest groups, Muslims and Jews, al-Wad rates as fairly “even” (.325 on a
0-1 point scale), meaning that only around one-third of Muslims and Jews
would have to relocate to be perfectly distributed in the city.

57 ISA, file 39, defter 21, 28–32, 100–1.
58 The final one is centralization. Massey and Denton, “Dimensions of Residential Segregation.”
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Christians were much less evenly distributed in the neighborhood, with
almost 90 percent of Roman Catholic and Greek Orthodox Christian
households concentrated in the northwestern quadrant (figure 4). Roman
Catholics lived on only four streets total, and 83 percent lived in just six

FIGURE 3. Distribution of al-Wad Households, 1905 Ottoman Census. (Map by Joe Aufmuth,
Geospatial Consultant, University of Florida, George A. Smathers Libraries.)
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buildings on one of these streets. Greek Orthodox Christians were more spread
out than were Catholics, but even so, most of them lived on those same four
streets in the northwest quadrant of the neighborhood. It bears noting that

FIGURE 4. Christian Households in al-Wad Neighborhood, 1905 Ottoman Census. (Map by Joe
Aufmuth, Geospatial Consultant, University of Florida, George A. Smathers Libraries.)
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this quadrant adjoined the heavily Christian neighborhoods of Bab al-‘Amud
and Ḥarat al-Naṣara, where there were majority Christian populations and
numerous Christian institutions, demarcating a fairly contiguous bloc of
Catholic and Orthodox Christian life. The outlier from this pattern is the tiny
Protestant population in the neighborhood, all of whom (eleven households)
lived in the southeasternmost street in the neighborhood, in their own cluster.
In terms of the dissimilarity index, almost two-thirds of al-Wad’s Christians
(.595 on this same scale) would have to be relocated to attain an ideal
distribution in the city, twice the rate of Muslims and Jews. Note that these
Christian clusters do not imply Christian isolation in the neighborhood,
because these streets on which they were concentrated were overall very
mixed, as we will see.

While Muslims were generally widely dispersed throughout the
neighborhood, the five alleys east of Tariq al-Wad that led up to the interior
gates of the Haram al-Sharif compound had a particularly heavy
concentration of Muslim households. One street in particular, Bab al-Hadid,
which was at the time the most populous Muslim street, was almost
exclusively (>90 percent) Muslim, and another small alley, Ghawanme, had
only Muslim households. However, these are rare examples of Muslim
isolation at the street level.

In marked contrast to these areas of intense millet-based concentration,
clustering, and isolation, most streets in the neighborhood had variable
levels of millet heterogeneity, as shown in figure 5. The most mixed
streets, where no single millet comprised more than 37–42 percent of the
residents, consisted of the major north-south axes as well as two major
west-east arteries. Overall, it is apparent that micro-location within the
neighborhood mattered, echoing the importance in segregation studies of
sensitivity to scale rather than simply focusing on arbitrary administrative
boundaries.59 Other critics have pointed out that segregation is best
considered multiscalar—that is, as taking place simultaneously at multiple
scales in the city.60 Rather than being opposite ends of the spectrum,
segregation and diversity are “enfolded.” In other words, the aggregate
heterogeneity of al-Wad existed simultaneously with the street- and
quadrant-level patterns of both segregated clusters and isolation, on the one
hand, and integrated streets, on the other.

Before we turn to the important question of why there was such variable
concentration and mixing in various parts of al-Wad, let us briefly think

59 Sean F. Reardon et al., “The Geographic Scale of Metropolitan Racial Segregation,”
Demography 45, 3 (2008): 489–514.

60 Christopher S. Fowler, “Segregation as a Multiscalar Phenomenon and Its Implications for
Neighborhood-Scale Research: The Case of South Seattle 1990–2010,” Urban Geography 37, 1
(2016): 1–25.
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spatially about the two other major social attributes recorded in the census—
profession and place of birth. For most residents of al-Wad, there was little
direct correlation between occupation and neighborhood location. The one
exception, however, is the high spatial concentration for people in the

FIGURE 5. Street-Level Household by Millet, 1905 Ottoman Census. (Map by Joe Aufmuth,
Geospatial Consultant, University of Florida, George A. Smathers Libraries.)
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building industry, with almost half of al-Wad’s building workers living on a
single street. This correlates to the high concentration of Christians in this
industry, where they were 60 percent of al-Wad residents employed in the
building trades, triple their ratio in the neighborhood population. Overall,
though, there also was no strict class segregation in the intramuros city: the
same street could—and often did—house the elite, the working class, and
the very poor. For example, on one side of the home of the neighborhood’s
most illustrious resident, Mufti of Jerusalem Muhammad Taher al-Husseini,
lived two Christian master builders and their families, along with Habib al-
Shami, a Greek Orthodox cobbler whose sons worked as a carpenter and an
apprentice; on the other side, the mufti’s neighbors were Muslims of more
modest lineage and occupation: ‘Abd al-Burhan Fawakhiri, a post-horse
driver, Hasan Dib, a sweets shop owner originally from Sidon, and
Muhammad ‘Arif al-‘Arif, a greengrocer, and their families.61 In immediate
proximity to the mufti was also the courtyard rented by Israel Dov Frumkin,
a Jewish immigrant from Russia who set up a printing press and published
the long-running Hebrew-language newspaper, Hạvatzelet.62

When we turn to examine the spatial implications of place of birth, on the
other hand, we find that there is a significant correlation between immigration
and living on the most mixed streets. Overall, ‘Aqabat al-Raṣaṣ was the most
immigrant-heavy street, with 73 percent of its household heads born outside
of Jerusalem, followed closely by Ḥukumet (63 percent), Tariq al-Wad (62
percent), and Khan al-Zeit (51 percent). That these streets were among the
most mixed and the locations of the most recent arrivals to Jerusalem raises
questions about both the structural and economic contours of property rentals
and the cultural and social attitudes that shaped residential sorting, which we
will revisit below. In other words, native and long-term residents had
different choices available to them, and possibly different preferences, than
did newcomers to the city.

On this point, we also observe a clustering of sub-Saharan African
immigrants living with or near each other; for example, in one building,
Tariq al-Wad number 14, Sudanese and Nigerian Muslims comprised nine
out of twelve households, fully half of all sub-Saharan African-headed
households in the neighborhood.63 At least two other African households

61 For the Christians, see ISA, file 39, defter 6, 11–13; for the Muslims see ISA, file 39, defter
21, 33, 43–44, 98–99.

62 Gad Frumkin wrote that his family rented one of the Husseini family courtyards adjacent to
the mufti’s house, which appears in his memory map to be on the alley called al-Bayrak today,
although this name is not recorded anywhere in the census nor did Frumkin call it by that name.
Puzzlingly, however, the Frumkin family census entry appears on Tariq al-Wad, east of their
actual location. The census also lists no tenants living in their courtyard, although Frumkin
mentioned several of them by name. Frumkin, Derekh shofet.

63 ISA, file 39, defter 20, 2.

M A P P I N G U R B A N “ M I X I N G ” 157

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417520000407 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417520000407


were located nearby on the same street. Furthermore, while many of the
remaining entries for guards and manual laborers are blank under “sub-
neighborhood,” preventing us from mapping their locations, clusters of these
households were registered consecutively in the census books, suggesting an
extant social network that led them to visit the census office together. As a
result, it appears that ethnic/racial origin had significant spatial implications
for sub-Saharan Africans, concentrating half of them in a single building and
clustering most of the others either spatially or socially in addition to
professionally.

L E G A L , R E L I G I O U S , E C O N OM I C , S O C I A L , A N D C U LT U R A L FA C TO R S

E X P L O R E D

What factors explain these concurrent areas of marked heterogeneity and
homogeneity in the same neighborhood? First, we must consider the
structural limitations of the real estate market. Private property was, of
course, bought and sold regularly in Jerusalem,64 but most ordinary, non-
elite Jerusalemites were chronic renters rather than property owners. The
high level of rentership had to do with the fact that much of the city’s
intramuros real estate had the legal status of religious endowment—waqf
khayri (philanthropic endowment) or waqf ahli (family trust)—which in
theory could not be sold, given, inherited, mortgaged, or turned back into
private property, but which was rented out for income for the waqf
beneficiaries.65

In al-Wad numerous properties were waqf endowments, ranging from
prominent Islamic institutions in the neighborhood dating back hundreds of
years to at least Mamluk times, to stores, businesses, and houses whose
income was dedicated to the Ḥaram al-Sharif or other Islamic pious purpose.
Such was the case of all of the stores and houses in the Suq al-Qaṭṭanin, and
at least another forty-five houses, 164 stores, six storehouses, and a café
within the neighborhood.66 In addition, there were also a large number of
family awqaf in the neighborhood, including at least four dozen houses and

64 Musa Sroor, “The Real Estate Market in Jerusalem between Muslims and Christians (1800–
1810),” Oriente Moderno 93 (2013): 593–608; Amnon Cohen and Elisheva Ben Shimon-Pikali,
Yehudim be-veit ha-mishpat ha-Muslemi: ḥevrah, kalkalah, ve-irgun kehilati be-Yerushalayim
ha-‘Otomanit (ha-me’ah ha-shva’ ’esreh) [Jews in the Islamic court: society, economy, and
communal organization in Ottoman Jerusalem (the seventeenth century)], 2 vols. (Jerusalem:
Yad Ben Zvi, 2010).

65 A contemporary survey of the Muslim, Christian, and Armenian quarters found that 79
percent of properties had the status of legal endowments, whether religious (Muslim and
Christian) or family. Only 18 percent of properties in those neighborhoods were privately
owned. Samer Ghaleb Bagaeen, “Housing Conditions in the Old City of Jerusalem: An
Empirical Study,” Habitat International 30, 1 (2006): 87–106, 93.

66 Sroor, Fondations pieuses, 153, 78–80, 92–93.
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almost three dozen stores and other businesses.67 Waqf properties were leased by
Jerusalemites of all religious backgrounds as well as by foreigners, a pattern
which in the eyes of one historian was “an ordinary occurrence … and a sign
of the religious permeability of the economic geography in Islamic cities.”68

Numerous sources, from legal to rabbinical to biographical, testify to the
common occurrence of waqf property rental across religious lines in Jerusalem.69

However, one important element of this rental equation that has been little
examined in terms of its impact on the urban landscape is the role of perpetual
lease usufruct (ḥikr) rights over waqf properties. In Jewish law, this
institutionalized practice was called ḥazakah, and it gave a Jewish lease-holder
(maḥazik; pl. maḥazikim) the rights to sublet a given property to whomever he
chose; the subletters in turn paid all rents directly to him, which included a
healthy commission for the maḥazik.70 According to various rabbinical
writings, the practice emerged in the sixteenth-century Ottoman world for a
number of reasons, but primarily was inspired as a means to control rent
increases in a period of large-scale immigration in the aftermath of the Iberian
expulsions.71 Additionally, the ḥazakah practice effectively limited the
interaction with and financial exchange between Jews and non-Jews as well as
gave Jews a say over potential renters/neighbors, both of which had the effect
of creating and preserving Jewish communal enclaves.

In 1859, a series of violations of this custom led Sephardi and Ashkenazi
rabbinical leaders in Jerusalem to jointly issue a proclamation forbidding
individual Jews from turning to non-Jewish landlords on their own when
there was a Jewish maḥazik in the neighboring courtyards. While much of
the text of the proclamation was concerned with the financial burdens facing
the Jewish communities due to rising rents in the city, it also underscores the
role this legal institution played in establishing and reinforcing Jewish spatial
boundaries.72 In the absence of a comprehensive study of the Jerusalem

67 Idem, 194–98.
68 Randi Deguilheim, “The Waqf in the City,” in Salma Khadra Jayussi et al., eds., The City in

the Islamic World (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 945–46.
69 Frumkin, Derekh shofet; Cohen, Yehudim be-veit ha-mishpaṭ ha-Muslemi (ha-me’ah ha-tsha’

‘esreh); Sroor, Fondations pieuses.
70 Eliezer Rivlin, “Ḥazakot shel ḥatzerot ve-batim be-Yerushalayim [Usufruct agreements for

courtyards and houses in Jerusalem],” in Festschrift Dr. Jakob Freiman Zum 70 Geburtstag
(Berlin: Viktoria, 1937), 149–62.

71 Rabbi Michael Molho, “Takanat ḥezkat ha-batim, ḥatzerot ve-ḥanuyot be-Saloniki [The
regulation over the usufruct of houses, courtyards, and stores in Salonica],” Sinai 28 (1951):
296–314; Meir Benyahu, “Haskamot “Ḥezkat ha-ḥatzerot, ha-batim, ve-ha-ḥanuyot” be-Saloniki
ve-psakeihem shel Rabbi Yosef Taitatzak ve-ḥachmei doro [The ‘courtyards, houses, and stores
usufruct’ agreements in Salonica and the rulings of Rabbi Yosef Taitatzak and the sages of his
generation],” Michael 9 (1985): 55–146.

72 “Takanat ha-ḥazakot,” Jerusalem Municipal Archives, file 280/30/216. The Jewish rabbinical
court system was reportedly occupied with disputes about ḥazaka terms, inheritance, sales,
forgeries, and so forth. See Rivlin, “Ḥazakot.”
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ḥazakah market, we can gain a glimpse by surveying the Sephardi/Maghrebi
results of the 1875 Montefiore census, which reveals that close to two-thirds
(59 percent) of the 247 courtyards in which members resided were owned by
a Muslim or Christian but had a Jewish ḥazakah contract in place.73 In more
than half of these, the maḥazik himself or his widow lived in the courtyard
and rented out other apartments to tenants, underscoring the important
supervisory and boundary-enforcing role they played since their tenants were
also their most immediate neighbors. In contrast, only around 20 percent of
the total courtyards in which Sephardi and Maghrebi Jews lived were
reported as belonging to non-Jewish or indeterminate owners without a
Jewish intermediary contract. By comparison, 15 percent of courtyards were
privately owned by Jews, and another 5 percent were owned by Jewish
institutions. Thus, there is substantial evidence that the ḥazakah institution
played an important role in shaping Jerusalem’s social topography in the late
Ottoman period, even if it never succeeded in establishing a monopoly.

This dominance meant that some courtyards and some areas of the city
were opened for Jewish clustering and concentration with rabbinical
oversight. As a result, we see that many of al-Wad’s Jews still lived in all-
Jewish buildings in 1905, presumably rendered so by the maḥazik of that
courtyard. The census records only twelve mixed Jewish-Muslim buildings
in the entire neighborhood which housed forty-six Jewish and Muslim
households, barely more than 6 percent of all al-Wad households; these
inhabitants were almost all from the lower to middle strata, employed in the
crafts, building trades, manual labor, or as minor religious officials.74 Two of
these mixed buildings were on ‘Aqabat al-Raṣaṣ: number 78 housed
Maghrebi Jewish and Muslim households, including the grocer David Levi
Maghrebi, Mustafa Effendi ‘Abd al-Nabi, a government clerk, and Ahmad
Effendi al-Rimawi, a religious scholar from the village of Beit Rima, and
their families; number 83 housed Ashkenazi Jewish and Muslim households,
including the Pinsk-born cobbler Moshe Asher Goldberg, the Loshen-born
Yekutiel Margolis, whose three sons worked in the building industry, and
Ahmad Ruka, a coffee-maker, and their families.75

In Jerusalem, buildings were commonly constructed so that rooms
(apartments) surrounded a central courtyard (hosh); amenities like latrines,
cisterns or wells, kitchens, and outdoor spaces were typically shared by all
residents. Given the close quarters and religious dietary and other laws that

73 Sephardi and Maghrebi Jews were collapsed into a single group in the Montefiore census,
along with other “Eastern” Jews from Iran, Georgia, et cetera. The Ashkenazi Jewish census did
not record courtyards. See http://www.montefiorecensuses.org/ (last accessed 29 Aug. 2020).

74 In comparison, in al-Sa’adiya neighborhood, Büssow found only five houses that were shared
betweenMuslims and Greek Orthodox Christians, 3 percent of the neighborhood’s total inhabitants;
Hamidian Palestine, 150.

75 ISA, file 39, defters 37, 1; 20, 131; 57, 11; 21, 108; and 57, 23.
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regulated daily home life, it is perhaps not surprising that inter-religious mixing
was rare at the building level. In fact, in the 1890s the Chief Rabbi Ya’kov
Sha’ul Elyashar had ruled that renting space in a Jewish courtyard to non-
Jews was permissible only in cases where it could not be avoided.76 What is
somewhat more surprising, though, is that the ḥazakah institution appeared
to preserve ethnic lines almost as much as religious lines: in the
aforementioned 1875 Montefiore census, not a single Ashkenazi tenant was
listed in the Sephardi and Maghrebi courtyards, and by the 1905 Ottoman
census, only thirteen buildings in al-Wad with thirty-four households were
ethnically mixed between Maghrebi/Sephardi and Ashkenazi Jews.77 From
this we can see that social networks and cultural preferences played a large
role in residential patterns. In addition to praying and studying in different
institutions, Maghrebi/Sephardi and Ashkenazi Jews intermarried only
infrequently at this time, and their separation into distinct courtyards easily
followed this reality.78

Beyond the Islamic waqf properties, Jewish and Christian religious
endowments similarly served both communal charitable and family trust
purposes. Between 1882 and 1904, over a dozen Jewish endowments
(hekdesh) were established on properties within al-Wad, the majority by
owners who lived in the neighborhood.79 The endowments ranged from the
modest (one to two room parts of a house) to sizable (a building with thirty-
three rooms, four courtyards, two water wells, a kitchen, and an adjacent
garden and storeroom). Most of these endowers were Ashkenazi Jews who
dedicated the proceeds of the property after their deaths to their specific
immigrant religious congregation (kollel) for religious education or ritual, or
for upkeep of the poor of their community. These endowed properties thus
served as a metaphorical brick rooting specific congregations and
communities in the city.

The role of the Christian churches was even more transformative in the
Jerusalem landscape. Both the Roman Catholic Custodian de Terra Sancta

76 Rachel Shar’abi, Ha-yishuv ha-Sfaradi bi-Yerushalayim be-shalhei ha-tkufah ha-’Otomanit
[The Sephardi community in Jerusalem at the end of the Ottoman period] (Tel Aviv: Misrad ha-
Bitaḥon, 1989), 23.

77 This means that 10 percent of al-Wad’s Jews were living in inter-ethnic Jewish buildings. In
al-Silsila, Büssow found 17 percent of Jews living in such mixed buildings; Hamidian Palestine,
157.

78 Yellin, Zichronot.
79 Cohen, Yehudim be-veit ha-mishpat ha-Muslemi… (ha-me’ah ha-tsha’-’esreh), 462–547. See

also Ron Shaham, “Christian and Jewish Waqf in Palestine during the Late Ottoman Period,”
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 54, 3 (1991): 460–72; Amin Mas’ud Abu
Bakr, Milkiyyat al-aradi fi mutasarafiyyat al-Quds, 1858–1918 [Land properties in the province
of Jerusalem, 1858–1918] (’Amman: Mu’assasat ’Abd al-Hamid Shoman, 1996); Ahmad Hamed
Ibrahim Al-Quda, Nasara al-Quds: Dirasa fi daw al-watha’iq al-’Uthmaniya [Christians of
Jerusalem: research study in light of Ottoman documents] (Beirut: Markaz Dirasat al-Wihdah al-
`Arabiyah, 2007).
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and the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate were large landholders and owners of
property in the city, some of which they rented or distributed for use of their
co-religionists. Although neither patriarchate has released data on their
property ownership, today church-owned properties are marked by a plaster
engraved cross on the outside of the building; many of the buildings in the
northwest quadrant in al-Wad display this mark. When we consider that
almost every building in which Roman Catholics or Greek Orthodox
Christians lived was entirely comprised of that denomination, it becomes
clearer that church ownership likely determined Christian settlement patterns
in al-Wad. In that neighborhood, there was only one case of Christians living
in mixed housing, a building comprised of Catholic and Protestant
households on the southeastern edge of the neighborhood.

Petitions to the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate further support this
understanding of Christian housing as deeply connected to denominational
identity and religious boundaries. Property-less Orthodox Christians regularly
turned to the church for housing allocation or, secondarily, rent subsidies, and
saw it as a right of community membership. One petitioner wrote to the
patriarchate in 1889 to ask that the housing council give her a place to live
“like it is normally being offered to other Christians,”80 while another echoed
this demand that he be “treated equally, like the other Christians” and receive
housing.81 Migrants to Jerusalem and returning Jerusalemites also requested
housing assistance,82 and their petitions suggest that the native-born enjoyed
priority over “foreigners.” One long-term resident complained about the lack
of attention to her petition, despite the fact that many “foreigners, Greeks, and
peasants” were regularly housed in community buildings, and another
petitioner complained about being evicted despite his fifty years in the city
and his three native-born wives.83 Several petitioners referenced their
registration in the Ottoman census books as a way to prove their long ties to
the city, while others emphasized their native Jerusalemite spouse.84

Indeed, housing was such a valuable commodity that it was not unheard of
for individuals to convert to Orthodoxy in the hopes of receiving
accommodation. The Roman Catholic couple Yusuf and Thekla Hanna, for
example, requested conversion to Orthodoxy in 1885 so that they might
receive “a small place to live.”85 Orthodox petitioners also dangled the threat

80 PS-GOPJ/VI/Γ/15/1889/42 [1889]. Open Jerusalem project, http://www.openjerusalem.org/
project (last accessed 15 Sept. 2020), (OJ preface below). My thanks to Angelos Dalachnis for
his generosity in sharing this source.

81 OJ/JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1885/670.
82 OJ/JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1888/293; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1888/243; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1888/200;

JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1885/204; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1886/254.
83 OJ/JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1886/44; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1886/493.
84 OJ/JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1886/483; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1886/476; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1887/317.
85 OJ/PS-GOPJ/VI/Γ/15/1885/324; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1888/61 (16 May 1885).
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of joining another church or conversion to Islam in order to pressure church
officials to give them housing. Eleni Halil Kaxbaxti, for example, implored
the patriarchate to give them housing so as to prevent her husband from
joining the Roman Catholic Church.86

Overall, housing parishioners in church-owned property had the effect of
creating and enforcing confessional boundaries on the building level. Jamila,
the Greek Orthodox widow of a Roman Catholic, petitioned the patriarchate so
she could move out of the Roman Catholic monastery she had lived in with her
late husband in order to return to her own community.87 Another petitioner
complained when his neighbor rented out a spare room in her church-owned
assigned house to a “foreigner,” and insisted that either she be forced to rent to
an Orthodox Christian or that he be reassigned elsewhere.88 Other petitioners
complained about neighboring properties being rented to Protestants, either
instrumentally voicing a concern that was expressing a real personal aversion to
converts or likely to please the housing committee.

In addition to these intra-Christian boundaries, housing petitions also
revealed preferences for strong inter-religious boundaries, or at least a hope
that inter-religious complaints might draw the swift attention of the housing
council. Several petitioners mentioned their dissatisfaction about living in the
“Turkish” neighborhood or among “Turks” and requested that they instead
be housed in church properties or in the Christian quarter.89 For example,
Jiryis and three other fellow petitioners wrote that they, their wives, and their
children had daily conflicts with their Muslim neighbors.90 The poor widow
Anna went so far as to imply that her daughter’s honor would be in danger if
they were not moved to the monastery or a Christian house.91 Other
petitioners had practical or spiritual reasons for requesting assistance in
moving or to Christian-dominant neighborhoods, such as seeking proximity
to school or church, or longing for overall spiritual succor.92 For poor and
property-less Christians, then, housing was intimately connected to
confessional identity, church and family networks; in contrast, for the
fortunate more affluent Christians who owned their own housing, whether
intramuros or in the new extramuros neighborhoods, housing was a source
of economic autonomy and savvy investment.93

86 OJ/PS-GOPJ/VI/Γ/15/1887/321 (18 Sept. 1887).
87 OJ/PS-GOPJ/VI/Γ/15/1889/14.
88 OJ/JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1885/292.
89 OJ/JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1886/15; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1887/138; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1887/56.

This is the terminology used in the translations provided by the Open Jerusalem team.
90 OJ/JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1885/565.
91 OJ/JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1885/668.
92 OJ/JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1885/644; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1885/608; JM-AEPI/VI/Γ/15/1885/547.
93 On the wide-spread Christian property ownership in Bab al-‘Amud and elsewhere in the

intramuros city, see Sroor, “Real Estate Market.”
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In addition to the efforts of Jewish and Christian authorities to limit their
parishioners’ housing choices and boundaries in the city, Ottoman
interpretations of Islamic law also tried to prevent non-Muslims from
building or residing in the area around mosques and to limit the
establishment of non-Muslim religious or educational institutions in Muslim-
dominant areas. To a certain extent this was successful—as mentioned
earlier, two of the streets adjacent to the gates leading to the Ḥaram al-Sharif
were exclusively Muslim streets. Memoirs also state that these streets were
patrolled, and non-Muslims were excluded from them de facto.
Paradoxically, however, the Ottoman census reveals growing Jewish
presence in the three other streets adjacent to the Haram al-Sharif.

The most significant in this regard is the southeasternmost street segment,
the area known as Mahkama, half of whose households came from the three
Jewish millets, one-third of whom were Muslim, and the remainder primarily
Protestant. This street segment leads immediately to the Maghariba quarter,
the location of the Wailing Wall, considered the last remaining part of the
Second Temple and therefore the holiest site in Judaism. Proximity to the
wall was highly esteemed among pious Jews, and as a result, historically it
was the residence of prominent Sephardi Jewish families such as that of
Chaim Moshe Elyashar, a member of the administrative council (majlis
idara) and the Jewish spiritual council (majlis ruhani) as well as the son of
the late Chief Rabbi, Ya’akov Sha’ul Elyashar. Similarly, we see that
Ashkenazi Jews moved onto the streets leading up to the Ḥaram al-Sharif, in
particular ‘Ala’ al-Din/Bab al-Nazir Street, where they comprised twelve out
of twenty-one households. The Jewish clustering in four buildings on the
west end of the street likely began as a single ḥazakah secured to coincide
with the founding of an Ashkenazi yeshiva, Torat Ḥaim, nearby in 1886,
which certainly would have had the effect of making the area a magnet for
Ashkenazi Jewish work, study, worship, and settlement.

In addition to these legal and religious factors that seemed to work against
and for mixing on the building and street levels, we should also consider the
question of street morphology, economics, and sociocultural values. Al-
Wad’s population density was among the highest in the intramuros city,
second only to the neighborhood to its south, al-Silsila.94 As a result, from
the 1890s on, residents of means were choosing to leave the crowded city
for the new expanses outside the city wall.95 This process of affluent flight
from the intramuros city was only in its first generation at the time of the
1905 census, but it would accelerate considerably in subsequent decades.
Moreover, the two main north-south axes, Tariq al-Wad and Khan al-Zeit,

94 Lemire, Jerusalem 1900, 36–37.
95 Geoffrey Furlonge, Palestine Is My Country: The Story of Musa Alami (New York: Praeger,

1969).
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were highly trafficked main thoroughfares with constant wagon, cart, and
pedestrian traffic and a high presence of commercial spaces and activities;96

in contrast, al-Wad’s narrower arteries and alleys provided a less public,
more private, more protected environment for residents. We already have
seen that both of those main streets had a high ratio of newcomers,
suggesting their relatively high turnover in residential real estate, whether
due to affordability or to undesirability for longtime residents, or both. The
latter explanation is supported by the fact that relatively few of the
neighborhood’s elites (charted by honorific titles such as “Bey” or “Effendi”)
lived on either street—only 11 percent and 13 percent, respectively—and
most were located on the smaller, more “private” streets, such as Bab al-
Hadid, for example, where 55 percent of its heads of household boasted an
honorific title.

Although it is difficult to reconstruct social attitudes in general, at least
some sources from the time period have suggested a strong preference for
living among one’s coreligionists, such as the Greek Orthodox petitioners we
encountered earlier who sought housing reassignment to leave the “Turkish
neighborhood” and Protestant neighbors. In another example, in an article in
the Hebrew press about the tribulations of the Jewish residents of a new
extramuros neighborhood who were harassed by a Christian anti-Semite, the
author ended by praising the wisdom and security of “Israel living alone.”97

To be sure, these are isolated examples and cannot represent the whole of
social attitudes, and they also are self-serving sources where millet had an
obvious political and economic power or cultural and religious values to
uphold.

In contrast, numerous memoir sources recount the multiple ways that
individuals were embedded into their neighborhoods and among their
neighbors—ritual visits and food exchanges were conducted with new
residents, neighbors played a socially expected role in family celebrations,
mourning, and daily socializing, and the security of shops and homes as well
as family honor were left in the hands and under the watchful eye of one’s
neighbors. Neighbors also quarreled, gossiped, and sued each other.98

Residential mixing on the ground led to or correlated with other social ties

96 For a description of the stores on al-Wad, see Salim Tamari and Issam Nassar, eds., Al-Quds
al-’Uthmaniyya fil-mudhakkirat al-Jawhariyya: al-kitab al-awwal min mudhakkirat al-musiqi
Wasif Jawhariyya, 1904–1917, vol. 1 [Ottoman Jerusalem in the Jawhariyya memoirs: volume
one of the memoirs of the musician Wasif Jawhariyya, 1904–1917] (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-
Dirasat al-Filastiniyya, 2003).

97 Ha-Melitz, 26 Jan. 1896.
98 Furlonge, Palestine Is My Country; Salim Tamari and Issam Nassar, The Storyteller of

Jerusalem: The Life and Times of Wasif Jawhariyyeh. 1904–1948 (Northampton: Interlink,
2014); Ya’kov Yehoshu’a, “Neighborhood Relations in the Turkish Period,” unpub. MS,
Jerusalem Municipal Archives, box 502; Ya’kov Yehoshu’a, Ha-bayt ve-ha-reḥov bi-
Yerushalayim ha-yeshana [House and street in old Jerusalem] (Jerusalem: Reuven Mass, 1966);

M A P P I N G U R B A N “ M I X I N G ” 165

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417520000407 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0010417520000407


across religious lines—friendship, economic partnership, milk brotherhood,
and even including illicit sexual liaisons and intermarriage. For example, the
memoirs of Musa al-‘Alami recount the ritual social ties his elite Muslim
family developed with the family of his “milk brother,” the son of a Jewish
greengrocer who was born at the same time in al-Wad—each was nursed by
the other’s mother.99 Likewise, the memoirs of the musician Wasif
Jawhariyya, whose family owned their home in the al-Sa’adiya
neighborhood and rented out apartments to their coreligionists, are devoid of
confessional boundaries, whether social or spatial: his neighbors included
fellow Christians and Muslims who celebrated, protected, and supported
each other.100

While we need not uncritically accept all nostalgic memories of a pre-
nationalist utopia, we can use them to think about the importance of space in
facilitating certain social interactions and ties. In his “memory walk” through
his childhood neighborhood of al-Wad, for instance, Gad Frumkin illustrated
the importance of physical proximity and everyday encounters for the lived
experience of his neighborhood and for his identity as rooted among his
neighbors.101 This example reinforces the sociologist Rick Grannis’s
observation of the importance of pedestrian circulation routes for
“neighboring” ties and activities.102 In this regard, briefly returning to the
sociological indices might offer a helpful counterpoint for these anecdotal
narratives.

One of the important indices in measuring segregation and its effects is
called an interaction or exposure index, which is essentially a numerical
value given to the likelihood of encountering a member of a different group
on the streets of the city. The exposure index for al-Wad between Muslims
and Jews and Muslims and Christians is similar, 0.29, meaning that there is
a better than 1 in 3 chance they will encounter each other in the street. This
makes sense given the diffusion of Muslims and Jews throughout most parts
of the neighborhood, in the first case, and because Christian clustering in the
northwest quadrant of the neighborhood was still along streets with Muslim
residents, rather than in isolated areas, in the second. In contrast, the

Ya’kov El’azar, Hạtzarot be-Yerushalayim ha-’atika [Courtyards in ancient Jerusalem] (Jerusalem:
Galor, 1978).

99 Furlonge, Palestine Is My Country.
100 Tamari and Nassar, Al-Quds al-’Uthmaniyya.
101 Frumkin, Derekh shofet. See also the fascinating analysis of this source in Yair Wallach,

“Jerusalem between Segregation and Integration: Reading Urban Space through the Eyes of
Justice Gad Frumkin,” in S. R. Goldstein-Sabbah and H. R. Murre van den Berg, eds.,
Modernity, Minority, and the Public Sphere: Jews and Christians in the Middle East (Leiden:
Brill, 2016), 205–33.

102 Rick Grannis, “The Importance of Trivial Streets: Residential Streets and Residential
Segregation,” American Journal of Sociology 103, 6 (1998): 1530–64.
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exposure index for Christians and Jews in al-Wad was significantly lower, 0.12,
meaning they had only a one in ten chance of encountering each other on the
street. This can be explained by the different geographies of their
concentrations in the neighborhood: virtually no Christians lived on the
streets where most Jews lived. These numbers also happen to echo the
memoir literature that recalled closer relations and contact between Muslims
and Jews, but tense or absent relations between Jews and Christians, the
latter no doubt due to high theological and social tensions in addition to this
spatial distance in many quarters.103

At the same time, exposure simply cannot be reduced to a number, since
every single street in al-Wad intersected one of the main mixed streets. Because
of its centrality and diversity, al-Wad residents could not stray far from their
homes and streets without literally bumping into neighbors of a different
religion, ethnicity, place of origin, or social class, not to mention the steady
stream of other Jerusalemites attending to their business, administrative, or
commercial needs in the neighborhood. In this regard, the major arteries of
the neighborhood with high expectations of encounter might be considered
“cosmopolitan canopies,” as described by the sociologist Elijah Anderson,
that is to say, pluralistic spaces of urban civility where ethnic, racial or
religious borders might be deemphasized and a certain “social neutrality” is
achieved.104 Indeed, the “mixed” neighborhood of al-Wad seems to have
been an ideal site for settling people on the margins of religious groups.
Intriguingly, the 1883 census notebook additions over the twenty years
before the 1905 census document that of the thirty-one Muslim households
who registered their move into al-Wad with the government authorities, fully
half were headed by converts to Islam. These religious marginals could be
settled in a neighborhood that was “in between” without being conspicuous
or vulnerable, or perceived as having a deleterious effect on the
neighborhood, unlike in places that were more homogeneous or had a more
fragile religious identity.

C O N C L U S I O N

As the authors of an interdisciplinary survey of the spatial turn put it,
“geography matters, not for the simplistic and overly used reason that
everything happens in space, but because where things happen is critical to
knowing how and why they happen.”105 To that I would add, and with whom
they happen. In other words, the mere fact of physical location created and

103 See especially Ya’kov Yehoshu’a, Ha-bayt ve-ha-reḥov.
104 Elijah Anderson, The Cosmopolitan Canopy: Race and Civility in Everyday Life (New York:

W. W. Norton, 2011).
105 Barney Warf and Santa Arias, eds., The Spatial Turn: Interdisciplinary Perspectives

(Abigdon: Routledge, 2009), 1.
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sustained networks of positive and negative relations, contacts, and everyday
interactions, many if not most of which are otherwise absent from the
historical archive. Understanding where people lived and why, as well as
who their neighbors were, is thus a necessary precondition for understanding
intercommunal urban relations. Mapping census data using GIS allows us to
shift the scale from the aggregate to the micro, to move between and within
census neighborhoods to identify both localized and transcending patterns
such as concentration and clustering. Incorporating additional legal, memoir,
and other sources also can allow us to better understand this
multidimensional process as well as to map change over time, which is
critical to understanding whether or not the kinds of patterns of integration
and segregation discussed in al-Wad were transitory in the life of the city or
in the lifetime of its residents.

What becomes apparent is that while confessional boundaries were more
porous than impermeable, they were far from completely absent in the late
Ottoman city. In the years surrounding World War I the rise of ethnic
nationalism and European colonialism would have devastating consequences
across many Mediterranean cities—Istanbul, Salonica, Izmir, Van,
Alexandretta, and Jerusalem—which convulsed with urban violence that
bore some component of religious and/or ethnonational conflict. The
genealogy of this violence, in my mind, is incomplete without closer
analysis of the structural contours of Ottoman urban heterogeneity. The case
of Jerusalem shows that residential patterns restricted or enlarged zones of
contact between different religious and ethnic groups, but these zones were
never divorced from the broader economic, legal, political, and social
transformations surrounding them.
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Abstract: Although Ottoman cities long have been recognized as sites of
significant ethnic and religious heterogeneity, very little scholarship exists that
documents or analyzes patterns of residential sorting, be it segregation, the
physical separation of groups from each other in the urban landscape, or its
opposite, integration. GIS mapping of the Ottoman censuses of Jerusalem
illuminates these urban patterns and reveals the importance of scale when
considering this question. Even the most “integrated” neighborhood on the
aggregate level reveals “segregated” zones of clustering and concentration at
the smaller scales of quadrant, street, and building. At the same time, the
proximity and exposure of residents to each other reveals how very porous
boundaries were in the neighborhood. In order to understand how and why the
city developed such a complex spatial pattern, qualitative sources like
newspapers, memoirs, and court records are a necessary supplement to
demographic records. This approach allows for a comprehensive outlining of
the economic, legal, religious, and cultural factors and forces contributing to
both segregation and integration in an Ottoman city. It also points to a
multidisciplinary reconstruction of the social space of an historic neighborhood.

Key words: urban segregation and integration, intercommunal relations,
Ottoman Empire, Jerusalem, demographic records, Ottoman census
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