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Introduction

Do you think we can create our homeland on the basis of this vague story? And why do we need to create it at all? A person inherits his homeland just as he inherits his language – why should we, of all the peoples of the world, have to invent our homeland anew every day? (Khouri 2005: 384)

According to Gush Emunim’s ideology, the land signified deep, ancient Jewish memory… The prohibition on Jewish presence on the land… was seen as a continuation of the persecutions, dispossessions and expulsions, and also of the Holocaust, which the Jews were victims to throughout history… In the settlers’ discourse, death was seen as life-enhancing and territory-creating (Eldar and Zertal 2005: 279, 324)
It’s dehumanizing: to protect your victimhood, you have to ignore others’ pain (Etgar Keret, in Jaggi 2007).
In September 1967, as a group of Israeli Jews who had been expelled from Kfar Etzion during the 1948 war was preparing to settle Gush Etzion, the first West Bank Jewish settlement, settler leader Hanan Porat was remembering the Palestinian poet Mahmoud Darwish describing the return to his western Galilee village. Startled by the association, Porat rejected any similarities: ‘An Arab returning to his village’, he would later write, ‘is human and moving. But a Jew returning to his village is beyond nostalgia. It is history. It is meta-history’ (cited in Eldar and Zertal 2004: 14). This juxtaposition illustrates what Edward Said (1980) saw as the encounter between Palestinian and Zionist histories, a dialectic contestation of the right to what both Jews and Palestinians call ‘the land’, though even when they are aware of Palestinian claims, Zionists put their own claim on a higher level. If we follow Said, this dialectic encounter means that it is fruitful to theorize Palestine in tandem with theorizing Zionism and the state of Israel. 
At the centre of the contested rights stands the struggle regarding the memory of the 1948 war, which the Israelis call their War of Independence and the Palestinians their Nakba, the name given to the 1948 catastrophe when 800,000 Palestinians were expelled or escaped from their homes. Uniquely, the inclusion of the second and third generation brings the number of Palestinian refugees, according to the UNHCR, to four million people (Kuperman 2005). 

In this chapter I locate the Nakba as a specific site of contested commemoration. I do not theorize memory in relation to judicial accountability, truth and reconciliation committees, human rights, healing and social justice (see, e.g. Amandiume and An-Na’im 2000). Rather, my intention is to interrogate the complex issues surrounding the specific commemorization of the Nakba in the self-narration of its Israeli Jewish rememberers. While the entitlement of Palestinian refugees has been globally accepted as central to the conflict, and to ‘Palestinian society of today and Palestinian history, memory and collective identity… (and) to the future of Palestine and Israel’ (Masalha 2005a: 3-4), many questions remain open, including the issue of the internally displaced (Masalha 2005b; Kanaaneh 2007). Another contestation arises between the Palestinian claim of refugee status for the second and third generation, and the Israeli threefold claim, firstly, that internal refugees are an ‘internal Israeli problem’, secondly, as Israeli historian Hillel Cohen argues, that ‘Israel is the only state to have solved the problem of Palestinian refugees’ (personal communication, November 2005), and thirdly, that the ‘definition of refugee status that allows it to be passed on from generation to generation’ is unacceptable (Alpher 2002). 

 Some Palestinians (e.g. Khouri 2005) argue that the past and its narration are a burden which does not allow them to live in the present. I want to argue that the debates on the place of the memory of the Nakba past stand at the heart of the ‘memory boom’ in relation to the Palestinian question regarding homeland, rights, entitlements, refugeehood, against which Israelis position Israeli-Jewish victimhood (and at times also the divine Jewish right to the land) as an opposing narrative. 
The Nakba is increasingly commemorized, discussed, contested, by Palestinian and international scholars, and Palestinians are increasingly taking charge of commemorating their Nakba, in Palestine as elsewhere. However, as I am more interested here in questions of representation and appropriation, this chapter focuses on the contested commemoration of the Nakba by Israeli Jews. I begin by outlining Pierre Nora’s concept of lieux de mémoire. I then briefly survey work by Israeli ‘new historians’ whose excavations of official Israeli archives since the 1980s have been shattering the Zionist consensus by introducing the Israeli public to the events of the Nakba. To explore what I see as the colonization of Palestinian memory, this chapter critically examines Zochrot, an Israeli network of intellectuals dedicated since 2002 to commemorating the Nakba in Hebrew, arguing that its commemorative work, while welcome, is a deeply problematic lieu de mémoire. 
As an émigré Israeli, opposed to Israeli state policies since 1967 (Lentin 1980, 2002, 2004), aware of the problems of writing as an Israeli about the meanings of the Nakba, I acknowledge that awareness of othering in social research is never ‘directly soluble by methodological rules’ (Ramazanoğlu 2002, 120). I am guided by what the Palestinian-Israeli activist Ghared Nabulsi said to me in an interview in May 2006: ‘You can use the term Nakba but you cannot talk about the real experience of those who lived it’. Elsewhere (Lentin 2007a) I discuss my own responsibility – through being the daughter of one of the pre-state Israeli soldiers who conquered the mixed city of Haifa. Set against the backdrop of the daily practices of the Israeli racial state (Goldberg this volume; Lentin 2004), this chapter begins my exploration of the contested relationship between commemorating and appropriation from the standpoint of a member of the perpetrators’ collectivity whose politics align her with the colonized. 
Lieux de mémoire: Memory or memoricide?

Is memory but a disease? A strange disease afflicting a whole nation, a disease for which you imagine the past building your lives on an imagined memory… (Khouri 2005: 339-40)

Pierre Nora’s seminal 1989 article can be read as an elegy for the decline of ‘authentic’ memories. Nora argues that we continue to speak of memory because there is so little of it, and contrasts ‘real memory – social and unviolated’ (Nora 1989: 8) in primitive societies and among peasants, with contemporary memory. Claiming that we can retain sites of memory because this is the best we can do now there is no spontaneous memory, Nora writes that  ‘lieux de mémoire are fundamentally remains, the ultimate embodiments of a memorial consciousness that has barely survived in a historical age that calls out for memory because it has abandoned it’ (Nora 1989: 12). According to Nora, people are increasingly attempting to research their individual memories, with archives being kept not only by states and large institutions, but by everyone. Memory thus becomes an individual duty, and lieux de mémoire come in various shapes as ‘memory attaches itself to sites, whereas history attaches itself to events’ (Nora 1989: 22). 
In Israel, the valorization of certain sites of memory over others is an ongoing process – see for instance the juxtaposition of Yad Vashem, The Holocaust Martyrs’ and Heroes’ Remembrance Memorial and a valorized site of Israeli collective memory – with Deir Yassin – the neglected and deliberately forgotten site of the 1948 massacre – only 1400 metres away. More generally, the state of Israel has engaged in an active memoricide of both the Nakba and the ethnically cleansed Palestinians 
 through establishing new Jewish settlements on the lands of the destroyed Palestinian villages, renaming the places seized, and, with the help of archaeologists and biblical experts, ‘hebraicizing’ Palestine’s geography (Pappe 2006: 225-6). The link between remembering and forgetting in constructing collective memories (Forty and Küchler 1999; Zertal 2000) entails a memory boom, as each generation invests lieux de mémoire with different interpretations so they become their own referent. 

Debates on the centrality of memory in theorizing catastrophe have proliferated in relation to the Nazi Holocaust. Marianne Hirsch (1997) posits ‘postmemory’, mediated through photographs, films, books, testimonies, and distinguished from memory by generational distance and from history by deep personal connection. Young calls this ‘the afterlife of memory represented in history’s after-images: the impressions retained in the mind’s eye of a vivid sensation long after the original, external cause has been removed’ (Young 2000: 3-4). Postmemory is one facet of ‘collective memory’, theorized as different from ‘history’ in being shaped by society’s changing needs, or, conversely, as shaping both political life and history itself. The politics of remembrance in the current ‘era of testimonies’ includes the trauma experienced by contemporary bystanders – often reluctantly forced to listen to the voices of victims and survivors. 
It also entails collective forgetting, which ‘we’, who survive after the catastrophe, have to struggle with in the face of our shame (Agamben 1999). Notions such as ‘postmemory’, or ‘received history’ (Young 2000) put memory – through, among other things, victims’ and perpetrators’ testimonies accessed through oral history, and told and retold from generation to generation – on a plateau with history. Sites of memory, including archived survivors’ testimony, museums, monuments, public exhibitions, and artistic representations, vie with written history in keeping traumatic events alive, often serving the political purpose of the collective (documented in the case of Israel, by e.g., Segev 1991; Lentin 2000; Zertal 2005). Speaking about the legacy of the Holocaust, employed to perpetuate Israeli victimhood, but also to justify the ongoing dispossession of the Palestinians, Israeli novelist Etgar Keret reminds us that protecting Israeli victimhood must mean having to ignore Palestinian pain (Jaggi 2007).
Writing about the inability to proceed from Holocaust past to post-Holocaust present, Laurence Langer distinguishes between ‘common memory’ which ‘urges us to regard the Auschwitz ordeal as part of a chronology, (freeing) us from the pain of remembering the unthinkable’, and ‘deep memory’ that ‘reminds us that the Auschwitz past is not really past and never will be’ (Langer 1991: xi). This distinction between ‘common’ and ‘deep’ memory is helpful in understanding Shoah survivors’ difficulties in living in the present. It is however not helpful in the situation of the Palestinian internally dispossessed, who live side by side with those who re-possessed their lands, continue to confiscate their lands, deprive them of their refugee identity, triumph at their expense, and erase the memory of their catastrophe through legal and governmental technologies which cast them as second-class citizens (Kannaneh 2007). While the experiences of Palestinian refugees vary greatly, depending on their gender, class and diasporic location, and, above all, on whether or not they are refugee camp dwellers, it is useful to theorize the memory of their catastrophe in terms of Langer’s ‘deep memory’, in that their dispossession is ‘not really past and never will be’, unless, that is, settling the refugee issue becomes part of an overall political settlement. 
Of course there are differences between the Holocaust and the Nakba and between Holocaust and Nakba commemoration. According to Hanafi, compared with other colonial and ethnic conflicts, the 1948 war did not produce a lot of casualties. ‘The Israeli colonial project’, he argues, ‘is not genocidal but “spacio-cidal”’ with the land being the main target (Hanafi 2005: 159). Signposting locations of deportations and Jewish dwellings in contemporary Germany monumentalises and counter-monumentalises genocide (Young 2000), but financial retribution was usually not contested; nor were there questions of ‘return’ or of territorial claims, central in the case of Palestinian refugees, where, despite widespread massacres and dispossession, the term genocide does not apply. However, on the testimonial level some similarities do exist, particularly in relation to self-silencing. 

Although Palestinians began telling the Nakba immediately after the 1948 war (Masalha 2005a), the story is still full of silences regarding the experiences of different Palestinian communities, some living in the western diaspora, others living in refugee camps, but also the erasure of the struggle of internal refugees who remained in Israel after 1948. The latter was not helped, according to Waqim Waqim, chairperson of the Association for the Defence of the Rights of the Displaced Person in Israel, by the refusal of the PLO – under pressure by Israel – to include the issue of the internally displaced in any negotiations (interview, May 2006). There was also a degree of self silencing of Nakba memories, due, some argue, to shame at not having fought (Khouri 1998; Tamari 2002), but also to fear, particularly during the military government which ended only in 1966. 
 However, according to Waqim, fears are beginning to be assuaged due to the Committee’s annual march of return to the destroyed villages:

Until a few years ago, the memory of the Nakba was private, not collective…they were afraid… remember people lived under military government until 1966… My father for instance…  When father is asked where he is from – and he is from el Bassa – he would say I am not from here, I am not from Me’ilia… this is negative identity… But today if you ask him, he would say ‘I am from el Bassa’… I think that the new discourse of the Committee of the Internally Displaced has contributed to people’s new identity, allowing them to identify positively with their original villages (interview May 2006).  

Evading the continuous past: The treatment of the Nakba and its aftermath by Israeli academics

According to Morris, one of the Israeli pioneer revisionist historians of the Nakba, the turning point in relation to re-telling the Nakba was his 1988 article, in which he contrasted the phrase ‘new historians’ with ‘old historians’, many of whom wrote the history they participated in making as officers in the pre-state and state armies (e.g., Lorech 1958). 
At the same time works by several other Israeli historians began shattering the Zionist consensus that the majority of Palestinians either left their homes because they were instructed to do so by the invading Arab states, fled in ill-informed fear, or departed along with the defeated Arab armies. The accepted Israeli narrative was that the plight of the Palestinian refugees was neither the fault nor the responsibility of the Zionist leaders. The work of ‘new historians’ Benny Morris (1987, 1994, 2004), Simha Flappan (1987), Ilan Pappe (1988) and Avi Shlaim (1988) made it clear to many Israelis that ‘the maps of meaning provided by Zionism are simply no longer adequate’ (Silberstein 2002). 
 However, with the exception of Pappe and Shlaim, Israeli Nakba historiographies, following Morris, believe that ‘war and not design (Jewish or Arab) gave birth to the Palestinian refugee problem’ (Morris 2004: 588, emphasis added). While Morris was the first Israeli historian to publicly uncover material delineating individual cases of expulsions and massacres as well as plans – notably Plan Dalet (D) – for the removal of Palestinians, he was unwilling to accept the Palestinian contention that Plan Dalet was a Zionist masterplan for ethnic cleansing, as has been recently argued by Pappe (2006) and others. In 2000 Morris did acknowledge that ‘the leadership entered the war with the belief that transfer was desirable and even necessary for the establishment and preservation of a Jewish state… this mindset enabled the limited ethnic cleansing… (about which) there was wall to wall consensus in the Zionist leadership’ (Morris 2000: 15). However, in a 2004 interview in Haaretz, Morris declared his disappointment that the Nakba was not more thorough (Shavit 2004). Israeli 1948 historiography, again with the exception of Pappe, placed the Palestinian refugee problem within the timeframe of the war, closing the problem off from the present. It can thus be presented as an episode of history which is now over, a position which accords with Israeli policies that seek to dissolve the political dimension of the refugees’ dispossession (Piterberg 2001; Masalha 2003). 
Furthermore, and central to questions of representation and appropriation discussed in this chapter, for most ‘new historians’, ‘Jews are the subjects of history.  Arabs are objects of Jewish action’ (Beinin 2004). 
 Even when the suffering of the Palestinians is acknowledged and highlighted, they are rarely allowed interpretive possession of their history, as my discussion of Zochrot demonstrates. 
 

Zochrot: Remembering, commemorating, appropriating
No need to hear your voice when I can talk about you better than you can speak about yourself… Only tell me about your pain. I want to know your story. And then I will tell it back to you in a new way. Tell it back to you in such a way that it has become mine… Re-writing you, I write myself anew. I am still author, authority. I am still the colonizer, the speaking subject, and you are now at the centre of my talk (hooks 1991, 151-2, cited in Goldstone 2000, 313-4).
Zochrot was founded in 2002 when members joined the annual march of return, initiated by the Association for the Defence of the Rights of the Displaced Persons in Israel on Israel’s Independence Day. From that first march Zochrot, a network of Israeli Jewish intellectuals, set about performing the memory of the Nakba, through giving a ‘sermon’ on the Nakba in Hebrew (Bronstein 2005, 217; Lentin 2007b). Zochrot organizes tours to Palestinian villages and towns destroyed during and after the 1948 war, during which members post clearly visible signs to commemorate the sites and provide the Israeli public with information about the Nakba. The tours include the distribution of printed material written by former Palestinian inhabitants and the unveiling of often-masked remnants of destroyed villages and urban quarters. Zochrot’s practices aim to uncover ‘a kind of memory that was deliberately and systematically hidden’ from Israeli Jews, and, crucially, ‘Hebraicize’ the Nakba by creating a space for it in the ‘written, spoken and public discourse of Hebrew Israel’, and promoting an ‘alternative discourse on memory’. 

According to Said (Said and Mohr 1986), the dominance of the Israeli historical narrative and the present geographical fragmentation of Palestinian society block attempts to present historical accounts of the lived experiences of Palestinians. While oral history projects documenting the stories of Nakba survivors (Masalha 2005a; ‘Issa 2005) target Palestinian and global consumption, Zochrot’s activities specifically target a Jewish Israeli public. 
However, Zochrot’s ambitions go beyond commemorating or ‘Hebraicizing’ Nakba memory. In the spirit of global paradigms of truth and reconciliation, according to Zochrot’s chair Eitan Bronstein, acknowledging Israeli-Jewish responsibility for Zionist ethnic cleansing, massacres and property confiscations, aims to ‘bring about an end to the conflict and promote true reconciliation between the two people’ (Bronstein 2005: 217). 
One illustration of this ambitious aim is Zochrot’s proposal in relation to Kufr Hittin, a sacred Druze site destroyed in 1948. Following the appeal by the Druze in Israel to the Regional Committee for Planning and Construction in Northern Israel against the re-designation of the ruins, Zochrot proposed turning the Palestinian remains into a site of reconciliation between Palestinians and Jews, by conserving them and emphasizing their Arab history. Emphasizing parallelism and the importance of memorizing the Nakba for Israeli-Jewish identity, Bronstein argues that re-designating the ruins of Hittin 

should also worry Jewish Israelis interested in understanding the country’s history since 1948 and the prevention of the return of most of its Palestinian inhabitants. The Hittin remains are testimony to this past and represent the violent origin of our conflict. We can now choose between continuing destruction and respect for this past, respect for the vanquished and expropriated Palestinian nation; this can be the beginning of a process of reconciliation (Ali 2007). 
My argument is that Zochrot’s commemorative acts, though a welcome negation of the ongoing Israeli erasure of the Nakba, constitute a problematic, very Israeli, lieu de mémoire, in two main senses, the first relating to subsuming the Palestinian voice by Zochrot’s Israeli-Jewish narrative of the Nakba, the second concerning the contested issue of the right of return.  
Discussing Primo Levi’s proposal that the witness whose testimony we most need to hear, the only ‘complete witness’, is she who had reached bottom and who therefore cannot testify (in Levi’s terms, the Musulman), Giorgio Agamben argues that this makes the true testimony of catastrophe unspeakable: ‘the relation… between language and the archive demands subjectivity as that which in its very possibility of speech, bears witness to an impossibility of speech’ (Agamben 1999: 146). 

Bronstein acknowledges that Zochrot’s activities not only do not ‘depend upon the consent or approval of the Arabs in Israel, even those internally displaced’, they ‘might even exclude Palestinian groups in Israel because the main target is to change fundamentally the discourse in the “national Jewish camp”’ (Bronstein 2005: 233, emphasis added). Merely representing Palestinian refugees as victims and stressing their ongoing dispossession compounds the trauma, while at the same time depriving them of voice. The question as to who is the Nakba’s ‘complete witness’, whose ‘unspeakable’ testimony we need to hear, is neither addressed nor resolved by Zochrot. The material distributed by Zochrot, while written by its Palestinian witnesses-informants, is translated, edited and produced by Zochrot. This emphasis on the Hebraicization of Nakba memory, despite the good intentions, is too much like Hebraicizing the Palestinian geography that Pappe documents.

The Druze writer and activist Salman Natur, while agreeing that ‘it’s possible to work with the Jewish side, through people who can break into the Israeli Jewish consciousness’, cautions against ‘a situation, that because of their better resources, the anti-Zionist Palestinian narrative will be written by Israeli Jews. It’s not right’ (interview, May 2006). Ghared Nabulsy, who resigned her membership of Zochrot when executive members refused to refuse IDF reserve service, agrees:  ‘Why do I need Zochrot to write the history of a given Arab village for me? … This is not new for the Palestinians. What is new is that this is a group of Jews doing it with groups of Jews. This is Zochrot’s raison d’être … but if they want to talk about the Nakba in general, beyond just to Jews… this is nothing new’ (interview May 2006).
Another aspect of this appropriation is conquest through knowledge, as illustrated by Jewish Zochrot member Tamar Abraham: 
Members of Zochrot see the tours to the villages as a way of making them part of their own history…. As Bronstein put it… the most important thing for him personally is that these places, after he has learnt about them and made a tour to them, are no longer unknown to him, they… become part of his map of the country, belong to him, he has ‘conquered’ them… literally. I was quite shocked, thinking that this way the villages will be conquered for a second time (interview, March 2007). 
I want to suggest that by collecting testimonies of Palestinians who survived the Nakba and commemorizing the Nakba in Hebrew, Zochrot appropriates Palestinian memory and perpetuates Palestinian victimhood, a position most Palestinians reject. The question must be asked whether Israeli Jews should be collecting testimonies of Palestinian victims, or rather use existing archived testimonies, and document instead testimonies of Jewish perpetrators of the Nakba, a much more difficult task. 
Conclusion

An exploration of Zochrot’s performative commemoration of the Nakba (Lentin 2007b) raises questions regarding the crisis in the Israeli resistance movement, particularly since the onset of al-Aqsa Intifada, the erection of the Separation Wall and the deepening checkpoint regime in the West Bank. To maintain their funding, groups are often forced to resort to public relations strategies (Barda 2006) and Zochrot is particularly creative in the use of performative devices, including re-signposting ruined Palestinian villages and urban neighbourhoods with their original names. A particularly clever event used posting cartoon-style bubble signs ‘I almost forgot… that the Day of Independence is the Day of the Nakba… that Israel had destroyed 530 Palestinian villages…’ in Tel Aviv’s fashionable neighbourhoods (www. nakbainhebrew.org).

However, one must question what is the ultimate aim of Zochrot’s work ‘to change Jewish public consciousness’, if all its creativity does not lead to explicit support for the right of return for Palestinian refugees. Although formally in favour of the right of return through participating in marches of return and in the annual conference on the right of return, without an explicit critique of the Israeli racial state, Zochrot’s actions remain symbolic. Such critique would mean the demise of Israel as a Jewish state, a stance supported by very few Jewish Israelis, even though many more have by now moved closer to a two-state solution, which retains the recognition of ‘Israel’s right to exist’, and a handful support the one state solution (see, e.g., Race Traitor 2005). 
An internal Zochrot document raises again the issue of parallelism when it suggests that the right of return aims ‘not merely (to) correct the historic injustice to the Palestinians, but also perhaps afford a true return of Jews to the land in the sense of really meeting it through the return of the Palestinians. To truly meet it and become part of it’. The document further insists that the right of return is not about nostalgia but about a ‘possible future of peace and reconciliation’, while also questioning ‘until when can we count the refugees’ offspring as candidates for return?’ In the same token, Bronstein speaks tentatively about ‘the return of the sign’ and ‘the possibility that Palestinians might return to Palestine’ and suggests that the memory of Palestinian life in the Israeli-Jewish space through the action of Zochrot ‘holds the potential of acknowledging the “right of return” (even if not necessarily the actual act of returning’ (Bronstein 2005: 231). 
 In contrast, the explicit aim of the Association for the Defence of the Displaced Persons in Israel in commemorating the Nakba, is to work for the right of return according to UN Resolution 194 (Va’ad Ha’hakurim 2005) – leaving the symbolic to the privileged occupiers of the land. 
Within the global discourse of memory and commemoration, Palestinian memory is not only paradigmatic of dispossession but also a discursive shortcut to denote ethnic and political conflict – regardless which side you are on. The 2006 war in Gaza and Lebanon war made it clear that Palestine remains central to any ‘new Middle East’ and this must include a resolution of the refugee issue.  

Zochrot engages with the Israeli landscape and the Hebrew speaking public without critiquing the state, while retaining interpretative control over the meaning of the Nakba, implying it can do this in ways which tacitly enter the consensus and ratify the status quo. Recognizing the right of return must be a logical conclusion of any commemorizing work, but giving voice to the dispossessed does not mean that Israeli Jews – well intentioned as they might be – can make decisions in this respect. Ghared Nabulsy, herself member of the third generation of the Nakba, insists that it is up to the refugees themselves, not those who have not lived the Nakba, to determine their future: 

We must begin by recognizing the right of return... But I do not want to speak for the refugees and the dispossessed, we need to listen to their own wishes… I do not want to perpetuate power relations, I do not want to speak for them… there are people who still keep their keys and wish to return to their houses, and there are others who say they are happy to return to another place. I don’t want to decide for them without asking them (interview, May 2006).

Ultimately, Zochrot’s actions – eye catching and effective as they are – still remain at the level of the symbolic. It is hard to escape the feeling that, in regarding its commemorative acts as ‘conquest’, and in aiming at reconciliation rather than political solution, Zochrot perpetuates rather than contests the ongoing colonization of Palestine. 
References

Agamben, G. (1999) Remnants of Auschwitz: The Witness and the Archive,  New York, Zone Books.
Ali, S. (2007) ‘The remains of Kufr Hittin in danger of erasure’, Machsom, 5 March, 2007, www.machsom.com 
Alpher, Y. (2002) ‘Refugees forever?’ (Originally posted on Ramallah Online). www.artsmcgill.ca/MEPP/PRPN/papers/alpher 

Amandiume, I. and A. An-Na’im (eds) (2000) The Politics of Memory: Truth, Healing, Social Justice, Zed  Books, London.
Barda, Y. (2006) ‘Peace-peace to the professional left’, Mitsad Sheni, no. 14-5: 14-9.
Beinin, J. (2004) ‘No More Tears: Benny Morris and the Road Back from Liberal Zionism’, Middle East Report 230 

Benvenisti, M. (2000) Sacred Landscape: The Buried History of the Holy Land since 1948, University of California Press, Berkeley.

Bronstein, E. (2005) ‘The Nakba in Hebrew: Israeli-Jewish awareness of the Palestinian Catastrophe and internal refugees’, in N. Masalha (ed) Catastrophe Remembered: Palestine, Israel and the Internal Refugees. Essays in Memory of Edward W. Said, Zed Books, London.

Cohen, H. (2005) ‘The State of Israel versus the Palestinian internal refugees’, in N. Masalha (ed) Catastrophe Remembered: Palestine, Israel and the Internal Refugees. Essays in Memory of Edward W. Said, Zed Books, London.

Eldar, A. and I. Zertal (2004) Lords of the Land: The Setllers and the State of Israel 1967-2004, Kinneret, Zmora-Bitan, Dvir, Or Yehuda.
Flapan, S (1987) The Birth of Israel: Myths and Reality, Croom Helm, London.

Forty, A. and S. Küchler (eds). 1999. The Art of Forgettig, Berg, Oxford.
Goldberg, D. T. (2002) The Racial State, Blackwell, Oxford.
Goldstone, K. (2000) ‘”Rewriting you”: Researching and writing about ethnic minorities’, in M. MacLachlan and M. O’Connell (eds) Cultivating Pluralism: Psychological, Social and Cultural Perspectives on a Changing Ireland, Oaktree Press, Dublin.
Hanafi, S. (2005) ‘Spacio-cide and bio-politics: The Israeli colonial conflict from 1947 to the Wall’, in Michael Sorkin (ed) Against the Wall: Israel’s Barrier to Peace, The New Press, New York.
Hirsch, M. (1997) Family Frames: Photography, Narrative and Postmemory, Harvard University Press, Cambridge.
hooks, b. (1991) Yearning, Race: Gender and Cultural Politics, Turnaround, London.
‘Issa, M. (2005) ‘The Nakba, oral history and the Palestinian peasantry: The case of Lubya’, in N. Masalha (ed) Catastrophe Remembered: Palestine, Israel and the Internal Refugees. Essays in Memory of Edward W. Said, Zed Books, London.
Jaggi, M. (2007) ‘Life at a louder volume’, The Guardian, 17 March, 2007.

Kannaneh, M. (2007) ‘”The agony of living so close to your home village”: Internally displaced Palestinians in the Galilee’, Paper presented at the Institute of International Integration Studies, Trinity College Dublin, 13 April, 2007. 

Kimmerling, B. and J. Migdal (1994) Palestinians: The Making of a People, Harvard University Press, Cambridge Mass.
Khouri, E. (1998 [2002]) Bab El Shams, Andalus Publishing House, Tel Aviv.

Kuperman, Y. (2005) The Nakba. www.machsom.com/article.php?id=2660 

Langer, L. (1991) Holocaust Testimonies: The Ruins of Memory,Yale University Press, New Haven.

Lentin, R. (1980) Sichot im Nashim Palestiniot (Conversations with Palestinian Women), Mifars, Jerusalem.
Lentin, R. (2002). ‘If I forget thee… terms of diasporicity’, in N. Abdo and R. Lentin (eds) Women and the Politics of Military Confrontation: Palestinian and Israeli Gendered Narratives of Dislocation, Berghahn Books, Oxford and New York.
Lentin, R. (2004) ‘”No Woman's Law will Rot this State”: The Israeli Racial State and Feminist Resistance, Sociological Research Online, vol. 9, no. 3, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/9/3/lentin.html.
Lentin, R. (2007a) ‘The slopes of Mount Carmel: My (Israeli) Nakba story of the 1948 capture of Haifa’ The Phil Salmon Memorial Lecture, XVIth Auto/biography Summer Conference 2007, Trinity College Dublin
Lentin, R. (2007b) ‘The memory of dispossession, dispossessing memory: Israeli networks commemorizing the Nakba’, in K. Fricker and R. Lentin (eds) Performing Global Networks, Cambridge Scholars Publishing, Newcastle.   
Lorech, N. (1958) The History of the War of Independence, Massada, Tel-Aviv
Masalha, N. (2003) The Politics of Denial: Israel and the Palestinian Refugee Problem, Pluto, London
Masalha, N. (2005a) ‘Introduction’, in N. Masalha (ed) Catastrophe Remembered: Palestine, Israel and the Internal Refugees. Essays in Memory of Edward W. Said, Zed Books, London.

Masalha, N. (ed) (2005b) Catastrophe Remembered: Palestine, Israel and the Internal Refugees. Essays in Memory of Edward W. Said, Zed Books, London.

Morris, B. (1987) The Birth of the Palestinian Refugee Problem, 1947-1949, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
Morris, B. (1994) 1948 and After: Israel and the Palestinians, Clarendon Press, Oxford.
Morris, B. (2000) Jews and Arabs in Palestine / Israel 1936-1956, Am Oved, Tel Aviv.
Morris, B. (2002) ‘A New Exodus for the Middle East?’ The Guardian, October 3, 2002

Morris, B. (2004) The Birth of the Palestinian Refugee Problem Revisited, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Nora, P. (1989) ‘Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire’, Representations, no. 26, 7-24.
Ramazanoğlu, C. (2002) Feminist Methodology: Challenges and Choices, Sage, London.
Pappe, I. (1988) Britain and the Arab-Israeli conflict, 1948-51, Macmillan in association with St Antony's College, Oxford, Basingstoke.

Pappe, I. (2004) ‘Response to Benny Morris, “Politics by other means” in the New Republic’, The Electronic Intifada 30 March, 2004

Pappe, I. (2006) The Ethnic Cleansing of Palestine, Oneworld Publications, Oxford.
Piterberg, G. (2001) ‘Erasures’, New Left Review, no. 10, 2001.
Race Traitor (2005) Special Palestine issue (guest editor Ronit Lentin) www.racetraitor.org 
Said, E. and J. Mohr (1986) After the Last Sky: Palestinian Lives, Faber and Faber, London.
Segev, T. (1991) Hamillion Hashevi'i: HaIsraelim vehaShoah (The Seventh Million: The Israelis and the Holocaust), Keter, Jerusalem.
Shavit, A. (2004) ‘Survival of the Fittest, An Interview with Benny Morris’, Ha’aretz 9 January, 2004

Shlaim, A. (1988) Collusion across the Jordan: King Abdullah, the Zionist movement and the partition of Palestine, Clarendon, Oxford.

Silberstein, L. J. (2002) ‘Problematising Power: Israel's Postzionist Critics’, Palestine-Israel Journal, vol. 9, no. 3: 97-107.

Tamari, S. (2002) ‘Narratives of exile’, Palestine-Israel Journal vol. 9, no. 4.

Va’ad Ha’akurim (2005) ‘The Internally displaced and the right of return. Position paper’, Committee for the Internally Displaced. 
Young, J. E. (2000) At Memory’s Edge: After-Images of the Holocaust in Contemporary Art and Architecture, Yale University Press, New Haven.
Zertal, I. (2000) ‘From the People’s Hall to the Wailing Wall: A study in Memory, Fear and War’, Representations no. 69, 96-126
Zertal, I. (2005) Israel’s Holocaust and the Politics of Nationhood, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
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� According to Palestinian sources the number is closer to six million (palestineremembered.com). 


� Ilan Pappe(2006) makes a persuasive case for a comparison between what has been established as ‘ethnic cleansing’ in the former Yugoslavia and the plan to ‘cleanse’ the territory of Palestine of its Palestiniaan inhabitants. 


� Katalin Katz who chairs ‘Collective and individual memory and interpretation’ seminars in the Hebrew University, compares the self-silencing in the families of children of Shoah survivors and children of Palestinian refugees (Katz, 2000; see also Lentin, 2000).


� In 1950 the Israeli Government issued the Absentee Property Law, according to which the state confiscated the property of all Palestinians who were not present in their homes between November 29, 1947 and May 19, 1948, even if they stayed in the country and did not go farther then the few kilometres to the next village. As a result, the internally displaced Palestinians were declared “present absentees” and deprived of the right to carry the citizenship of the new state (Kannaneh 2007).


� The ‘new historians’ were joined by other Israeli scholars in exploding the Nakba myth, including sociologist Baruch Kimmerling (Kimmerling and Migdal 1994) and geographer Meron Benvenisti (2000).


� Hence Morris’s total reliance on Israeli sources and his refusal to deal with Palestinian sources, stemming not merely from his inability to speak Arabic, but also from contempt for their point of view (Beinin 2004; Laor 2005).


� Morris’s view that ‘There are no good Palestinian historians’ (cited in Pappe 2004) appears commonplace in Israeli academia (see also Gelber 2002). Likewise, Benvenisti (2000) appears to believe that there are no good Palestinian geographers, ridiculing their painstaking efforts to map the land as being ‘Palestinian sacred geography’ comparable to pornography in its obsession with an unreal image rather than the authentic landscape, which only those living in Israel can possess.


� As Hillel Cohen puts it for ‘pragmatic reasons’, the right, not the return (personal communication, November 2005).
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