THE CITY IN HISTORY Its Origins, Its Transformations, and Its Prospects
Lewis Mumford's massive historical study brings together a wide array of evidence, from the earliest group habitats to medieval towns to the modern centers of commerce. Mumford specifically mentions in his preface that he is more confined with the cities and regions he is more acquainted with, and in which he has long been immersed. He has expressed his limitations with regard to the Eastern Europe, Latin America, Spain, to name a few, and other regions as well.

He has been quite successful in portraying the history with his eloquent writing style, with his liberal and fluent expressions, which give a very convincing image of the situation being explained, marked by strong citations of background evidences, which are foolproof. He has given a rather daunting, but exciting story of the development of cities, where it is important to note that the inception of agriculturally-based sedentary communities is for the most part highly critical of the social and organisation manifestations of the cities of the ancient world. The reader is forced to contemplate, as the author unfolds his repository of "well done and unbiased reasoning" as he touches every aspect of development of human civilisation with its entire context. It is apparent that he has proved, that the human beings since the ancient times have possessed this inevitable legacy, that has intertwined with every era of a civilisation, which has resulted in its formation, and they are namely religion, economics, philosophy, politics and technology. These are forces which have made a human being an architect, and have made him eligible to construct the fundamental dimensions and symbolic manifestations of urban and rural, individual and communal.

Mumford has dissected his exhaustive treatise into adequate sections, where each section is framed in such a manner, that each can suffice the pertinent discourse with sufficient ideas, concepts, evidences, arguments, which are arranged in an order following a procedure, so that its purpose can be fulfilled. The author has taken time to collect relevant illustrations in order to expand his arsenal of resources, which helps to elucidate the matter, so that the reader can ascertain his understanding without doubts. There are also inclusions of quotations from famous novelists at places.

Unlike other history books, Mumford’s work can be regarded more as a fiction, since his written explanations have more of a narrative flow. Fictions always have this quality of writing, where a reader understands by the action of creating the story with the imagination in his mind, with what he reads.   
Sanctuary, Village and the Stronghold
If one were given a chance to travel and traverse through the entire journey of emergence of a city, right from its infancy, it would be an exhilarating ride. There were multiple facets that led to its transformation through time, from the embryonic social nucleus to the complex forms of its maturity and the corporeal disintegration of its old age. There is indeed a question about a city’s sustenance, its duty is to fulfill an individual’s desires and needs. The question about the promise a city makes to its residents about their further enrichment, development and recovery. All of this really, puts a city’s worth at stake.

We must understand the historic nature of a city, and distinguish between its original functions, those that have emerged from it, and those that may still be called forth. Because of this, one should be earnest with the intent of seeking sufficient consciousness, which would be revealed if one takes a long running start in history, and then take a bold leap into the future. Since it has taken more than five thousand years to arrive at even a partial understanding of the city’s nature and drama, it may require an even a longer period to exhaust the city’s still unrealized potentialities. This heightened state of consciousness of ours, will bring the immediate decision, which will confront and transform man, in either ways, one being that man will devote himself to the development of his own deepest humanity, which he has been doing since the ancient times, another being that man will be enslaved by his surrender to the current modern automated forces, where he will be dehumanized, with a progressive loss of feeling, emotion, creative audacity, and this creature will have no need for a city, for a city will collapse to the dimensions of an underground control centre, for the interest of control and automatism, and all other attributes of life will be forfeited. Man will be a victim of his own efforts, which are in vanity. To salvage and find a new form for the city, one should go back to its beginnings. We need to find organic and personal, and eventually all the offices and functions of man.
In seeking the origins of a city, one may too easily be tempted to look only for its physical remains. We look for bones and shards, his tools and weapons, we do less than justice to inventions like language and ritual that have left a few, if any material traces. We beg the whole question of the nature of the city if we look only for permanent structures huddled together behind a wall. To come closer to the origins of a city, we have to supplement the work of the archaeologist who seeks to find the deepest layer in which he can recognize a shadowy ground plan that indicates urban order. Human life swings between two poles, namely,   movement and settlement. The contrast between these modes may be traced back to the original break between the mainly free-moving protozoa that formed the animal kingdom and the relatively sessile organisms that belong to the vegetable kingdom. At every level of life, one trades mobility for security, or in reverse, immobility for adventure. Certainly, some tendency to settle and rest, to go back to a favored spot that offers shelter or good feeding exists in many animal species. The propensity to store and settle down may itself be an original human trait.  
Even the technological complexity of a human town does not lack animal precedent. Some creatures had quite different evolutionary line, represented by the “social insects”, that one finds the closest approach to both “civilized life” and the city. The social functions of the beehive, the termitary, and the ant hill structures often imposing in size, skillfully wrought, have so many resemblances to those of the city.
In the development of permanent human settlements, we find an expression of animal needs similar to those in other social species. But earlier evidence suggests that man interests and anxieties, that have no animal counterpart; in particular, a ceremonious concern for the dead. Early man had a great respect for the dead, causing him to seek a fixed meeting place and eventually a continued settlement. Mid the uneasy wanderings of Paleolithic man, the dead were the first to have a permanent dwelling. These were landmarks to which the living probably returned at intervals, to commune with the ancestral spirits. 

But there still another part of the environment that Paleolithic man not merely used but periodically came to, which is the cave. There is plenty of evidence, all over the world, of the aboriginal occupation of the caves. But more important than its use for domestic purposes was the part the cave played in art and ritual. One finds great natural chambers, covered with paintings of astonishing vividness of form and facility of design, chiefly of exquisitely realistic animals, occasionally of highly formalised and stylised men and women. Even in their most primitive form, these practices survived their period and mad their way into the later city. In these paintings, there are depictions of men dressed in animal skins and they are wearing antlers on their heads. 
In these ancient Paleolithic sanctuaries, as in the first grave mounds and tombs, we have the first hints of civic life. There was an association dedicated to a life more abundant: not merely an increase in food, but an increase of social enjoyment through the fuller use of symbolised fantasy and art. The Paleolithic cave brings to mind many other venerable shrines that likewise embodied sacred properties and powers, and drew men from afar into their precincts: great stones, sacred groves, monumental trees and holy wells. These fixed landmarks and holy meeting places called together, periodically or permanently, those who shared the same religious beliefs. But these were not the only reasons that drew family groups and tribes together seasonally in a common habitat. The favourable sites for their camp sites had probably been prospected: the pure spring with abundant water supply, the solid hammock of rock, accessible, yet protected by river or swamp, the nearby estuary heavily stocked with fish and shellfish.

An important thing to note that the two of the three original aspects of temporary settlement have to do with sacred things, not just with physical survival: they relate to a more valuable and meaningful kind of life, with a consciousness that entertains past and future, apprehending the primal mystery of sexual generation and the ultimate mystery of death and what may lie beyond death. 

Though some of the seeds of later urban life were already present in Paleolithic culture, the soil to nourish them was lacking. Hunting and food gathering sustained less people. The first condition for an ample, reliable food supply arose in the Mesolithic period. With these Mesolithic hamlets come the first clearings for agricultural purposes, likewise the domestic animals, the household pets and guardians. This process of settlement, domestication and dietary regularity brought systematic gathering and planting of seeds from certain grasses, the taming of the other seed plants and utilization of herd animals. 
Agricultural revolution was preceded by sexual revolution that gave predominance to the female, attached to her children, slowed down in movement to a child’s pace, guarding and nurturing the young of all sorts. Certainly ‘home and mother’ are written over every phase of Neolithic agriculture, and not least over the new village centres, at last identifiable in the foundations of houses and in graves. Women had a hand in every process of agricultural production, right from tending the crops, cross-fertilisation, weavings baskets and making of clay pots. Without this long period of agricultural and domestic development, the surplus of food and manpower that made urban life possible would not have been forthcoming. 
The village, in the midst of its garden plots and fields, formed a new kind of settlement: a permanent association of families and neighbours, of birds and animals, of houses and storage pits and barns, all rooted in the ancestral soil, in which each generation formed the compost for the next. The daily round was centered in food and sex, the sustenance and reproduction of life. Into this life with its erotic exuberance a new order, a new regularity, a new security had entered, for the food supply was more abundant than it had ever been before, almost certainly more children were born and more survived in these Neolithic communities than any earlier culture could sustain, except under unusually happy circumstances.
Even without any conscious push in that direction, this new symbiotic association of man and animals and plants was favourable to the later development of the city. The new partnership with animals antedated their use for food, as with costume and body decoration, they were decorative before they were useful. But the close quartering of men and animals must have had a further stabilizing effect on agriculture; it turned the village environs, willy-nilly into a compost heap.

The order and stability of the village, along with its maternal enclosure and intimacy and its oneness with the forces of nature, were carried over into the city: if lost in the city at large, through its overexpansion, it nevertheless remains in the quarter or the neighbourhood. What we call morality began in the mores, the life-conserving customs of the village.
With the village came a new technology: the masculine weapons and tools of the hunter and miner. The great fact about Neolithic technics is that its main innovations were not in weapons and tools, but containers. Paleolithic tools and weapons mainly were addressed to movements and muscular efforts. Under woman’s dominance, the Neolithic period is pre-eminently one of containers; it is an age of stone and pottery utensils. Without these containers, the Neolithic villager could not store. Without the permanent dwelling house, the young, the ill, and the aged could not be securely kept together nor tenderly cherished. It was in permanent containers that Neolithic invention outshone all earlier cultures: so well that we are still using many of their methods, materials and forms. 
Mark how much the city owes technically to the village: out of it came, directly or by elaboration, the granary, the bank, the arsenal, the library, the store. Remember, too, that the irrigation ditch, the canal, the reservoir, the moat, the aqueduct, the drain, the sewers are also containers. The first of these was invented long before the city, and without this whole range of inventions the ancient city could not have taken the form it finally did; for it was nothing less than a container of containers. 
Everywhere, the village is a small cluster of families, from half a dozen to threescore perhaps, each with its own hearth, its own household god, its own shrine, its own burial plot, within the house, or some common burial ground. Speaking the same tongue, meeting together under the same tree or in a shadow of the same upstanding stone, walking along the same footway trodden by their cattle, each family follows the same way of life and participates in the same labours. If there is any division of labour, it is of the most rudimentary kind, determined more by age and strength than vocational aptitude.
Before water transport was well developed, each village was, in effect, a world in itself: cut off as much by sleepy self-absorption and narcissism, perhaps, as by mere physical barriers.

We now perhaps are tempted to exaggerate the static qualities of the Neolithic village, and read back into its more fluid characteristics the stabilities and repetitions and fixations that accumulated over thousands of years. Over the millennia there must have been some fresh accumulation and adventurous growth. In outward form, the Neolithic village already had many of the characteristics of small cities, like Lagash in Mesopotamia. The embryonic structure of the city already existed in the village. House, shrine, cistern, public way, agora, all first took form in the village: inventions and organic differentiations waiting to be carried further in the more complex structure of the city. 

The gradations between the Neolithic villages and Neolithic towns are so smooth, and the points of resemblance so many, that one is tempted to take them as simply the youthful and adult forms of the same species. Much of the city was latent, indeed visibly present, in the village: but the latter existed as the unfertilized ovum, rather than as the developing embryo.

The physical town from the later phases of Neolithic culture, the actual emergence of the city came as the ultimate result of an earlier union between the Paleolithic and Neolithic components. At that moment, the masculine contribution, curbed and tamed, if not rejected, by the earlier acts of domestication, suddenly returned with redoubled vigor, bringing with it a new dynamism, expressing itself with a new desire to tame and control nature, to dominate and master strong or mettlesome animals.
The Paleolithic hunter was pushed out agricultural areas. There is evidence that, before the city springs into being, the hunter’s temporary camp has turned into a continuously occupied stronghold. The stronghold was held by someone, who is vaguely described as “local chieftain”, obviously not alone, but with a supporting band of followers. The hunter had a mastery of weapons, with his hunting skills, he would protect the village against its most serious, probably its only, enemies: the wild animals. Conceivably, the villages protected by hunter flourished better than those whose crops might be trampled by wild herds, or whose children might be mangled and devoured by marauding beasts. 
What actually happened before the city came into existence can only be conjectured. Perhaps residual Paleolithic hunting groups and the new Neolithic settlers, each still too sparse to have the upper hand, began to occupy the same territory and stayed together long enough to absorb some of each other’s ways and interchange some of their kit of tools. If one dare to call this a marriage of the two cultures, they were probably at first equal partners, but the relationship became increasingly one-sided, as the weapons and coercive habits of the aggressive minority we re-enforced by the patient capacity for work that the stone-grinding Neolithic peoples showed. The rejected component of the earlier culture became the new dominant in the agricultural community, but it was now made to do duty for the governance of a superior kind of settlement.
The city, then, if its origins interpreted correctly was the chief fruit of the union between Neolithic and a more archaic Paleolithic culture. In the new proto-urban milieu, the male became the leading figure; woman took second place. Woman’s strength had lain in her special wiles and spells, in the mysteries of menstruation and copulation and childbirth, the arts of life. Man’s strength now lay in feats of aggression and force, in showing his ability to kill and his own contempt for death: in conquering obstacles and forcing his will on other men, destroying them if they resisted.

