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 “Military Occupation or Colonial Domination - Its Impact on Israel” 

 

Methodological framework 

 

This lecture aims at analyzing the impact of occupation of the West Bank 

and Gaza on human rights in Israel, searching to learn the lessons from other 

such similar experiences elsewhere. More than two thirds of the Jewish 

state’s history includes control over the Occupied Territories, becoming now 

more the rule than the exception. The majority of Israelis (and Palestinians), 

by now two generations, have not known any other situation. In the XIX and 

first half of the XX century, did their respective colonial practices generate 

concerns for the functionality of representative government among political 

leaderships in London, Paris or Brussels?  From the perspective of securing 

and maintaining their own human rights, why should Tel Avivians concern 

themselves with the limitations over Palestinians in the remote territories? In 

a more expanded historical context, to what extent did control of one nation 

over the destiny of another one have an impact on normative democratic 

values in the metropolitan countries? 

 

To answer these (and related) questions, we are determined to ascertain to 

what extent top-dog governments’ practices may have an impact (if any) on 

respective national populations’ attachment to democratic norms.  Are there 

any long-term lessons to be drawn from historical experience that may 

realistically be applied to the Israeli case? To answer these questions, we 

must first appreciate both similarities and differences, ostensibly, with other 

comparable dyadic instances.  

 

Many experts have observed a marked erosion over the years, as shown by 

many indicators: the deterioration of political leadership as reflected in poor 

performance and the lack of appreciation by the Israeli public opinion; 

decreasing transparency, with the growing number of cases of corruption; 

abuse of power resulting in transgressing moral standards; limited 

accountability, restricting or disregarding the functioning of commissions of 

enquiry; a decline to the adherence to democratic values by the public at 

large; a  lack of tolerance towards minorities; the growing gap between poor 

and rich; the malfunctioning of check and balances within the state’s 

entities, and more. This marked deterioration seems to be not less worrisome 

at the level of societal values than institutional. While negative trends had a 

strong impact on the legislative (number of cases of corruption malpractices 

of Knesset members in the increase, the election of low quality of 
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parliamentarians through unethical tactics), and the fragility of the 

governments is increasingly evident, the Judiciary is still holding- albeit 

threatened- both in terms of its role in the defense of democratic principles 

as well as its prestige in the eyes of the Israeli public. Other articles in this 

book will be covering many of such patterns of negative change. 

 

How to isolate the influence of occupation in such process? One strategy is 

to discuss the trends over the years before and after 1967. Still, such effort 

may encounter the difficulty embodied in isolating the dependent variable 

from other domestic and global factors that have influenced such process. 

One would need to take into consideration those mutations in Israeli 

standards of governance incident to other inputs. Some are country specific 

such as transitions of leadership from founding fathers to the third 

generation, wealth generation and economic growth, policy shifts, 

demographic changes brought about through immigration or birth rates in 

secular/religious families. others, the end of the Cold War, the change of 

nature of violent conflict from inter to intra-state, economic trends resulting 

from globalization. Others could be resulting from international explanatory 

variables such as the end of the Cold War and the transition from inter to 

intra-state wars, globalization and the increase of transnational interactions, 

the impact of information technology expansion. 

 

With all such considerations, it may be difficult to adjudicate change or 

deterioration as a result of military occupation leading to a colonial 

occupation. Still, an in-depth analysis of such experiences from a 

comparative perspective that provide us with similarities and differences. 

Lateral thinking in retrospective provides an inside of the problems related 

to a maintaining power over the destiny of more than three million 

disenfranchised Palestinians, unable to exert  their collective right to self-

determination and  submitted to a daily restriction to their individual 

freedoms. 

 

We are now after four decades of Israeli administration in the West Bank, 

the longest military occupation of recent vintage. The conquest of Sinai in 

1956 did not lead to the establishment of settlements.  However, after 

Israel’s victory in the 1967 Six Days War, matters were otherwise. In 1979, 

in an effort to make peace with Egypt, Israel reversed Moshe Dayan’s 

dictum—“better Sharm Al Sheikh to Peace”—to its mirror reverse. The 

1982 Lebanon War, the outcome of which established Israeli military 

domination of Lebanon’s southern region, did not result in any efforts at 
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Israeli civilian settlements.  And, for that matter, even the annexation of the 

Golan Heights in 1981 had more the nature of a border dispute, one in which 

international boundaries were moved eastward.  (Full citizenship was 

granted to and even imposed on the sparse Druze population, totaling less 

than 20,000), and Kuneitra, the main urban center on the plateau, had been 

returned to Syria under the terms of separation of forces truce agreement. 

There, the issue of individual rights does not represent a problem and hence 

does not impact on Israeli society. We can compare this conflict with Syria 

to other border disputes. Even in the case of the unification of Jerusalem, the 

Knesset legislation has provided for equal identity cards for Palestinians in 

the East part of the city, and in the early days, even the option of full Israeli 

citizenship.  In the Palestinian Territories, however, the military occupation 

has assumed a long-term colonial dimension.  Israel’s official policy of 

referring to the these lands as ‘militarily occupied territories’ (per Geneva 

Convention rubrics) keeps available residual options extending form 

continuing the status quo, to overt annexation, or, even, to a forced ‘ethnic 

cleansing’. In our study, the inclusion of Gaza, even after the military 

pullout and the dismantling of the Jewish settlements, the Israeli restrictive 

control of access to the strip, the denial of use of the port or airport. From 

this point of view, the restrictions over the population, still leaves the overall 

responsibility on the hand of the Occupying power.   

 

Comparison of Israel’s occupation 

 

At the outset, we considered drawing comparisons with both aspects of the 

Israeli presence in the West Bank and Gaza, a temporary military occupation 

or the emergence of a colonial rule. In this article we cover briefly the first 

less widespread form of domination and expand more on the second more 

traditional and longer term global experience. We examined the old 

definitions of ‘colonial rule’
1
 in the Occupied Palestinian Territories, and 

concluded that most apply to the Israeli situation (to wit, the dominant power 

controlling the ‘colonized’ territory does not provide full civil rights to that 

territory’s native inhabitants).  The prevailing power imbalance likewise 

facilitates, and has even encouraged, Israeli citizens to establish separate 

settlements within the occupied territory, settlements that, for practical 

purposes, enjoy a status virtually indistinguishable from extraterritoriality.  

A corollary outcome of this political subordination is, for practical purposes, 

                                                 
1 The definition of “colonial” relates to “colony”, among others, as (1) a body of people settled in new territory, foreign, often distant, retaining ties with the motherland or parent 

state; (2) a settlement in a new country; (3) the body of descendants of settlers wholly or partially retaining their ideology and organization; (4) settlement made in hostile, newly 

conquered, or unstable country as a means of facilitating established occupation and governed by a parent state; and (5) a settlement in a new territory enjoying a degree of 

autonomy or semi-responsible government without severing ties with the parent state and without attaining the more free status of a dominion” (Webster’s Third New International  

Dictionary, Springfield, G. & C. Merriam Company, 1971, pg 447)  
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the ability to affect the relegation of  local government responsibilities to 

Palestinian authorities such as infrastructure development and the provision 

of services (e.g., health care, education, public safety). 

 

The use of the term “colonial” has generated controversy. The comparison 

has led to a polarized debate: detractors of Zionism consider the mere 

existence of Israel, no matter, on what borders as a colonial fact. On the 

other hand, Israelis have strongly reacted against such formulation, stressing 

that the right to return to the homeland of their ancestors is providing the 

legitimacy to posses the Promised Land, and perhaps even more than any 

other group such as Muslims who came much later from the Arab peninsula 

, where their holiest two places are located. A systematic comparison of 

other colonial experiences and its impact on democratic practices among the 

ruling  power should confine the issue to the occupation of the West Bank 

(and still to a large extent Gaza). The issue is no longer is for well 

established states to “decolonize themselves”- bringing up the dispute if the 

right of return after 2000 is worth less than right of return after 60 years. The 

issue of the named ‘colonial situation’ is not Israel proper but Israel’s acting 

“de facto” as a colonial power in the territory. Even if the “de jure” situation 

in the West Bank is a limbo situation between annexation and  

disengagement, the prolonged reality has set patterns with affinities to 

colonial occupation, and the challenge is to assess to what extent this has 

impacted on the good governance in Israel proper. 

 

This semantics have become even more sensitive ‘hot buttons’ with the 

publication of  Jimmy Carter’s book that includes the term “Apartheid” in its 

title. While the former President has clarified, that it refers only to the 

Palestinian Territories and not Israel proper, the outcry was to even dare 

comparing the situation there with the former South African discriminatory 

regime. The politically correctness has generated the contending use of the 

term “security fence” by Israeli officials versus the term “Apartheid Wall” 

Palestinian supporters, to relate to the  to barrier that has been built by Israel 

to separate most of its inhabitants from the Palestinians. Stressing that 95% 

of its length is a fence , is answered that precisely the wall sections are built 

where the overwhelming majority of the Arabs reside, hence most of the 

human suffering is there. Hopefully, a systematic comparative analysis into 

Israel’s rule in the West Bank could be a contribution to less tense a more 

balanced discussion.  

 

A. Stratagems for maintaining military occupation 
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As a norm, other examples of military occupation, are not a long-term 

proposition as in our case enduring now more than four decades. Often as a 

result of a war, the victorious side generally stabilizes the situation either 

through the incorporation or the return of the gained territories. We find no 

contemporary cases of such length, and even when military occupation 

lasted a significant number of years.  

After World War II Germany and Austria were administrated by the 

victorious Allied Powers for less than a decade. The spirit of the mandate 

was to empower the local population into full independence and partnership. 

It should be important to stress that some Israeli statesmen at the aftermath 

of the Six Days War  envisaged the trading the territories for peace, but the 

main stream either had no intention or policies leading to the implementation 

of such desired outcome. On the other hand, The Soviet Union militarily 

occupied and incorporated the Baltic States in 1945, and to some extent, 

‘Russified,’ them, essentially colonizing them with Russian nationals, 

contrary to the desires of local populations.  This unilateral population 

transfer policy, however, lasted only four decades, and is now over. 

 

We examined the nature of military occupation as a stratagem for exercising 

authority over other nations in a post-colonial, democratic world, one in 

which, in theory at least, formalized abridgement of individual rights, based 

on the asymmetrical power relationship would be otherwise unacceptable.  

The temporary nature of such control can be justified in terms of the Geneva 

Conventions, or as the temporary suspension of enjoyments of full rights in 

emergency situations as allowed in the International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights.  In the past, such restrictive provisions could  in the Middle 

East, or, for that matter, those United Nations trusteeships in the Pacific and 

certain Caribbean islands that effectively legitimized foreign occupation 

extending in duration over a half century. 

 

By current standards, while a military occupation cannot be legitimized 

unilaterally, such a presence can be legitimated by assuming the structure of 

an international presence, one that is subject to periodic review and renewal 

by higher international authority and has a humanitarian purpose (e.g., the 

protection of beleaguered local populations in East Timor or Kosovo).  The 

American military presence in Iraq was formulated as a component of a 

group of nations designated ‘coalition forces,’ and whose initially stated 

purpose was stopping the allegedly developing Iraqi nuclear threat—

afterwards determined to be without foundation—but which later mutated 
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into the public goal of installing a democratic regime in that nation. Hence, it 

seems that the comparison of the Israeli rule over the Palestinian Territories 

with other military occupations is not conducive to relevant findings.   

 

B. Establishing colonial characteristics and applying them in the Israeli 

context 

 

Since at present, one cannot identify significant examples of colonial rule, in 

order to be able to compare with a significant number of cases, we need to 

expand the period of analysis to World War II. The process of de-

colonization decolonization began already after World War I, when the 

League of Nations legitimated a system of mandates for the colonies of the 

defeated powers, Germany and Turkey (and independent states in Europe for 

many of the components the Austro-Hungarian Empire) that were geared to 

lead into self- government as in the Middle East. Still, the international 

community did not threaten the status of the colonies of the victorious 

powers till World War II. With the formation of the United Nations, during 

the first two decades nearly all remaining colonies became independent or 

by self-determination opted to become part of the metropolis. 

 

Clearly, the Israeli domination of the West Bank and Gaza came too late in 

history, and in reflecting on similarities and differences we can understand 

its negative consequences. 

 

To accomplish this objective, we have established twelve variables, as 

categories that are both mutually exclusive and comprehensive (e.g., 

including such categories as political, military, geopolitical, economic, 

normative religious values and the like). Each of the elements of 

comparative analyses can be studies for in-dept and calls for further 

research.    At this stage, examination of these variables may establish what 

amounts to a checklist, one pointing to the unique character of Israel’s 

relationship with the Occupied Territories, specifically by disaggregating the 

correlates of what amounts to a colonial situation in a post-colonial world. 

Briefly, the headings are as follows: 

 

1) Geographic location: The proximity of the colonial territory may generate 

different dynamics.  The closer to the metropolis the location of the colony, 

the more that the colonizer may aspire to make the occupation permanent, 

perhaps even extending to political annexation. The issue of ‘vital space’ 

also place a role in the understanding of more territory but in the case of 
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Israel, it now is modified by demographic considerations, namely to expand 

the borders but give up those areas heavily populated by Arabs. 

 

2) Length of the violent conflict: The level of security threat to the 

metropolis is particularly evident in the protracted—and seemingly 

intractable—Israel-Arab dispute, especially in comparison with other 

colonial situations or, for that matter, military occupations. More than a 

century now of conventional and attrition wars, armed rebellions and terror, 

at least once a decade, has produced an element of fear (Bartal) that differs 

significantly from other colonial experiences. On the other hand, the quest 

for a ‘strong’ leader and the active participation of former high ranking 

military in politics appear direct results of security interests as leading 

concerns for citizens 

 

3) The changing nature of warfare:  Most conflicts have changed from inter-

state to intra-state. In World War I, 90% of the casualties were uniformed 

military, half of those killed in WWII were civilians and in the last decade, 

this number grew into around 80% .With rigorous keeping of peace with 

Egypt—militarily, the strongest Arab country—and with Jordan—with 

whom Israel shares its longest border—the existential threat to Israel at its 

immediate borders has been significantly reduced.  Even Syria has refrained 

from any attack since 1973 in the Golan Heights. However, even as the 

threat of military assault has receded in the past decade, a new threat, in the 

form terrorism, has emerged. The issue of occupation is no longer so much 

national as it is personal security.   Suicide bombings reach into Israel’s 

coastal cities.  Missiles launched from Gaza threaten towns in the 

surrounding areas, with the threat envelope expanding as effective missile 

range increases. 

   

This has produced a negative impact on Israel’s military alertness as shown 

in the 2005 Lebanon II war. IDF’s main duties in the Occupied Territories 

have been policing the area against rebellious civilians, manning 

checkpoints, etc. This, in contrast with what colonial powers could do in the 

past, not only co-opting the local population to repress their own people but 

to enroll them into fighting in their wars against other states.  

 

4) Depth of democratic roots:  Colonial domination over long periods of 

time did not affect the centuries-long transition to democracy in Western 

Europe. While there were no strong anti-colonial movements, the demand 

for the respect of citizens’ rights grew independently of the fact that such 
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rights were not granted to large numbers of individuals overseas under the 

same government control.  Israel is a new country, and, although inspired at 

its birth with democratic and egalitarian ideals, most of its founders and, for 

that matter, post-independence immigrants, came from countries in Eastern 

Europe and the Middle East, regions in which democracy was hardly 

normative. Nonetheless, most of the immigrants who arrived from non-

democratic countries before the establishment of the state were, however, 

ideologically committed to democratic governance.  

 

5) Ideological ‘zero sum’ paradigm:  The Israel/Arab conflict, unlike other 

colonial conflicts, was perceived in the past as an existential conflict (both 

Jihad/Hamas and Jewish settlers’ dispute the whole of ‘Historic Palestine’ 

versus the whole of the ‘Promised Land’).  As a result, and based on 

perceptions of the worst intentions from the enemy, the issue, rather than 

becoming tractable, becomes one of life or death.  However, it now appears 

that for the Palestinians the end of occupation is a matter of conflict 

resolution.  All their lives are daily affected by the occupation. But for the 

Israelis, the pullout from Gaza and the West Bank was one of conflict 

amelioration, if not outright dissolution. In his study of the social impact of 

colonialism Albert Memmi wrote about the ‘Nero complex’: the more the 

colonialist oppresses the colonized, the more he realizes the atrocity inherent 

the role he has chosen. His hatred of the usurped grows.  He wants the 

colonized to disappear because their very existence leads him to act the role 

of usurper.  The rise of maximalist views among an Israeli minority has 

likewise exacerbated latent anti-democratic feelings among Israelis.   

 

6) The religious component:  Colonialism has often encouraged religious 

conversion and assimilation to its culture (e.g., flag, holidays).  But this is 

not the case with Jewish settlers, who stress residual differences in order to 

maintain a separate existence—no intermarriage and discouragement of 

conversion from Islam to Judaism or vice versa.  Particularly relevant to the 

case in point could be a comparison with the practice of Apartheid in South 

Africa, where justification for the Boers’ assumption of superior status 

included the concept of a Promised Land and chosen people with more 

rights than obligations to the ‘Other.’ (Justification extended back at least to 

the 18
th
 century and was usually predicated on biblical exegesis.) The 

geographic reality of the post-1967 occupation has transformed the 

previously symbolic adherence to the ‘promised land’ of Israel’s biblical 

twelve tribes into a more thoroughgoing sense of impending messianic 

times, at least among a minority of Israelis.  
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7) Specific Jewish traumatic historical experience: The Holocaust affected 

the polarization of Israel in two camps, ones that drew very different lessons 

from what was arguably the most grievous level of suffering ever visited 

upon any nation.  Jews regularly say ‘never again’—often, for that matter, 

intending the reach of that assertion to encompass all of humanity.  No 

comparable trauma comprises the history any other colonialist metropolis. 

The experience of the Inquisition, pogroms, ghettos, and in particular the 

Holocaust has seared into Jewish collective memory the perception of Jews 

as victims. Today’s unconstrained behavior, however much it may be related 

to a grim collective memory, and while it certainly poses a challenge to 

moral justification, may nonetheless be put into an understandable context.  

We can appreciate the psychological concern for survival and the lack of 

trust in other nations.  However, in the face of recent Islamists’ declarations 

favoring not only eradication of the Jewish state and its inhabitants, but also 

recent resort to the anti-historical negation the Holocaust, Israelis may well 

see their own behavior and ostensible intransigence as not only justified but 

also prudential. 

 

8) Time difference:  While colonial rule was widespread when the Zionist 

movement first facilitated Jewish immigration to the ancestral homeland, the 

Jewish immigration nonetheless remained exceptional in then-contemporary 

politics.  A process of de-colonization started soon after the Balfour 

Declaration. It was this latter conflict that eventually proved a watershed, 

one that saw the establishment of popular acceptance of the notion that basic 

human rights (including, especially, respect for the integrity of the 

individual)—and proactive efforts at their assurance—were normative 

international requirements and intimately related to the postwar de-

colonization effort.  Indeed, Israeli independence was seen to be part of the 

de-colonization process of the British Empire then in progress, in much the 

same way that India’s independence comprised a part of that effort.  The 

further expansion of Israel after 1967, and the encouragement of establishing 

settlements in ‘Judea, Samaria and Gaza,’ came a century late, and was 

clearly anti-historic.  If we agree with a premise of ‘progress in international 

relations,’ that the world has changed to the extent that comparable behavior 

is no longer an acceptable option 

 

9) Economic exploitation:  Colonialism usually entails economic benefits for 

the colonizer. Profit results from the exploitation of human and/or natural 

resources (the latter is not really the case in the West Bank and Gaza). A 
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colony is “a place where one earns more and spends less,” and that was quite 

true in Israel during the period called ‘benign occupation,’ when cheap 

Palestinian labor was used not only in the metropolis (Israel within the 

Green line) but even for infrastructure construction in settlements in the 

Occupied Territories.  But the abrupt change from steadfastness (summud) to 

popular uprising (intifada) brought that era to an effective close.  In other 

colonial experiences, “the colonialist realizes that without the colonized, the 

colony would no longer have any meaning.”  In the Israeli case the 

colonization process is being now mixed with the impact of the new 

‘globalization,’ as foreign workers replaced local, low salary workers, 

particularly in agriculture and construction. 

   

In other colonial systems, exploitation included such practices as slavery and 

servitude.  When forced to share political power with officers appointed 

from the ranks of the native population, other systems have often become 

corrupt.  It has been argued that occupation corrupts, that it erodes the faith 

in democracy.   

 

10) Civilizing mission:  Generally speaking, the dissonance arising from the 

recognition of their role as usurpers and of their privileges as illegitimate can 

be mitigated by the colonizers’ self-image of having a civilizing mission.  

They may come to believe that they are demonstrating the merits of a 

superior culture and the possibility of improving the livelihood of the native 

population. Israel has portrayed itself as the Western outpost in the Middle 

East and was able to present this image elsewhere, for better or for worse. 

While becoming more accepted in the United States and Europe as member 

of the Judeo-Christian civilization. During the difficult Oslo negotiations 

between Israel and the Palestinians, at the multi-lateral tracks of the Madrid 

conference, the potential benefits of the Jewish state’s incorporation into the 

region was seen, at least tacitly, as a ‘win/win’ for all the region’s countries 

on issues such as water, environment and economic development. The 

potential for such an approach was there, even if there was some fear of neo-

colonialist domination.  Such contributions toward social, economic, and 

scientific development do not meet real objections in the Arab world, if they 

would occur under conditions of equality rather than domination.  Clearly, a 

military occupation is not consistent with such vision. And the settlers’ 

presence in the territories is a bad example for a mutually beneficial 

relationship. The settlements rather strengthen a Muslim perception of the 

Jews as the instrument of the new Crusaders, carrying the message of a clash 

of civilization—the West versus the rest. 
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11) Late nation building:  In the late nineteenth century the formation of 

centralized states in Italy and Germany out of separate smaller units, was 

interpreted as a unifying drive, one that that would be followed by continued 

expansionism overseas or into adjacent territories.  The power of the new 

state was enhanced in a sense of ‘folk,’ a sense of purpose, one that led to 

support of expatriates in the newly acquired territories, a colonial paradigm 

legitimating the late formation of the state.  Israel is a new country, calling 

for the ingathering of exiles.  (As a corollary, for many years, Zionism 

tacitly de-legitimized continued Jewish existence as a Diaspora.)  Since the 

formation of the World Zionist Organization, the ‘Yshuv,’ the organized 

Jewish community under the British Mandate in Palestine, was already a 

state in the making. The establishment of the state of Israel some fifty years 

later was undoubtedly a ‘success story.’ For most citizens the most 

important post-independence objective was achievement of peace with 

regional neighbors—Egypt, Jordan and then the Palestinians—a prospect 

then appearing a realistic goal.  But after the 1967 Six Days War, in the eyes 

of a growing number of Israelis, state-building remained an unfinished 

enterprise, one that needed to be continued by attracting most Jews to 

immigrate and establish themselves within the nation’s now-expanded 

geography.  The consolidation of a Jewish nation-state was considered still 

in a premature stage, Israel’s borders were not yet historically defined, and 

its political culture was still evolving. 

  

In the aftermath of the Second Intifada, the majority is no longer willing to 

pay that steep price. Some Israelis warn that the lack of an external common 

enemy will undermine the cohesiveness of the Jewish society and, further, 

that domestic strife will then threaten to destroy the state from within. The 

prediction is unfounded, if only because ‘late nation building’ states—even 

those suffering major defeats—have survived the loss of empire and even 

adjacent territories.  The dilemma of holding the occupied territories, with its 

attendant moral and human costs, now has become the most important 

divisive issue.   

 

12) Israel’s diverse ethno-political make up:  The image of Israel as ‘outpost 

of Western civilization’ has had an impact within the domestic realm as 

well.  One of the outcomes of Zionism in action—and likely an 

unanticipated one—included the immigration of large numbers of Jews from 

non-European areas, to the extent that Israel’s population is no longer so 

homogenous a group as were the initial settlers.  These ‘Oriental’ Jews often 
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had markedly different perspectives in matters relating to normative political 

and social values, at least in comparison with their Ashkenazi counterparts.  

Whereas it is possible to look at Israel’s demographic makeup as a 

dichotomy separating Jews from non-Jews (as in the Central Bureau of 

Statistics census), a new sociological approach disaggregates the concept 

into one of  ‘graduated citizenship,’ “the existence of multiple levels of 

formal legal rights and obligations occupied by different groups in the state.”  

This ‘graduated citizenship’ concept can be applied to Jewish sub-groups as 

well.  ‘Mizrachi’ Jews from Middle Eastern countries (often called ‘Arab 

Jews’) have been treated by descendents of Israel’s Ashkenazi founders as 

no more than a source for mobilizing “manpower, revenues, and other forms 

of support, while restricting entry into the halls of power.”  They have 

suffered discrimination, while at the same time have been expected to 

assimilate, adopting the European ‘tzabra’ image, rather than be accepted as 

a component of a diverse society.  Discriminatory policies have affected the 

relationship of the “Oriental” towards Arabs in general, shifting the 

collective memory of the Oriental Jews away from a status of being accepted 

and tolerated to one of being victims (albeit objectively minimal in relation 

to the Jewish experience in Europe) an experience that can now be 

redressed.  

 

 

Concluding remarks 

 

The briefly enunciated twelve variables will be further developed in the 

article. The expected contribution is for the Jewish readers in particular to 

place the analysis within a global context and its limitations, as Israel is not 

functioning in another planet. For the Arab readers, it may be important to 

understand the dilemmas affecting the Israeli society. Explaining is not 

necessarily justifying but can help to engage in a constructive dialogue based 

on universal principles. For all readers, the conclusions should be clear: 

Israel’s holding of the Occupied Territories is unattainable and is eroding not 

only its image but in reality, its performance as a democratic state. Good 

governance practices are negatively affected by the double standards of 

citizenship and the asymmetry of power. What was perceived to be foreign 

policy and national security issue has percolated domestically within Israel 

proper.    

 

Even if the Six Days war was a legitimate case of self-defense and the 

“accidental empire” was not a priori conceived, the developments of policies 
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of ‘creeping annexation’ , ‘military outposts’ , ‘security barriers’ and other 

forms of domination have shown a clear design of most of the country’s 

governments across the party divide. These critical comments have not been 

based only on the lessons learnt from other dominations of disenfranchised 

people but also inspired by the writings and action of very valuable Israeli 

statesmen and scholars that will be recognized in the full text and the 

footnotes of this article. 

 

Finally, there will be a short discussion  of ‘post-colonialism’ and the extent 

that such concept helps clarifying the issue at stake 

 

 

 


