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Abstract and Keywords

This chapter provides an intellectual and political guide to further our understanding of 
the ongoing Israel/Palestine conflict and how power, violence, exclusion, and the law 
shape its various transformations and contemporary realities. Rather than fully covering 
the assemblage of historical and current policies and practices that make up the conflict, 
this chapter outlines major theoretical and legal tenets and political starting-points that 
any serious and honest scholar or observer of Israel/Palestine might consider. Placing 
together an emphasis on Jewish ethnic privilege, demographic dominance, and a 
geographic continuity of exclusion, this chapter examines contemporary Israel/Palestine 
as a Zionist incorporation regime. Here relations and categories of inclusion and 
exclusion are shaped by a settler-colonial Zionist ideology that work in conjunction, 
intersect, and fuel one another. Together, they shape the racialized contours of a unitary 
Zionist incorporation regime that exposes all Palestinian Arabs, as a non-Jewish 
indigenous population, to a settler-colonial exclusion regardless of their particular legal 
and political status.
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My approach to theorizing contemporary Israel/Palestine is two-fold. The first is a 
theorization of Zionism as a settler-colonial project and a racial ideological construct for 
the State of Israel. In contemporary Israel/Palestine, Zionism is in thought and in practice 
a political project of settlement, colonialism, and statehood based on an ideological 
understanding of the ethnic exclusiveness of the Jewish people. As a result, the 
relationship between the indigenous people of Palestine with Zionism and the Israeli state 
is founded on an interaction of political rejection and non-identification, formed long 
before Israel was established. The continuation of these pre-state settler-colonial policies 
and practices into the legal, operational, budgetary, and institutional structures of the 
modern Jewish state reveal the fundamental contradictions in Israel’s paradoxical self-
identification as “Jewish and democratic.” By problematizing the concept of the “Jewish 
state,” recent scholarship has challenged the prevalent liberal assumption in Israeli and 
Western academia that Israel, even within its pre-1967 territorial boundaries, is a 
democratic state for all its citizens.

Second, as both a territorial space and a political paradigm, contemporary Israel/
Palestine is here theorized as a single geographic unit. Despite differences in the legal 
categorizations of cities in pre-1967 “Israel proper,” in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, 
Jerusalem, and the refugee camps in the Arab world, the laws and settler-colonial policies 
of the Israeli regime maintains a geographic continuity of exclusion and affects all 
Palestinian nationals as non-Jewish persons.  The oppressive and exclusionary 
mechanisms of Zionist thought and the historic and political policies of Jewish ethnic 
privilege it has formed are theorized as extending across and beyond Israel’s “legal” 
boundaries. In effect, this chapter does not reproduce the dividing “borders”—whether 
concrete, psychological, or conceptual—presenting contemporary Israel/Palestine as 
separate and detached territorial slices. Instead, the legal and political spaces of “Israel 
proper,” “Jerusalem,” the “West Bank,” the “Gaza Strip” and the surrounding Palestinian 
“refugee camps” are here theorized within their own contexts but nevertheless as parts, 
as “engineered neighborhoods” of a broader territorial unit operating according to a 
singular logic of exclusion.

Placing together the above emphasis on Jewish ethnic privilege, demographic dominance, 
and geographic continuity of exclusion, this chapter examines contemporary Israel/
Palestine as an incorporation regime. The mode of incorporation, combining both formally 
written or legal principles and informal political and ideological practices, is defined by 
Yasemin Soysal as an “incorporation regime.”  This refers to “patterns of institutional 
practices and more or less explicit cultural norms that define the membership of 
individuals and/or groups in the society and differentially allocate entitlements, 
obligations and domination.”  In other words, an incorporation regime is an exclusionary 
regime of social, political, economic, and cultural practices and institutions that stratify 
the assumed equal or universalist membership with the state through a differential 
dispensing of rights, privileges, and obligations to various communities. Importantly, 
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“incorporation” refers to the actual political arrangement of belonging and the 
exclusionary institutional modes to which people are subjected.

Similar to other nation-states, the nature of the State of Israel translates into the 
character of its political membership.  As we will see, the ideological, conceptual, 
structural, and symbolic emphasis on its Jewish and Zionist character shapes the kind of 
political membership it provides to non-Jewish communities, along with how this 
subjectivity is formulated, structured, and arranged. This produces intense juridico-
political, sociocultural, and economic mechanisms of settler-colonial exclusion. These 
multifaceted racialized frameworks of exclusion embedded within what I examine as a 
unitary Zionist incorporation regime—relations and categories of inclusion and exclusion 
shaped by a settler-colonial Zionist ideology—work in conjunction, intersect, and fuel one 
another.

Layered Exclusions of Settler-Colonial Subjects
That the Zionist incorporation regime favors Jews regardless of actual residency or legal 
origin and does not treat its inhabitants equally has been extensively outlined and 
supported with rich academic scholarship on the subject. This present examination 
considers the layers of exclusion, or “statelessness,” to which various segments of the 
Palestinian nation are violently exposed. Observers familiar with the Israel/Palestine 
conflict understand that, at an elementary level, the Palestinian nation as a whole—
whether citizens or non-citizens of other states—are a stateless people. They do not have 
an established and independent state that agrees (or is able) to represent them, their 
needs, rights, and aspirations, as a nation. At the same time, the exclusions faced by each 
segment of the Palestinian nation differ conceptually and substantively within Israel’s 
hegemonic representational regime. Their particular juridico-political positionality within 
the Zionist incorporation regime varies their exposure to the sovereign decisions of the 
State of Israel, its “sovereign ban,” placing different segments of the Palestinian nation 
within varied legal, political, and socioeconomic conditions. That said, as a non-Jewish 
indigenous population, all Palestinian Arabs are, regardless of their particular legal and 
political status, living as settler-colonial subjects in relation to entrenched policies of 
Jewish ethnic privilege.

Today, all non-Jewish Palestinian Arabs living within the Israeli regime are divided into 
various categories, each with differing sets of privilege and protection arranged 
according to a spatial logic. Largely living under the separate and impaired protection of 
the United National Relief and Works Agency, Palestinian refugees who live outside the 
juridico-political parameters of the State of Israel are denied any share of its structures 
and frameworks. According to the Badil Resource Center for Palestinian Residency and 
Refugee Rights, by 2015 at least 7.98 million of the 12.1 million Palestinian population 
worldwide were forcibly displaced persons, of which 6.14 million are refugees from the 
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1948-war (or Nakba) and their descendants; more than one million are refugees from the 
1967-war in Jerusalem, the West Bank, and Gaza Strip; and around 720,000 are internally 
displaced persons (IDPs) on both sides of the 1949 Armistice Line, or Green Line.

As it stands, Palestinian refugees and IDPs form the largest and oldest unresolved case of 
refugees and displaced persons in the world: their numbers continue to grow due to 
Israeli settler-colonial policies and with the devastating armed conflicts in Syria and Iraq, 
thousands of Palestinian refugees are subjected to forced secondary displacement.  When 
it comes to IDPs in the Zionist incorporation regime, the settler-colonial practices against 
Palestinians causing their ongoing mass displacement since 1948 include, among other 
practices: land confiscation; tens of thousands of administrative home demolitions; the 
establishment of military “security zones”; discriminatory housing and planning; imposed 
closures on the movement of persons; the forced expulsion, transfer, and relocation of 
entire communities, as in the Bedouin populations in Jerusalem and the Naqab desert; 
major Israeli military assaults and extreme warfare practices rendering impossible the 
rebuilding of homes and civilian structures such as the 2006, 2009, 2012, and 2014 wars 
in Gaza; the confiscation of identity cards and the revocation of residency rights in 
Jerusalem, including those of children; discriminatory permit regimes; and the 
displacement of over 30,000 Palestinians resulting from the illegal construction of the 
Apartheid Wall in Jerusalem and the West Bank. Yet, despite this multiple and ongoing 
displacement, today the majority of Palestinian refugees continue to live within 62 miles 
(100 km) of the legal borders of Israel and the 1967 occupied Palestinian territories 
where their places of origin and homes are located.

The Palestinian residents of the West Bank and Gaza Strip remain on their historic lands 
after the major displacements of the 1948 and 1967 wars and numerous Israeli military 
incursions. These residents live under a military occupation where nearly every facet of 
public life is controlled by Israeli settler-colonial policies. Here the Zionist incorporation 
regime separates communities from one another and restricts movement of the civilian 
population within those isolated spaces. Practices including closures of entire villages, 
road blocks and forbidden roads, regular impositions of curfews often as punishment, 
permanent and temporary (“flying” or “mobile”) military checkpoints, physical obstacles 
such as the Apartheid Wall, dirt piles, electric fences, deep trenches and/or concrete 
blocks are designed to impede the normalcy of daily life for Palestinians.

Palestinians living in the Gaza Strip further endure territorial isolation and a debilitating 
twenty-six-year blockade, where gradual closures since 1991 have today resulted in total 
Israeli control over their borders, land, airspace, sea, and monetary and business 
transactions.  Representing itself as a mere service-provider rather than an occupying 
force with legal humanitarian responsibilities, Israeli Coordinator of Government 
Activities in the Territories routinely blocks the import/export of vital goods into the Strip 
and cuts daily access to electricity. As recently as May 2017 the Israeli Security Cabinet 
announced its decision to further reduce the supply of electricity to Gazans in a context 
where blackouts are already causing entire hospital wings to shut down, preventing 
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water desalination stations from operating for daily household use, impeding sewage 
water from being pumped away from residential areas, and putting additional pressure 
on the limited existing generators that are already over-extended.

Together, these residents of the West Bank and Gaza lack formal membership within the 
Israeli state but are nevertheless subject to the settler-colonial laws and spatial 
arrangements of the Zionism incorporation regime. Today, West Bank Palestinians remain 
subjects of the Palestinian Authority (PA), an interim self-governing body established in 
1994 designed to have sole control over civilian and security-related issues in Palestinian 
urban areas (referred to as “Area A”), and only civilian control over Palestinian rural areas 
(“Area B”), while residents of Gaza have since 2007 lived under a de facto Hamas-
controlled government. As the largest employer in the West Bank, the PA allots around 
one-third of its annual budget to security and the maintenance of public order, with new 
security recruits vetted by Israeli and US authorities. After seven decades of military 
occupation, the popular struggle against Israeli practices and policies of ethnic exclusion 
in the West Bank and Gaza has today grown to include mass opposition to the PA and its 
cooperation with Israeli institutions of repression. Under the Oslo agreements signed 
between Israel and Palestine in 1993, the PA is required to practice security coordination 
with the internal Israeli Security Services, or Shabak. This collaboration means that 
Palestinian security shares intelligence about any opposition and/or armed resistance 
within Palestinian society with the Israeli military occupation. In practice, this often 
means the deployment of PA security officers to violently suppress popular protest in 
Palestinian cities and refugee camps, detention of political opponents to and critics of PA 
President Mahmoud Abbas, harassment and arbitrary arrest of journalists and 
suppression of non-violent Palestinian civil society activities. Yet at the same time, they 
have no jurisdiction over Jewish settler activities meaning that PA security cannot 
interfere even in situations where they directly witness violent civilian attacks on 
Palestinians. As such, PA remains wholly impotent and unable to prevent and protect 
Palestinian civilians in the occupied West Bank from repeated Jewish extremist 
incursions. Although relations between the PA and Israel have been unstable in the face 
of ongoing Jewish settlement construction in the West Bank and Jerusalem and repeated 
military onslaughts in Gaza generating threats made by the Palestinian leadership to 
dissolve the security coordination, this special relationship has remained intact. 
Structurally and institutionally, so long as the expanding Israeli occupation of Palestinian 
territories continues to exist, so will the PA as a mechanism of the Zionist incorporation 
regime.

Since the Israeli occupation of East Jerusalem in 1967 and its subsequent annexation, 
Palestinians living in the city hold the status of permanent residents, a legal status 
defined by The Entry into Israel Law of 1952. Typically granted to immigrants, the 
permanent residency provided to Arab Jerusalemites was a legal tool to demote their 
connection to the city and status as an indigenous non-immigrant population. While the 
majority of East Jerusalem Arabs hold Jordanian travel passports, these documents are 
considered by the Jordanian state as “temporary” and does not allow them the right to 
employment, prolonged residency, or ownership in Jordan. As residents of Jerusalem, they 
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have the right of mobility in the country, and permission to work within East Jerusalem 
and Israel, but are provided significantly inferior protections and entitlements than that 
of formal citizenship or nationality.

For instance, as permanent residency is not automatically transferred through marriage, 
a Palestinian resident of East Jerusalem who marries a Palestinian from elsewhere in the 
occupied Palestinian territories and seeks to reside in Jerusalem must apply for family 
unification. The application process for family reunification is onerous and has become 
virtually impossible since 2003, when Israel passed The Nationality and Entry into Israel 
Law (Temporary Order) prohibiting the granting of any residency or citizenship status to 
Palestinians from the 1967-occupied Palestinian territories married to Israeli citizens or 
permanent residents. As has been well documented by Palestinian civil society 
organizations, the law disproportionately affects thousands of Palestinian families in 
Jerusalem who are denied unification not only with their spouses but also their minor 
children who do not inherit permanent residency “by right” from their parents.  As a 
result, the alternative to dividing the family with one parent in the West Bank with the 
children and the other residing in Jerusalem to maintain her/his residency, is that many 
Palestinian children are left unregistered in East Jerusalem and numerous families are 
criminalized by the state for residing “illegally” in the city with their spouses and 
children.

As residents of East Jerusalem, Palestinians are forced to constantly defend their 
residency by proving that their “center of life” lies within the Israeli-defined municipal 
boundary of Jerusalem. Since 1995, Israel has taken a number of measures to revoke the 
residency status of Arab Jerusalemites, mainly citing the British Mandate Emergency 
Regulations (1945), The Citizenship Law (1952), The Entry into Israel Law (1952), and The 
Entry into Israel Regulations (1974), to implement what is called the “center-of-life” 
policy.  Part of Israel’s overall political goal to engineer a Jewish demographic majority 
in Jerusalem, this policy requires that Palestinian residents prove that their center of life 
has been and remained Jerusalem for at least seven consecutive years, with a high 
standard of proof that requires the submission of numerous documents, including various 
bills (insurance, health, electricity, water, and municipal taxes), home ownership papers 
or rental contract, certification of children’s school registration, and proof of employment 
in Jerusalem. Failure to prove the above results in the forcible revocation of their 
residency (including the status of children where the other parent also lacks residency), 
the loss of homes, families, and communal relations, social benefits and employment in 
Jerusalem as well as in the rest of Israel. Importantly, the revocation of residency status 
takes place in an arbitrary manner at the discretion of the Ministry of Interior and is 
often punitive and retaliatory. Here the Israeli Citizenship Law (1952) is cited to revoke 
the residency of individuals involved in “terrorist” activities or suspected of being so, 
including that of their families, given an alleged “breach of allegiance.” Increasingly 
depicting residency revocations as a punitive measure in official discourse, the Israeli 
government has also openly discussed political proposals and blueprints for mass 
revocations as a retaliatory measure. Today, the Zionist incorporation regime continues to 
rely on this “quiet deportation” and “silent relocation” policy and has, from 1967 until 
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2016, effectively revoked the residency status of over 14,500 Palestinians from East 
Jerusalem . Combined with ongoing land expropriation via systematic settlement 
activity, infrastructural underdevelopment and neglect of neighborhoods in East 
Jerusalem, home evictions and demolitions, and restrictive zoning and planning, 
Palestinian residents of Jerusalem endure a de facto restriction of their freedom of 
movement, risking the loss of residency and a denial of re-entry into Jerusalem and 
“Israel proper.”

The Palestinian Arabs within “Israel proper” who hold Israeli citizenship and maintain 
civic relations with the state along with some entrenched rights, but remain legally and 
politically excluded insofar as they do not have a Jewish national identity. Often called 

Arabs of 1948, the Arabs inside, or Palestinian-Israelis, this major indigenous citizen 
population totals more than 1.81 million persons, constituting around 20.8% of Israel’s 
total citizen population. Of this community, around 200,000 are Bedouin citizens, 
members of the indigenous Palestinian community who remained on their lands in the 
Naqab (Negev) region, and around 360,000 Arab citizens are classified as IDPs referring 
to those who either fled or were driven from their villages and towns by the Zionist forces 
before the creation of the State of Israel, or by institutions following its establishment, 
and who remained within its borders.  The youngest segment of Israel’s citizen 
population, the Bedouin community is also the most vulnerable. Since its inception, the 
policy of the State of Israel has been one of forced displacement, home demolitions, and 
dispossessions specifically targeting the indigenous Bedouin population.  As a result, 
today nearly half of the entire Bedouin population in the Naqab lives in forty-five villages 
that are “unrecognized” and its inhabitants considered “trespassers on State land” by the 
Israeli government, thereby denying these citizens access to infrastructure such as water 
and sewage systems, electricity, education, hospitals, social services, and accessible safe 
roads.

Despite their respective socioeconomic differences, the collective situation of the 
Palestinian citizens of Israel is, at best, paradoxical. On the one hand, they are denied 
national membership as non-Jews, and state identification, given Israel’s legal, political, 
and social self-definition as “a state for the Jewish people.”  On the other hand, this 
community is also distanced from the rest of the Palestinian population through the same 
legal, political, and social dimensions. As it stands, the State of Israel continues to 
violently deny the existence of its Palestinian Arab citizenry as an indigenous population, 
a national group, or even a national minority. Far from integration into the Israeli regime, 
Palestinians are placed in a paradoxical situation where, as Arab citizens of a Jewish 
state, they are both inside and outside, host and guest, citizen and stateless.

We cannot consider the collective evolution of the Palestinian citizenry of Israel without 
assessing the kind of citizenship regime within which they are placed. However complex 
these determinations may be, it is clear that Israeli (ab)uses of citizenship perpetrated in 
the process of placing Arabs within their multifaceted system of control have situated 
these people on the periphery of Israeli and Palestinian societies.  It is also clear that, 
rather than pursuing the absorption or integration of the Arab citizenry, Israeli policy has, 
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since the inception of the state, been shaped by the objective of effective control and 
exclusion.  Equally clearly, this objective has been realized, insofar as it has succeeded, 
through the active application of the principles, tools, and discourse of citizenship.
While all Arabs are excluded from the Israeli incorporation regime, the logic of the 
relation of exclusion faced by Palestinian citizens differs from that of non-citizen 
Palestinians. Put differently, the statelessness of Arab citizens is characterized by the fact 
that though they possess a recognized and legally supported citizenship status in Israel, 
but are not represented by it at an ideological, existential, institutional, and political 
level.  The State of Israel is, by its self-definition, not theirs. This makes them stateless in 
that they have formal membership, but as non-Jews, are not a part of the self-definition of, 
nor are they embodied by, the State. Taken together, such differences highlight the 
Zionist regime’s particular use of citizenship in transferring the Palestinian population 
within Israel into a condition of statelessness. Here the concept of “stateless citizenship” 
becomes a particularly useful paradigm to understanding the particular exclusion faced 
by Arab citizens of Israel. Understanding Palestinian citizens as stateless citizens reveals 
to us that “the means, the actual medium, through which, by which, and from which 
peripheral and limited Palestinian existence is maintained in Israel has been citizenship 
itself.”

Recently, scholars have paved an intellectual and political space for numerous important, 
useful, and critical conceptualizations of the features, dynamics, and constrains of Arab 
citizenship in a Jewish state. Today, these analyses have been developed and compiled 
mainly by Arab academics, intellectuals, political representatives, urban planners, 
researchers, social justice community activists, and civil society organizations in Israel, 
but also by Jewish-Israeli and Western sources.  Together, they show that the Israeli 
citizenship regime is shaped by a Zionist ideology that nurtures sophisticated policies of 
exclusion with its respective systems of control. These policies of exclusion work in 
tandem with limited inclusion in all areas of social life.

As discussed below, the Jewish state is not only a source of identity but it is also the 
guarantor of rights. This is because Jewish identity in Israel provides an entirely new and 
much broader scope of rights irrespective of formal citizenship. Put differently, Jewish 
identity is automatically merged with Israeli citizenship.  Such a conception of social 
membership impacts and (re)shapes the boundaries of participation, representation, and 
inclusion for its Arab and other non-Jewish citizens. Indeed, in the Zionist incorporation 
regime, access to the home, the city, the state, and the land itself in the form of civic 
identification, claims, rights, and membership, is deliberately designed to exclude the 
non-Jewish community, whether citizen, resident, or refugee. This chapter paints the 
picture of contemporary Israel/Palestine from these positionalities of settler-colonial 
exclusion. As we will see, the formal and informal policies and practices of settler-colonial 
exclusion and their respective layered systems of control, to which the various parts of 
the Palestinian nation are uniquely exposed, structure the Zionist incorporation regime 
and form the racialized contours of contemporary Israel/Palestine.
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Colonizing the Land of Milk and Honey
Since its inception in the late nineteenth century, Zionism has evolved into a plethora of 
ideologies, assuming religious, labor, spiritual, revisionist, humanist, cultural, and other 
ideological forms. Many of these forms of Zionism, notably its variations as epitomized by 
prominent thinkers, activists, and religious scholars such as Ahad Ha’am, Martin Buber, 
Ernst Simon, and Judah Magnes, among others, have critiqued the nationalistic, 
statecentric, militaristic, and xenophobic elements that political Zionism was injecting 
into its reading of Judaism.  That said, Zionism’s model for Jewish national self-
determination has been in the form of an ethnically exclusive and demographically 
dominant Jewish nation-state in what is called Eretz Israel, or “Greater Israel,” which 
includes the area of Mandate Palestine, along with parts of Lebanon, Syria, and Jordan. 
As such, the key premise for understanding the Zionist movement is that it is, in thought 
and practice, a settler-colonial project that relies heavily on a projected inferiority, 
erasure, and negation of the indigenous population.  Within this “logic of coloniality” the 
native Palestinian population is “deindigenized” so as to indigenize the relation of the 
Jewish population with the land.  Here surfaces one of the defining characteristics of the 
Zionist brand of colonialism: instead of claiming to apply full or partial control over the 
territory of another population, settlement of the land is presented as a process of 
reclamation by, or return to, its rightful custodians. The settlers are therefore posited as 
indigenous to the land.

Importantly, the notion of race, racialized representation, and racism is integral to any 
discussion of modern Zionism and cannot be satisfied with considerations of the function 
of ethnicity and religion in Israel alone. Far from an accidental or passing feature of 
Israeli society and politics, racism and racial discrimination are inherent in the 
ideological construct of modern Zionism and its basic motivation for Jewish settlement, 
colonization, and statehood. Believing in the national oneness of all Jewish people 
regardless of any political, social, legal, religious, or linguistic ties, Zionist literature and 
discourse make repeated reference to “common ancestry,” “national fulfillment,” and a 
“national oneness” of Jewish people everywhere.  Since taking shape as a national 
movement, “a dominant order of Zionism articulated ‘the Jewish race’ as creating 
coherence, artificing initially discursive homogeneity of and for ‘the Jewish people’ in the 
face of a scattered and diffuse ‘nation’.”  Within such a framework, the master signifiers 
of the state, nation, and a chosen people that give shape to the Zionist project render the 
continued existence of an indigenous non-Jewish population in the coveted territory 
essentially contradictory. For instance, the incompatibility of non-Jewish persons with the 
Zionist state project is made explicit in the discriminatory land policies of the Jewish 
National Fund (JNF)—a Zionist organization that, by May 1948, was the largest 
landowner in Mandate Palestine.  Proposed at the First Zionist Congress in Basel, 
Switzerland in August 1897 and amended in subsequent years, the title to the lands held 
by the JNF was “to be held in perpetuity, ‘as the inalienable property of the Jewish 
people’.”  These lands “could not be leased to a non-Jew, nor could the lease be sub-
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leased, or sold, or mortgaged, or given, or bequeathed to any but a Jew,” and “non-Jews 
could not be employed on the land or even in any work connected with the cultivation of 
the land.”

As a “racially configured” and “racially representative” nation-state, Israel has, as South 
African scholar David Theo Goldberg explains, been “caught up in the race-making web of 
modernizing statehood.”  The importance of examining Zionism as a racially and not 
merely ethnically or religiously configured ideology and movement becomes evident when 
we look at exclusions from the racialized structures of power within Israel and its 
placement within the racial hierarchy of the region. Goldberg outlines that:

Israel is taken as an outpost of European civilization, a frontier of sorts, in an 
altogether hostile and alien environment. Brothers to Christians, keepers of the 
faith and holy sites, a flourishing democracy in the land of Christ and region of 
alien autocratic regimes, a defender against irrationality and irreverence of life 
surrounded by infidels, a tower of strength and stability fueling American industry, 
readers of the same book(s) and lovers of the same culture…. In this scheme of 
things, it seems, Israel must be European, presumably white. […] Israelis occupy 
the structural positions of whiteness in the racial hierarchy of the Middle East. 
Arabs, accordingly—most notably in the person of Palestinians—are the 
antithesis….

Within this racial configuration of Zionism and its principal progeny, the State of Israel, 
politically softer and less divisive concepts such as “discriminatory” and “differential” to 
explain what are basically racist conceptual and practical frameworks of exclusion must 
be problematized and rejected. As Judith Butler writes, today “Israel is at once the 
colonial occupier, the maker and arbiter of the rule of law, which means that the rule of 
law is implicated in the colonial project itself.”  Simply put, Zionist is about a certain 
type of exclusionary attachment, a commitment to a national homeland for Jews only that 
reduces Palestine to an experimental land for humanity—a blank slate on which human 
will and ingenuity could write what it wished. On this, Edward Said reminds us to 
consider Jewish colonization in Palestine within the larger context in which it was carried 
out. “Zionism was a movement for acquiring land in the Orient,” he writes, “during a 
period when in only one century (1815–1918) Europe's overseas territorial acquisitions 
increased from 35% to 85% of the earth’s surface.”  For Said, such territorial 
acquisitions cannot be dissociated from a specifically Eurocentric ideological 
constellation: “imperialism was the theory, colonialism the practice.”

This colonial mindset and imperial justifications for Jewish statehood are most evident in 
the first and most referenced documentation supporting “the establishment in Palestine 
of a national home for the Jewish people,” namely, the Balfour Declaration. Completed on 
November 2, 1917 and composed of a mere sixty-seven words, this pronouncement is a 
letter signed by Lord Balfour to Baron Rothschild, a Jewish community leader in Britain. 
An analysis by British journalist J. M. N. Jeffries in 1939 outlines the deep conceptual, 
legal, and political problems of this document, through which the colonial mindset of the 
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Zionist movement and its European supporters surface. Pointing out that the “authorship 
of the text was not solitary but collective,”  and that before its public unveiling, the 
Declaration underwent intense examination “in all its bearings and implications, and 
subjected to repeated change and amendment,” Jeffries concludes that there is “no 
doubt” that “whatever is to be found in the Balfour Declaration was put into it 
deliberately” and that “if there is any vagueness in it this is an intentional vagueness.”

The colonial underpinnings of the Declaration surface in three central ways. First, Jeffries 
points to a series of “unfathomable phrases” with a “culpable lack of definition,” which 
result in a certain vagueness of terminology.  Phrases from the Declaration affirming 
support for “a national home for the Jewish people,” a “sympathy with Jewish Zionist 
aspirations,” and pledging Britain's “best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this 
object” were masterfully (and intentionally) dubious.  “National home” had no 
established political or legal meaning in 1917, and the claims of “sympathy” and “best 
endeavours” were skillfully used in an unqualified and ambiguous manner to allow the 
British government to remove itself from any explicit indebtedness if necessary.  The 
second and third elements of colonial logic are apparent in the following, and final, clause 
of the Declaration: “It being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may 
prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine or 
the rights and political status enjoyed by any Jews in any other country.”

Appearing as a desire to protect the rights of the indigenous population of Palestine, or 
an implicit call for Zionist military and political restraint, the depiction of Palestinian 
Arabs as the “existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine” effectively identifies the 
colonial unit of measurement as “Jewish” and “non-Jewish.” The native Arabs are 
translated into the “non-Jews.” The majority population becomes the non-minority 
population.  In other words, not only is the actual ratio of Arab and Jewish populations in 
Palestine skewed with this imaginative phraseology, but the very identity of the 
indigenous Arab is effaced and made obscure. Jeffries also notes that the qualification 
“existing” gives the “impression […] that these Arabs have just managed to survive” after 
randomly ending up in the territory.

Taken together, the Zionist drafters of the Balfour Declaration established a colonial logic 
that continues to persist in contemporary Israeli incorporation regime, whereby “a 
distinction… [is drawn] between Jewish rights and Arab claims…[so that] Palestine…is not 
a country unless the Jews occupy it.”  In other words, as the units of political 
measurement, only Jewish presence is political (and therefore grievable ) and forms the 
contours of the state. Importantly, the logic of Jews as the central figures in the Israeli 
body politic lays the colonial grounds within which Arab and Jewish interactions around 
civil, political, and social rights have been framed since its inception. On this, the 
theoretical framework of analysis adopted by Israeli sociologist Gershon Shafir in his 
account of Israeli colonialism is particularly radical and crucial. Shafir draws direct 
conceptual and historical links between post-1967 Israeli colonization in the West Bank 
and Gaza and pre-1948 Zionism. While acknowledging that the mode of Jewish 
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colonization and settlement in Mandate Palestine differed and tailored itself according to 
the political, legal, and economic realities of its time, he contends that the essence and 
nature of the Zionist project stayed colonialist. Shafir writes:

Where others see historical bastards, I find a streak of historical ancestry. I offer, 
therefore, a theoretical and conceptual perspective that highlights the continuous 
centrality of colonization in Zionism and at the same time gives appropriate 
weight to the changes that have taken place, under new circumstances, within the 
framework of settlement. European colonialism, after all, did not create just one 
model of overseas society, and it seems to me that we can understand the 
transformation of Israeli society since 1967 most fruitfully as a transition from one 
method of European colonization to another one.

Shafir begins his comparative analysis by outlining the specific attributes of the Zionist 
means of colonization: unlike European hegemonic powers the Jews had no organized 
polity until the beginning of the British Mandate; areas earmarked for settlement were 
selected ideologically by Zionists and not based on their economic potential; only a minor 
segment of the indigenous Palestinian population were nomadic when Zionist settlement 
was underway and most were in the process of expanding their areas of residence to 
coastal and inland areas; purchase was considered a means of territorial accumulation by 
Zionist settlers unlike their European counterparts who considered colonized land as 
free; Jewish farmers employed seasonal unskilled wage labor unlike the contract-based or 
slave workers in European colonies; and many of the Jewish colonizers were refugees and 
lacked independent resources.  These differences between the Zionist “pure settlement” 
project and other frontiers of settlement do not indicate a non-colonial character of the 
Jewish national movement, explains Shafir. Instead, these differences existed to ensure 
the smooth colonization of Palestine given the difficult circumstances of the incoming 
settlers. In essence, colonialism is therefore not a cursory or transient effect of Zionism, 
but instead serves as its congenital backbone.
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Demography, Territory, and Jewish Statehood
Two concepts are essential to any understanding of contemporary Israel/Palestine. The 
first is that the Zionist–Palestinian conflict has first and foremost been a struggle over 

land, territoriality, and spatial control over historical Palestine. This struggle over 
territory continues today and is not limited to East Jerusalem, the West Bank, and Gaza. 
Rather, areas with a significant Arab population within the pre-1967 borders of Israel 
(most significantly the Galilee and Naqab) continue to serve as sites for what Israeli 
geographers and urban planners have named spatial “policies of Judaization”—which 
some scholars prefer to call Israelization. Both are now starting to label this ongoing 
process as ethnic cleansing.  Described by Palestinian scholar Yousef Jabareen as 
“obsessive territoriality,” the political, social, military, structural, and material realities in 
the country have, since the establishment of Israel, been shaped by a desire for territory 
and spatial control that is “a continuous, never completed, compulsive project.”  In 
practice, this has meant that the territorial colonization of Palestine has to go in two 
different directions: Jewish settlement on the land and the resettlement of its Palestinian 
population to neighboring Arab states.

This forms the second major concept giving form to contemporary Israel/Palestine, 
namely, demographic and social dominance. In addition to control over the land, 
demographic control is also a cornerstone of the Zionist project. The Zionist settler-
colonial paradigm dictates that the “right” people—namely Jews—must settle the land 
and that this population must constitute a majority of the total population of the state to 
maintain its Jewish character. A recurring concern for Israeli national security officials, 
and a stimulant of periodic geographic and topographic changes to the state, 
governmental obsession around non-Jewish (i.e. Palestinian Arab) births, has shaped 
Israel’s public debate. The politics of a “demographic competition” between Arabs and 
Jews is embedded in the cultural code of Israeli society, fueling a national narrative of an 
outnumbered Jewish collective in a hostile environment. With this narrative, Jewish 
demographic majority is reinforced, not merely as a tool of political survival, but also as a 
moral and civic necessity.

Explicit and structural planning policies aimed at achieving Jewish ownership of land, 
through the racialized two-pronged strategy of forcefully controlling and annexing the 
land and maintaining a Jewish demographic majority in every area of the country have 
served as the major objectives of successive Israeli governmental agendas. As a result, 
support for demographic engineering to maintain a Jewish majority has resulted in 
various violent and exclusionary practices against Palestinians. This includes, among 
others, legally sanctioned Jewish domination in all areas of Israel/Palestine, vehement 
opposition to the proposed paradigm of Israel as a “state for all its people,” as well as 
support for illegal Jewish settlements in the West Bank and Jerusalem.  Together, the two 
pillars of territorial control and demographic dominance give shape to historical, political, 
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social, economic, military, structural, and material realities of the country, and form the 
kind of exclusion experienced by the various segments of Palestinian nation.

Today, while recognizing that some systemic inequalities do exist between Arabs and Jews 
given Israeli state policies of demographic engineering, liberal Zionist scholars 
nevertheless continue to defend the argument for a Jewish majority.  In doing so, Zionist 
scholars mostly present a circular argument, one steeped in liberal language and 
sensibilities, and one that deserves careful attention and deconstruction. Their argument 
runs as follows: We need a Jewish majority inside Israel so as to have a Jewish state. But 
at the same time, we need a Jewish state because the Jewish majority wants this. As such, 
those rejecting the Jewish state violate democratic principles by failing to respect the 
democratically expressed will of the majority of Israeli citizens.  Taken together, the 
Jewish state begets practices of demographic engineering to ensure a Jewish majority, 
and simultaneously, the Jewish majority is then made a prerequisite for the consummation 
of the Jewish state. One brings about the other and any proposal for a reconception of 
Jewish statehood in a manner that is reconcilable with Palestinian access and return to 
their land is considered a denunciation of both. Overall, even the most liberal arguments 
for Israeli demographic engineering whitewash the relations of power and violence that 
underpin Jewish majority status and supposed Palestinian minority status on the land. 
Such positions lack both historicity and an analysis of power as they abruptly transition 
Palestinians from a national non-immigrant indigenous group to a minority population 
similar to other immigrant national collectives living in settler-colonial states. Defining 
Palestinians in the territory as a “minority” population in relation to the majority Jewish 
population is a deliberate attempt to revise their historical presence in the space, thereby 
justifying amendments to their political and legal claims in the Israeli incorporation 
regime. This redefinition and reconceptualization of Palestinians is done without asking 

why they are a minority or how they came to be a minority.

Much can be said about the ways in which Israel relies on spatial control and 
demographic and social dominance. For our purposes, however, some mechanisms of 
settler-colonial exclusion that ensure territorial control and demographic domination that 
place Israel apart from other nations deserve mention.

When it comes to territorial and spatial control, today there exists in Israel a multifaceted 
framework of laws and military regulations that have granted it the legal and political 
authority to confiscate Palestinian land and property. First codified by the British 
Mandatory government and later adopted by Israel, the Land Ordinance of 1943
sanctioned the confiscation of private lands for “public purposes,” which was most often 
defined by Israel as serving the needs of the Jewish population. Israel also adopted the 

Emergency Regulations left behind by the British Mandate. These regulations allowed 
military commanders to forcibly declare areas as “closed” and deny Arab residents access 
to their homes. Many Arab citizens of Israel today find that they are still denied access to 
their homes because they live on a land in a “closed area.” In 1950 the newly established 
state passed The Absentee Property Law, which defined all those who were expelled, fled, 
or left the country between 1948 and 1952 as “absentees” and their property as 
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“absentee property.” The first of a sequence of laws aimed at the expropriation of Arab 
land, The Absentee Property Law redefined the legal status of the property and lands of 
Palestinians outside Israel. Here the property and lands of refugees and IDPs were 
confiscated, transferred to an ad hoc “Custodian” of Absentee Property, and eventually 
used for the purposes of Jewish settlement. Without being openly discriminatory, 
provisions in this law ensured that the “absent” persons were understood not to include 
Jews. For instance, this law was also applied to the Palestinians who involuntarily became 
citizens of Israel and, at the time, about half of the population (an estimated 40,000 to 
75,000 people) were not at their usual place of residence as defined by the law. These 
individuals who remained inside Israel but were not at their place of residence were 
paradoxically defined as “present absentees” and prevented from reclaiming their lands. 
Assessments of the total amount of lands Israel defines as “abandoned” and over which it 
claims ownership range between 420,000 to 580,000 hectares (4.2 and 5.8 million 
dunums) and in the first years of its establishment (between 1948 to 1952 alone) it is 
estimated that Israel built 350 of the 370 new Jewish-only settlements on lands 
appropriated under the above law.

Working in conjunction with a series of Israeli land and planning laws that favor the 
Jewish population over Arab citizens, residents, and refugees, is the practice of turning 
land into state land that is maintained by Jewish national and regional planning groups.
Here the JNF again plays a pivotal role. Formally established by the World Zionist 
Organization in 1902 and incorporated in England in 1907, the goal of the JNF then and 
now is to “purchase and develop land as a national resource for the Jewish people, by the 
Jewish people, and for the Jewish people.” After the 1948 war, the Israeli government 
passed The Jewish National Fund Law of 1953 which dissolves and reorganizes the JNF 
from a company in the UK to an Israeli company, passing on its racially exclusionary 
policies to the state. Under the said law, the JNF was transferred to Israel and all its 
assets situated within the jurisdiction of the government, which would own and develop 
the lands on behalf of the Jewish people.

In 1960–1, The Basic Law: Israel Lands, The Israel Lands Law, and The Israel Lands 
Administration Law were formulated on behalf of the government of Israel to formalize its 
land regime so that the land controlled by the JNF would now be administered by a single 
authority, the Israeli Lands Administration (ILA). Here it was agreed that “the lands 
controlled by the ILA shall be administered according to the principles of the JNF,” and 
the objective of purchasing and developing land as a national resource of the Jewish 
people, by the Jewish people, and for the Jewish people.  As such, the ILA is forbidden 
from selling or leasing the land to non-Jews. This extraterritorialization of the land places 
it beyond the Israeli government. This means that though Israel has a centralized 
planning system for the use of land, where the government has extensive powers to 
oversee plans for the use of land at the local level, quasi-governmental bodies such as the 
JNF and the ILA are granted special status. With this status, they are able to legally 
manage land, housing, and service provision in a manner almost exclusively serving the 
Jewish population, rendering the land inaccessible to all Arabs, including the citizen 
population. The Israeli state now controls 93% of the country’s lands, and in this pre-1967 
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territory, there exist around 1,065 settlements exclusively for Jews. In the Palestinian 
territories occupied in 1967, the settler population has doubled since the Oslo Accords, 
reaching over 594,000 people by the end of 2015 (including around 208,000 in East 
Jerusalem) who live in around 130 settlements and 100 outposts.

When it comes to Jewish demographic and social domination, a particular juridico-
political practice of settler-colonial exclusion concerns the internal social contradictions 
and chasms of Israeli nationality. As it stands, the dominance of Jewish-Israeli citizens in 
the Zionist incorporation regime and others granted the status of “Jewish nationality” 
under Israeli law has made the notion of “Israeli nationality” an impossibility. This is an 
impossibility that has, on numerous occasions, been upheld through various Israeli court 
decisions. Since the 1970s, legal petitions by both Arab and Jewish citizens calling for an 
“Israeli” nationality, and the changing of their official designations as “Jewish” nationality 
have been repeatedly rejected by the Israeli government, various District Courts, and the 
Supreme Court.  Today, Israel remains the only recognized state in the world whose 
citizens do not constitute its nationals. In fact, although the Interior Ministry includes 137 
nationalities in its list of recognized designations for Israeli citizens, including Assyrian, 
Albanian, Burmese, Hong Konger, Samaritan, and even Hebrew, it denies its citizens an 
“Israeli” nationality.  The Israeli government has even gone so far as to create 
nationalities that are not recognized outside Israel including “Arab,” “Druze,” and 
“Unknown” to evade the formation of an “Israeli” nationality.

To maintain Jewish majority and social dominance, Israel legally and politically refuses to 
recognize an “Israeli” nation separate from a “Jewish” nation because, from its 
ideological perspective, Israel is the state of the Jewish nation. To officially recognize an 
Israeli nationality and even to adopt the language of an “Israeli” nation as a category 
distinct from a “Jewish” nation, would imply that at some conceptual level, the two are 
distinct. That one category includes a collective identity that the other does not. However 
small, this conceptual separation between “Israeli” and “Jewish” would have juridico-
political repercussions for the entrenchment of Jewish ascendancy within the state. Of 
course, this is because, in doing so, it could open a window of inclusion within the Israeli 
nation for non-Jewish citizens. The conceptual separation between “Jewish” and “Israeli” 
along with the potential practical implications of having to formally—and even equally—
incorporate a non-Jewish collective within the self-definition and political objectives of the 
state renders calls for an “Israeli nation” a danger to the existing Zionist consensus.

Taken together, reliance on spatial control and demographic and social dominance by the 
Israeli regime have produced various unique political practices and sequences of laws—
only some of which have been mentioned here. These juridico-political practices render 
the mode of settler-colonial exclusion in contemporary Israel/Palestine apart from 
exclusion in other European and North American states. Among other practices, this 
includes: the transfer of some of their sovereign powers to extraterritorial and quasi-
governmental bodies whose charters basically obligate them to exclude based on ethnic 
belonging; the structuring of a citizenship regime that gives rights to members of a group 
(in Israel’s case, Jewish persons) who are not actually citizens or present in the state yet, 
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and even privilege them over a group (Arab citizens) who do have citizenship and are 
present in the state; the nationalization of 93% of the land so that one ethnic group can 
exclude another ethnic group; and the strategic absence of a legal nationality 
representing a state identity that is accessible to all of its citizens, and the imposition of 
an ethnically exclusive nationality so as to set apart and prioritize an extraterritorial 
population (the “Jewish people”) outside its sovereign jurisdiction. Some variations of 
these exclusionary practices and policies are be shared with various liberal-democratic 
states, especially settler-colonial ones. However, what sets the Israeli incorporation 
regime apart is that today no other state exists that implements all of these exclusionary 
mechanisms of settler-colonial exclusion, and more.

The Contemporary Israeli Incorporation 
Regime
Much has been written about the effects of the policies and practices of the Israeli 
incorporation regime and the meaning of the Jewish state for non-Jews.  That the Israeli 
incorporation regime favors Jews and does not treat its inhabitants equally has been 
extensively outlined and supported by rich academic scholarship on the subject. Serious 
scholars and observers will not deny that Jewish privilege and dominance stretches over 
“Israel proper,” the West Bank, and Gaza Strip regardless of actual residency or legal 
origin.  Today, visible symbols such as official state holidays, the flag and other state 
symbols, the national anthem, the imposition of religious observances, street and road 
signs depicting the names of villages and towns, and regulated dietary laws are all built 
on the premise of the social and political hegemony of the Jewish people throughout the 
Zionist incorporation regime, and are completely dismissive of the Arab population. These 
exclusionary and discriminatory laws and political practices surface on a regular basis 
and are too numerous to mention here,  but of these The Law of Return (1950) and The 
Citizenship Law (1952) deserve special mention.  Key tools for ensuring a Jewish 
demographic majority, these laws reveal that the fracture embedded in the concept of the 
“people” at work in Israel is more complicated than that which exists in liberal-
democratic states in the West. Determination of who is the desired or preferred political 
subject to be included in the nation and provided the rights and benefits of recognition in 
Israel is mainly conducted through these two foundational laws.

Perhaps the most important legal expression of Israel’s self-definition as a Jewish state, 
The Law of Return (1950), guarantees the right of immigration to every Jewish person. 
Instead of a general civic immigration law, The Law of Return only applies to any Jew 
looking to immigrate to Israel, to her/his spouse, children, grandchildren, and their 
respective spouses. And it applies to Jewish immigrants after the establishment of Israel 
and retroactively to Jews, without major preconditions, who had immigrated to Palestine 
or had been born there before the creation of the State of Israel. The exclusive 
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parameters of this law become evident when Palestinian refugees who were expelled 
from their land and homes in 1948 are not granted the “right of return” and are not even 
entitled to residency or citizenship status.

An extension of the Zionist project of enabling the return of the exiles as embedded in 

The Law of Return is The Citizenship Law. This law defines the criteria under which non-
Jewish persons can be granted citizenship in Israel and grants almost automatic Israeli 
citizenship to any Jew on immigration “according to the Law of Return” without any 
length of residency, economic, or language requirement. In essence, a nation-state with a 
hierarchical incorporation regime is established through this legal tenet encompassing all 
Jews, and only Jews, by virtue of their ethnonational or religious descent. This law 
solidifies the secondary citizenship status of Palestinian Arabs, as there is no chance for a 
non-Jew to acquire automatic citizenship through the Ministry of Interior.  Together, The 
Law of Return and The Citizenship Law form the substructure on which a whole 
arrangement of formal policies, informal practices, and new legislation ensuring Jewish 
dominance within the State of Israel, are based.  Ultimately, these two laws are key in 
managing the hierarchical design of the Israeli body politic.

In conjunction with the exclusionary gaze of The Law of Return prioritizing Jewish 
presence on the land, multiple other formally written legal principles and informal 
political and ideological practices that make up the Zionist incorporation regime have 
shaped and produced various forms of Palestinian life, politics, and resistance. Far from 
mere effects of sovereign power, Palestinians living within Israeli-engineered 
neighborhoods have actively challenged and undermined the Zionist project for over a 
century. For this reason, and taking direction from the writings of Palestinian scholar 
Nadim Rouhana, when tracing Jewish privilege in the Zionist incorporation regime it is 
important to stress that its settler-colonial project is not yet complete.  It remains 
unresolved because its main objective of an ethnically exclusive nation-state is still 
actively resisted by an indigenous nation that Zionism has defeated but has yet to 
transform into a capitulated population. Rouhana explains:

The Palestinians have not granted the Jewish state legitimacy and continue to 
claim their homeland in different ways: Palestinian citizens deny recognizing 
Israel as an ethnic Jewish state, claim that the homeland on which the Jewish state 
is established is rightfully theirs (not exclusively), and seek to transform Israel 
into a democratic state; Palestinian refugees whose right of return is supported by 
International law seek to be repatriated to their homeland; and Palestinians under 
military occupation reject recognizing Israel as a Jewish state even in a two-state 
solution framework.

We are increasingly seeing new forms of multifaceted and creative struggle by 
Palestinians against Israel’s settler-colonial military regime from their respective juridico-
political positionalities as refugees, displaced persons, residents, and citizens. Whether it 
is the building of cultural centers and experimental educational platforms in West Bank 
refugee camps,  the ongoing legal and humanitarian documentation of daily narratives, 
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struggles, and violations of the Israeli army by Palestinian human rights and civil society 
organizations in Gaza,  the publishing of vision documents and proposals for an 
alternative democratic state and social structure in Israel inclusive of Palestinian Arab 
historical and collective rights,  the refusal of the majority of Jerusalem Arabs to adopt 
Israeli citizenship and their daily resistance to Israeli military restrictions to movement 
and prayer space in the Old City, or the dynamic and evolving international and broad-
based Palestinian-led campaign of boycott, divestment, and sanctions of Israeli political, 
cultural, and academic institutions —it is clear that Palestinians are not passive colonial 
subjects.

As such, we must understand contemporary Israel/Palestine through a settler-colonial 
lens as a project of ethnic exclusion that is still unfolding. Part of Palestinian resistance 
involves the deorientalization of the Palestinian subject and an understanding of their 
struggle in a manner that moves beyond their conceptualization as simply victims of 
Israeli settler-colonial violence.

At seventy years, the political, legal, and ethical rationale for denying legitimacy to an 
ethnically exclusionary Jewish state has become more clear. There is growing awareness 
among Palestinians and various Israeli and Western observers that confronting the Zionist 
project of settlement, colonialism, and exclusivist statehood goes far beyond notions of 
anti-discrimination and models of coexistence. Instead of merely cosmetic changes, the 
amendments required for genuine inclusion of all residents and citizens living on the land 
requires a fundamental uprooting of juridico-political ethnic privilege, so as to open up 
the state structure of Israel/Palestine beyond its current racist and settler-colonial 
contours. Without the ideological, conceptual, and political undoing of the Zionist 
incorporation regime, not only is equality unachievable (and calls for its implementation 
necessarily considered an existential threat to the state), but a genuine and accessible 
democratic system for Arabs and Jews in the territory in whatever capacity is rendered 
impossible.

Conclusion
When considering how power, violence, exclusion, and the law have shaped the historical 
transformations and contemporary realities of Israel/Palestine, as scholars and observers, 
we ought to start from certain agreed-upon political and theoretical positions. This 
chapter has sought to outline some of these tenets or starting points, in order to offer a 
strong scholarly and intellectual guide for understanding the foundations of Israel’s 
policies and practices toward Palestinians living within the various engineered 
neighborhoods of “Israel proper,” “Jerusalem,” the “West Bank,” the “Gaza Strip,” and the 
surrounding Palestinian “refugee camps.” I have tried to show that the settler-colonial 
framework and ideological, legal, and political structures that form the geographic 
continuity of exclusion in Israel/Palestine work in conjunction, intersect, and fuel one 
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another. Together, they shape the racialized contours of a unitary Zionist incorporation 
regime that exposes all Palestinian Arabs, as a non-Jewish indigenous population, to a 
settler-colonial exclusion regardless of their particular legal and political status.

This contemporary reality and the multifaceted and dynamic forms of Palestinian life, 
politics, and resistance to which it has given rise, problematizes the concept of a Jewish 
state, even outside the 1967 military occupation. Even in the unlikely agreement to a two-
state settlement, if such an arrangement means a Palestinian state and a separate Israeli 
state with entrenched Jewish domination and control over its non-Jewish citizen 
population, then this too fails to address the main political problems at hand.
Formulated, structured, and arranged through an exclusionary Zionist regime, a Jewish 
state means both in theory and in practice a state that justifies, legislates, 
constitutionalizes, and forcefully renders Palestinians as settler-colonial subjects. Key to 
uprooting the violent contemporary landscape in Israel/Palestine is first recognizing the 
theoretical tenets and political principles outlined in this chapter. Indeed, only from this 
intellectual and political starting point can scholars and observers understand, discuss, 
and undo the settler-colonial exclusions of contemporary Israel/Palestine.
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(2012); Amara et al. (2013); Robinson (2013); Brull (2014); Rouhana and Sabbagh-Khoury 
(2014); Shalhoub-Kevorkian (2014); Mamdani (2015); and Gordon and Ram (2016), among 
others.

( ) See Mignolo (2007).

( ) See, for example, Ben-Gurion (1954: 489).

( ) Goldberg (2008: 31).

( ) Lehn (1974: 74–75).

( ) Article 3 of the Constitution of the Jewish Agency for Palestine (adopted August 1929, 
repr. 1945); see Lehn (1974: 92–93).

( ) Ibid.

( ) Goldberg (2008: 109).

( ) Goldberg (2008: 32–33).

( ) Zalloua (2017: 49).

( ) Said (1979: 21).

( ) Said (1979: 28).

( ) See Jeffries, “Analysis of the Balfour Declaration” in Khalidi (1971: 175).

( ) Ibid., 173–174.

( ) Ibid., 177.

( ) Ibid., 176–178.

( ) Ibid.

( ) Ibid., 179.

( ) Jeffries notes: “At the time the Declaration was issued the population of Palestine was 
in the neighborhood of 670,000. Of these, the Jews numbered some 60,000. […] Therefore 
we have Palestine with 91% of its people Arab and 9% Jew at the time of the Declaration. 
It was an Arab population with a dash of Jew. Half of the Jews were recent arrivals.” 
Jeffries, “Analysis of the Balfour Declaration” in Khalidi (1971: 179–180).

( ) Ibid., 181.

( ) Ibid., 185–186.

( ) See Zalloua (2017) which problematizes Palestinians as homines sacri.
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( ) See Shalev and Gooldin (2006).
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Yotam Berger’s article in Haaretz, “70% Rise in Building Starts in West Bank Settlements 
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and regularly updated by Adalah (June 2012) and (March 2011).

( ) The Israeli Citizenship Law (ezrahut) is often mistranslated as “Nationality Law.”
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is ideologically and historically foundational to the State of Israel, privileges Jews by 
systematically excluding Palestinian Arabs who were compelled to flee their villages and 
homes between 1947 and 1952, deny them their indigenous status, strip them of their 
right to their land, and directly contradict the internationally recognized Palestinian right 
of return as affirmed in UN Resolution 194.

( ) See Adalah (March 2011).

( ) Rouhana (2015). See also Mamdani (2015).

( ) Rouhana (2015: 2).

( ) See, for example, the educational project Campus in Camps based in Dheisheh 
refugee camp in Beit Jala: <http://www.campusincamps.ps/> and the community-based 
theater and cultural center The Freedom Theatre, located in the Jenin Refugee Camp: 
<http://www.thefreedomtheatre.org/>.

( ) Here the efforts and well-researched regular legal reports of The Al Mezan Center for 
Human Rights and The Palestinian Centre for Human Rights deserve special mention. See
<http://www.mezan.org/en/> and <http://pchrgaza.org/en/>.

( ) Published in 2006 and 2007, “The Future Vision of the Palestinian-Arabs in Israel” 
formed under the auspices of the High Follow-Up Committee for the Arabs in Israel; “The 
Democratic Constitution” by Adalah; and “The Haifa Declaration” by Mada al-Carmel: The 
Arab Center for Applied Social Research were drafted by a range of Arab political 
activists, public figures, and intellectuals. They constitute the first formal statements by 
collectives from the Palestinian community in Israel on their placement within Israeli 
society and politics.

( ) For more, see the ongoing work of the Boycott, Divestment, Sanctions (BDS) 
movement to end international support for Israel’s oppression of Palestinians and 
pressure Israel to comply with international law: <https://bdsmovement.net/>.

( ) Molavi (2013: x–xi).

Shourideh C. Molavi

York University
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