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“Write down!
I am an Arab
I have a name without a title
Patient in a country
Where people are enraged
My roots were entrenched before the birth of time
And before the opening of the eras
Before the pines, and the olive trees
And before the grass grew”
(Mahmoud Darwish, Extract from Identity Card, 1964)

The above extract is part of one of Mahmoud Darwish’s most renowned poems, Identity Card. Written in the persona of an ‘ordinary’ Palestinian being interrogated by an Israeli soldier, the poem consists of strongly built and confident responses to the interrogation procedure. For Palestinians in the Occupied Palestinian Territories and Israel, the identity card is a crucial mechanism employed by the occupying, settler-colonial power to identify and distinguish Palestinians. Through the strong and commanding tone of the poem, Darwish returns the power to define their own identity to the narrator, challenging the unequal power balance of the interrogation. Each of the five paragraphs of the poem starts with the command “Write down!”, followed by the statement “I am an Arab” and a list of details about the narrator and their physical appearance but also about their family members and their relationship to the (Palestinian) land. Through this, Darwish, who was born in Mandate Palestine in 1941 and grew up in what became Israel before he was exiled in 1973, places the narrator within a duality of identity as both Arab and Palestinian. The poem was written in 1964, at the height of pan-Arabism - a political development of the ideology of Arab nationalism, mainly driven by Egypt’s then President Gamal Abdel Nasser – and soon became famous and widely recited all over the Arabic-speaking world as a celebration of Arab culture and steadfastness but also “for its celebration of Arabism before Palestinianism – a concept cherished by Arab nationalists who stressed on the primacy of pan-Arabism over regional nationalisms” (Masoud, 2010).
This chapter will engage with the spatial histories of the Levant as we know it in the present day. Today’s representation of the region, as in other parts of the world, consists of demarcated groups of people mapped onto territories, defined as the nation-states (Gellner, 2008). The spatial histories and memories of geographic settings, however, are selective and dominated by “power structures, hegemonic interpretative frameworks and temporal and spatial contexts” (Tramontini, 2016, p. 53). Following the discipline of critical legal geography, the un-braiding of such representations of space in their historic context and in light of these power structures at play becomes a central element of inquiry  (Delaney, 2001). Hence, calling into question some of the geographic assumptions that have become accepted as common ground, the chapter will draw on a constructivist approach to identity, nationalism and the nation-state. Doing so allows us to deconstruct the notion of unified national identities and modern states such as Jordan, Lebanon, Israel and - at least in relation to a national identity - Palestine. We further come to understand the processes of colonial and post-colonial nation-building as part of the complex and ‘multi foci’ (Khalidi, 2010) Palestinian (refugee) identity and spatial belonging today, as captured in Darwish’s poem and as discussed in more detail in the following empirical chapters 4 and 5. 
The chapter is divided into three main sections. To set the scene, I will first engage with some theoretical and conceptual considerations on the nation-space. This section will also locate the work in the constructivist paradigm as I will draw out some of the core literature engaging with the conceptualisation of the nation-state, nationalism and identity in general as well as in relation to Palestine. 
Against this theoretical background, the chapter will then move to un-map the layers of colonial statecraft in the Levant, mainly focusing on the historical and geographical reference points of the Ottoman Empire and British Mandate Palestine. Here, I explore both, how the present day ‘map’ of Levantine nation-states was already starting to formulate during the Ottoman Empire and how the distinct sense of belonging to these new spaces was predominantly constructed during the French and British mandate period. I further elucidate how, in a time of colonial statecraft and nation-building, the Palestinian national consciousness developed in the absence of a territorial nation-state. Thus, it developed within, and in exclusion from, ‘diasporic’ spaces - such as Jordan, Lebanon and Syria - that were engaged in their own statecraft and national identity formation. These diasporic spaces in turn influenced and shaped a conception of the Palestinian nation-space beyond a specific territory. 
The third section then engages with the historical unfolding of multiple layers of forced mobility of Palestinians in the region. Starting with the Nakba in 1948 as the primary displacement shaping the Palestinian refugee experience, I illustrate how exiled Palestinian refugees have since been subject to a multitude of secondary displacements in the region and beyond. These ongoing and multiple displacements, in light of the historical geographies of the region, I argue, have produced a very complex notion of spatial belonging for Palestinian refugees that is fundamentally linked to the experience as a collective of stateless people without a place in the world, yet creating home-spaces in their country of refuge. 

[bookmark: _Toc36730320]A genealogy of the nation-space
“Do we exist? What proof do we have? The further we get from the Palestine of our past, the more precarious our status, the more disrupted our being, the more intermittent our presence. When did we become “a people”? When did we stop being one? Or are we in the process of becoming one?” (Edward Said, Extract from the Essay Mind of Winter: Reflections on Life in Exile)

Conceptualising the nation-space in the following section, I will build on Lefebvre’s and Massey’s previously discussed conception of space as unfixed, elusive and socially constructed (Lefebvre 1991, Massey 1994). The following section is therefore set on the premise that national identity and nations are constructed. Hence, the geographic division into separate nation-states ought to be understood as a manifestation of a hegemonic territorialisation of space. 
Discussing the conception of national identity, I illustrate how an essentialist notion of national belonging to these territorialised representations of space is produced and formalised through the normative codification of the citizen-state-territory relationship. For this purpose, I argue, a national consciousness (and nationalism more broadly) is instrumental in colonial statecraft as it builds on spatial histories and memories and acts as rational to unify ‘imagined communities’ within such territorial spaces (Anderson, 2016). Within such premises, it is only logical then in the next step to engage closer with the concept of the nation-state as a space that is both produced and fluid, rather than as natural and confined blocks of territoriality that make up the world map. The role of the law, therefore, is to create, shape and control these national spaces through the implementation of order, for example through border controls, but also through the codification of the state narrative (Massad, 2001). Drawing on the nation as a pregiven identity collective that belongs and holds close ties to the ‘land’, such order essentially defines who falls within and who lies outside the defined nation-state (Soguk, 1999, Haddad, 2008).
The idea of a national identity combines two initially distinct concepts of the ‘national’ and ‘identity’. The conception of the national here builds on the idea of the ‘nation’ as a heterogeneous group that is rooted in the land. As one of the key thinkers on the issue, Ernst Gellner (2008) has contributed greatly to the understanding and scholarly debate approaching these concepts in his seminal work ‘Nations and Nationalism’, first published in 1983. Nationalism, Gellner (2008) argues, ought to be understood as “a theory of political legitimacy, which requires that ethnic boundaries should not cut across political ones, and in particular, that ethnic boundaries within a given state (…) should not separate the power-holder from the rest” (p. 2). As a political ideology, nationalism therefore builds on the territorial integrity of the nation. The key contribution of Gellner’s constructivist approach to the subject is his historical linkage between the phenomena of nationalism and industrialism. Hence, for Gellner, nationalism is a function and necessity of modernity. Consequently, he made the strong case that “[n]ations as natural, God-given way of classifying men, as an inherent though long-delayed political destiny, are a myth; nationalism, which sometimes takes pre-existing cultures and turns them into nations, sometimes invents them, and often obliterates pre-existing cultures: that is a reality” (Gellner, 2008, p. 47). 
The power of nationalism therefore lies in the construction and production of nations (not vice versa) and crucially in its historic interlacing with modernity, as it makes the nation appear natural to the participants of the industrialised society (Breuilly, 2008, p. xxiii). It is important to note here, that for the philosopher, anthropologist and sociologist Gellner, though nations are constructed and not natural, they are also a sociological phenomenon. Hence, nations are imagined yet real. He therefore acknowledges that, “[t]he theoretical problem is to separate the quite spurious ‘national’ and ‘natural’ justifications and explanations of nationalism, from the genuine, time- and context-bound roots of it” (Gellner, 1964, p. 151). That is to say, by questioning and deconstructing the national ideology articulated by a collective of people, we do not aim to question the histories they draw on as such. This distinction appears particularly important to draw out and highlight in light of the highly politicised and contested conflict of narratives and histories, engaging with the existence of a Palestinian ‘nation’ (see also Khalidi, 2010). Yet, for the influential scholar Benedict Anderson, Gellner’s acknowledgment and validation of the social reality of nations and nationalism is still too limited as he draws on rather negative connotations in his argument. Like Gellner, Anderson sees nations and nationalism as a product of modernity. However, in his seminal work Imagined Communities (first published in the same year as Gellner’s Nations and Nationalism in 1983) he does formulate a critique of Gellner’s earlier work when he writes, “Gellner is so anxious to show that nationalism masquerades under false pretences that he assimilates ‘invention’ to ‘fabrication’ and ‘falsity’, rather than to ‘imagining’ and ‘creation’” (2016, p. 6). 
For Anderson, a national consciousness, or in other words a national identity, builds on a sense of belonging to an ‘imagined community’. Such communities for him are imagined because “the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow-members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their communion” (2016, p. 6). The spread of such sense of sameness and belonging or ‘fraternity’ as he calls it, therefore is constructed and constantly produced through narratives and symbolism. The rise of the print-media plays a crucial role for him in this production and dissemination. The wide dissemination of print-media, he argues, would lead to the stimulation of the same thoughts and ideas at a given time within a group of people, belonging to a geographically and crucially linguistically defined space, the ‘imagined community’. Scholars such as Edward Said (2003) and Stuart Hall (1989) would later argue, that the collective of such ‘imagined communities’ is always intrinsically connected and produced in relationship to the ‘other’. As Hall points out that “[o]nly when there is an Other can you know who you are” (p. 16). As I will draw out in more detail below, the Palestinian consciousness builds on the link to the land through a historic presence in the space of Palestine, hence drawing on a distinct and unique regional culture. However, to understand the Palestinian identity fully, we need to be attentive to its construction in opposition to the ‘other’, such as Zionism and the narrative of the Israeli state but also Arab narratives of identity and national identities of the neighbouring nation-states, as well as religious narratives of belonging (Khalidi, 2010). 
Following this abstract and constructivist thinking on national identity, it is therefore important to briefly explore the relationship between memory and identity. A shared history, remembered through narratives, bodily practice and tradition, and their linkage to the land, are central in the construction of community as they are “narrating the nation” (Bhabha, 1990). As Hall (1990) reminds us, “identities are names we give to the different ways we are positioned by, and position ourselves within, the narratives of the past” (Hall, 1990, p. 225). Inquiring into the question of how collective and social memories are sustained and conveyed, the anthropologist Paul Connerton (1989) builds on Anderson’s conception of ‘imagined communities’ and the general anonymity between the individual members of such groups. What holds these communities together and legitimates them, are their collective memory of the past. For Connerton, “our experiences of the present largely depend upon our knowledge of the past, and (…) our images of the past commonly serve to legitimate a present social order” (p. 3). Such knowledge of the past is kept alive and transferred through (ritual) performance. These performances in his argument are not merely oral narratives but inherently connected to habits as ‘bodily practices’  (p. 72). 
One of the most defining elements of collective identity for Palestinians within the occupied territories and in the diaspora is the commemoration of the loss of their ‘homeland’ in 1948. The traumatic experience of the ‘catastrophe’, the Nakba, as well as the nostalgic recollection of the life in Palestine pre 1948, are narrated and therefore kept alive both within families as oral history as well as centrally through, the Palestinian National Authority (PA), since the 1990s (Al-Hardan, 2016). Especially in Palestinian refugee camps, such memory has indeed become part of bodily practices, manifested in the ways the refugee body inhabits and moves within the confined space of the camp (Peteet, 2005, Khalili, 2005). The lost space is further spatially present in the layout and infrastructure, through for example street names that commemorate Palestinian villages. Amid Israel’s restrictive policies denying Palestinians, in the occupied territories as well as in the diaspora, to enter the country and access their ancestral homes, such memories form a cornerstone of their continued link to the land, acting as subversive, counter narratives to the hegemonic state-narrative of Israel. Hence, as an essential element of identity formation, the control over memory and the knowledge of the past is fundamental for the formation and legitimation of nation-states. In a somewhat Foucauldian argument, connecting knowledge and power, Connerton (1989) states that “it is surely the case that control of a society's memory largely conditions the hierarchy of power” (p. 1). This idea is particularly important as I will give some thought to statecraft, as a way of territorialising national identity, and the production of national consciousness in the process, in the following. 

[bookmark: _Toc36730321]Colonial Statecraft in the Levant

“The starting point of critical elaborations is the consciousness of what one really is, and “knowing myself” as a product of the historical process to date which has deposited in you an infinity of traces, without leaving an inventory. It is important therefore to make an inventory.”
(Antonio Gramsci, Prison Notebooks)

In public and legal discourse, we take states as defined territories, stylised in different colours with clear borders on a map, and as a given unit representing a group of people on a national and international level as the sovereign. Yet, as previously outlined, scholars, such as Gellner and Anderson, remind us that, as a product of modernity, these units are fundamentally linked to and serve the purpose of the socio-economic power structures. In a similar vein, Agnew and Corbridge too highlight such socio-economic history as they bring in the spatial element.
“The division of the world into territorial entities we call ‘states’ produce actors that operate on a territorial definition of space i.e. a world divided into discrete and mutually exclusive blocks of space. Rather than a natural and universal process, however, this type of geography has a clear, if largely unexamined, historicity. It originates in seventeenth-century Europe both as a normative ideal (and representational space) about how politics should be organised geographically and as an alternative mode of socio-economic organization to imperative or ‘node and network’ (trading system) ideals” (Agnew and Corbridge, 1995, p. 14). 
Also, Lefebvre’s fluid conception of the production of social space can be useful in uncovering and unmasking this apparent ‘normality’ of the state unit as a fixed space urging us to take into consideration the historical production of them. As Brenner and Elden observe: 
“In Lefebvre’s terms, to the extent that any state territory—or more generally, any territorially configured social space—appears as pregiven, self-evident or natural, this state of affairs must be understood as an outcome of historically specific forms of political-economic intervention that simultaneously mask their own transformative impacts upon social life” (Brenner and Elden, 2009, p. 371).
In the following I will engage with the spatial histories of the Levant during the Ottoman Empire and the colonial period under British and French rule. As a contextual section, the following aims to locate the developments of the regional geographies as we know them today. The section is therefore selective in its focus and does not claim nor aim to give an exhaustive historiography of the region[footnoteRef:1]. In this section, I rather build on these works, as I will focus on applying the constructivist logic, approaching the importance of nation-states, as a mode of modernity and control, to the period of (post-)colonial statecraft in the Levant.  [1: For more complete accounts on the Levant and the Ottoman Empire see Eugene Rogan (1999); on a historic approach to the question of Palestine see, for example, the works of the historians Alexander Schölch (1993) and Illan Pappé (1999), (2015b); and for a historical appraisal of the role of law in Palestine see Victor Kattan (2009).] 

The Levant [Sham] as a region of inquiry was chosen based on both its historic and geographic contingency. The modern definition of the Levant ought to be understood as a geographically, culturally and historically defined unit within, for example, the wider cultural conceptions of the Middle East, the geographic conception of the Mediterranean region or the linguistic conception of the Arab world. It encompasses modern-day Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, and Palestine. As such, the modern conception of the Levant largely corresponds with the region of Greater Syria under the Ottoman Empire and the medieval caliphate of Bilad Al-Sham. 
INCLUDE A MAP OF THE LEVANT with the modern states
The map of the Levant as we know it today is the result of shifting religious, imperial and colonial powers dating back to pre-biblical times. For over four centuries, from the early 16th through to the end of the 19th century, the region was administered under the Turkish rule of the Ottoman Empire as the Greater Syria province (Chatty, 2018). Following the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, rather than making way for an independent collective Arab movement, the rule over the region was replaced by the British and French powers in accordance with the secretly drawn Sykes-Picot Agreement. 
Colonial statecraft, such as the British in Palestine and Transjordan or the French in Syria and Lebanon, effectively utilised the powerful institution of law not only to shape and control place as national territory and to identify its national subjects (and inevitably the identification of the ‘other’ as foreigner) but also to control the temporality and spatiality. The control over knowledge of time and space, both in the present and the past, for example, was vital to justify and normalise the state as a national unit. In Massad’s words,  “the law’s ability to structure the time and space of the nation-state, and to delimit the nature of bodies of nationalist discourses formulate national identities and how these identities are codified into law, whereby, following Derrida, the juridical is always internal to the national project and not an external manifestation servile to it” (Massad, 2001, p. 19). The process of constructing and conveying a national consciousness therefore uses and manipulates ‘historical’ memory as a canvas to draw the image of a unified national consciousness, bringing together possibly fragmented sections within the state through a common memory and experience of the national space. Hence as argued previously, spatial memories are a vital instrument and point of departure for nationalist projects, such as colonial statecraft (Massad, 2001, p. 26). 
The spatial histories defining those who belong, and crucially do not belong, to the ‘new’ modern state, were centrally written at the time of the British and French mandate period. They gave state borders meaning, as they produce the new inside and outside. The opposition to the ‘other’, the ‘outside’ in such spatial histories therefore became essential in the statecraft of the period as the controlling, colonial powers aimed at dismantling the historical and spatial ‘unity’ (though certainly not homogeneity) of the Arab region. Such processes were, more or less, successful in the crafting of the modern states of the Levant such as Lebanon, Jordan and Syria, as national consciousness was institutionalised normatively, for example through nationality laws, and ideologically, such as through the school systems, in the new state structures, during the mandate period and following their independence. The inhabitants of a defined territory came to know themselves as a people identifying with the state, such as Lebanese[footnoteRef:2], Syrian and Jordanian. In Palestine, however, such modern national consciousness was not led by the trustees in control of the ‘territory’ of the British mandate but in many respects rather in opposition to the construction of a centralised, state-led narrative of the land as a ‘homeland for the Jewish people’.  [2:  One cannot but notice here that this has not always been successful, and in parts contributed to enduring internal conflicts and struggles over the outlook of ‘the nation’ in most of the countries. Lebanon for example, as a highly fragmented society, has failed, and continues to fail, to produce and nourish internal unity. The civil war of 1975-1990 and the fragile peace, build on mutual coexistence and power sharing as codified in the Ta’if Agreement, in the country is a clear testament to this Traboulsi, F. (2007) A History of Modern Lebanon. Pluto Books..] 

[bookmark: _Toc36730322]Ottoman Empire and Greater Syria
The following section will start by locating the region’s history within the Ottoman Empire and the period of Greater Syria. While the historic account of the Palestinian refugee commonly starts with the colonial period of British Mandate Palestine and the subsequent independence of Israel, I argue, that a historic account of the regions geographic formation and transformation ought to be located in the developments under Ottoman rule. Building the spatial history from the pre-nation-state period allows us to engage in more detail with the underlying conceptions of spatial belonging that shape the modern regional identities, such as the Palestinian identity; yet, it also allows us to simultaneously deconstruct and put into context the colonial and post-colonial constructions of national identities in the modern states of the Levant. As Khalidi (2010) maintains:  
“As with the identity of the peoples of many other Arab countries (and indeed other countries) in the modern period, (…) the case of Palestinian identity is complicated by the difficulty of explaining its interrelation with broad, powerful transnational foci of identity, in particular Arabism and Islam, and with other potent regional and local loyalties. People in the Arab world throughout most of the twentieth century (including Palestinians themselves), understood that these and other elements simultaneously constituted the identity of a Palestinian Arab. This interrelation is particularly difficult to explain to those who think of national identity in ahistorical, unidimensional terms, generally with references to models derived from an idealized and simplified version of the Western European experience” (pp. 145-146).
It further reminds us that the creation and implementation of state structures and modern statecraft in the Levant is rooted in the period prior to the western colonialization of the region following WWII. Jordan, for example, has become known as the most ““artificial”, neither nation nor state in a post-war order of nation-states” (Rogan, 1999, p. 1), visually so prominent with its distinct colonial ruler-straight borders. Hence, the ‘creation’ of the Transjordanian state is usually attributed to the post-war period and the British protectorate. The Middle East historian Eugene Rogan (1999), however, argues that it was decades earlier, under the Ottoman Empire, that the state was introduced, through a taxation system, codified legal system and a communication infrastructure in the southern province of Greater Syria.
The Ottoman rule over the Levant started in 1516 with the Ottoman conquest of the region from the Mamluks. Initially, the geographic area was administrated as the eyalet Syria, also known as the province of Greater Syria. The administrative governance of the Ottoman Empire was structured around different levels of divisions. Amid the administrative Tanzimat land reform of 1964, implemented in 1967, the eyalet Syria was divided into the new first order of division, the vilayet, or province. What was previously known as the eyalet Syria now consisted of three different provinces; the Aleppo vilayet in the north, the vilayet of Beirut spanning along the western coastline and the vilayet of Syria, also known as vilayet of Damascus (Rogan 1999). 
The second order of division was the sanjak, or region. While the province would commonly be subdivided into different sanjaks or regions, some regions gained an independent status. The Beirut province, for example, was subdivided into the sanjaks of Latakia, Tripoli, Beirut, Acre and Nablus. While the first three regions cover what later became the French mandate of Lebanon, and the modern state of Lebanon, the latter two form the north of the British protectorate of Palestine. The region south of the Beirut province, however, was the sanjak of Jerusalem, which gained special independent administrative status in 1872. Detached from Damascus, Jerusalem became a direct subject of Istanbul (Abu-Manneh, 1999). The Jerusalem region covers the historically and religiously significant sites of Jerusalem, Bethlehem, Hebron, Jaffa, Gaza and Beersheba and formed the largest part of central and southern Palestine. Against the common Israeli state narrative, it has been established today by historians that this southern region was commonly known and referred to as Filastine, Palestine, during the Ottoman Period (Schölch, 1993). The idea of a space called Palestine with rough boundaries, hence, existed already prior to the British Mandate. Such spatial awareness, however, was not national, but rather based on the understanding that the locations within Palestine are sacred and of religious importance under all three main faiths of the region (Islam, Judaism and Christianity) and hence constituted a holy land (Khalidi, 2010). Such early conception of Palestine would feature strongly in the construction of a Palestinian consciousness amid the establishment of the Israeli state (Abu-Manneh, 1999). Hence, at the time, the conception of a Palestinian space existed in a religious context with Jerusalem at its focus, yet, a conception of a Palestinian nation, the Palestinians, had not yet developed (Khalidi, 2010). 
As can be detected in the names of the administrative divisions of the Ottoman Empire in the geographic area of the Levant, the centralised power of the Turkish rule was based greatly in urban societies. With the changes implemented in the Tanzimat land reform, many of the rural peripheries experienced the direct rule of the Empire for the first time.  Such first time contact with the direct rule of the ‘invader’ or conqueror and the indigenous population, is what Rogan refers to as the ‘opening of the frontier’ in his work. He draws on scholars of North America and Southern Africa in his conception. According to Lamar and Thompson (1981), “[t]he frontier ‘opens’ in a given zone when the first representatives of the intrusive society arrive; it ‘closes’ when a single political authority has established hegemony over the zone” (p. 7). Examining the opening of the frontier zone eloquently and most detailed in his work, Rogan (1999) concludes that “early efforts to incorporate frontier zones to the direct rule of the Ottoman state failed because they were over-reliant on military power to force submission” (Rogan, 1999, p. 11). In the provincial reforms of the Tanzimat, Rogan (1999) however sees a new attempt to bring direct control into these frontiers that relied more on modern statecraft than on military coercion.  
“Starting in 1867, the Ottoman government undertook a new round of initiatives in its frontier zones which, drawing on new Tanzimat legislation, developed the state’s infrastructural power to create an enduring administrative apparatus at the periphery. (…) These reforms reflected prevailing European norms of modern statecraft which sought to establish a clear hierarchy of authority and accountability which could be reproduced and applied consistently across the Empire. Rather than a wholesale importation of European modes of politics and organization, Ottoman modernity involved a process of mediation and translation to adapt new ideas from the West to radically different settings across the Empire” (p. 12).
As part of this administrative reform, the central Ottoman government shifted the bureaucratic unit of taxation from the collective (villages, town and religious communities) to the individual. In order to implement such new direct Ottoman rule and the individualised taxation system (as well as military conscription), a new and more comprehensive educational infrastructure was needed. This comprehensive reform led to changes in the socio-economic structure of the ‘frontier’ regions, including the province of Greater Syria. The previously divided governmental and economic structures merged as merchants became more and more incorporated into the state system, which in turn led to the crystallisation of local elites that did not solely rely on local noble man anymore. As Rogan points out:
“The commercialization of frontier societies led to major social change as well, as the importance of kinship groups in tribal societies was eroded by new forms of patron-client relations dominated by wealthy merchants or tribal leaders coopted by the state. What were once largely egalitarian societies underwent a process of social stratification headed by a small elite of rural powerholders, creatures and allies to the state, “who act as intermediaries and limit the independent participation of their clients,” the great mass of producers in local society, who were “more easily exploited and more dependent than they had been before the extension of the bureaucratic state apparatus” (Rogan, 1999, p. 14). 
The influence and control of urban Arab notables, who for centuries held the powerful positions in the region gradually faded as they were replaced with Turkish nationalists from the central government (Phillips, 2013). As Khalidi (2010) illustrates in his study, the educational reform also meant a change in the Arab elite’s advantage due to their literacy.  With the educational system the schools were secularised and controlled by the central government. Shifting education from the religious institutions who taught in Arabic, towards the central state. The language of education became Turkish as the central government aimed to foster an Ottoman patriotism in the frontiers in order to strengthen the Empire’s declining power[footnoteRef:3]. While such nationalisation of the region was successful in parts, this Ottomanism, as the attempt by the rulers to promote “a sense of Turkish Ottoman nationalism” (Phillips, 2013, p. 11), was also met with resistance and the crystallisation of an Arab national consciousness. The displaced urban Arab elites were instrumental in the cultural renaissance, the nahda, which was instrumental in the foundation of such a sense of Arab identity at the time.  [3:  Add a sentence on the other regions Balkans etc. where the Ottoman was loosing out. ] 

To summarise, drawing on the spatial developments of the region under the Ottoman Empire, I have demonstrated that the Levant did not consist of clearly defined nations but rather of regional communities administrated by the Greater Syria province. A notion of Palestine existed as a religious concept but not yet as a Palestinian consciousness of the people within the space. Particularly in the late 20th century, rather, an Arab national identity developed in opposition to the Ottoman other. The Tanzimat reform introduced the first elements of modern statecraft to the region; structuring and codifying the first foundations for separate territorial entities, which were further manifested during the British and French mandate period. 
[bookmark: _Toc36730323]British Mandate Palestine
With a growing geopolitical importance amid WWI, and the religious centrality of parts of the Levant, the region grew in strategic interest to western powers. With the Ottoman Empire having sided with Germany in WWI, gaining control over the Ottoman provinces in the Levant was of geopolitical interest to Great Britain, France and Russia in their fight against the Turks. Such interest led to the formation of strategic, political alliances in the region. At the forefront, Great Britain entered an agreement with Hussein bin Ali, the Sharif of Mecca and Hashemite leader under the Ottoman Empire, promising their support to the Arabs living under the Ottoman Empire in their revolt against Ottoman rule in 1916. While the Arab revolts aimed for an independent single state, France and Great Britain unilaterally divided the former Ottoman provinces amongst themselves. The betrayed Hashemite leader Hussein bin Ali’s son Faisal subsequently became the King of Greater Syria and later the King of Iraq and his son Abdullah became the King of Transjordan. King Abdullah’s great-grandson King Abdullah II is the current monarchical leader of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, the independent state established following the British mandate. The resulting, and at the time secretive, Sykes-Picot Agreement in 1916 divided the region into British zones in the south of Greater Syria and Mesopotamia and French zones in the north of Greater Syria[footnoteRef:4] (Chatty, 2018). The borders drawn by France and Britain at the time are largely still represented in the borders of the modern states of the Levant.  [4:  Russia was part of it at first. ] 

Not long after the Sykes-Picot agreement was drawn out, the British issued what became known as the Balfour Declaration in 1917. With the religious centrality of Jerusalem, Palestine was long the home to all three monotheistic religions. Hence, the native population of Palestine at the time consisted of Muslims, Christians and Jews (Kattan, 2009). The Balfour Declaration, however, was set to change the population composition and power structures of Palestine, in favour of the Jewish population. In a letter from November 1917 to Lord Rothschild, a leader of the then ever-growing Zionist movement, the British foreign secretary James Balfour declared the country’s support for the establishment of a ‘national home for the Jewish people’ in Palestine (Chatty, 2018). Edward Said (1979) summaries the politics of the Declaration as follows:
"What is important about the Declaration is, first, that it has long formed the juridical basis of Zionist claims to Palestine, and second, more crucial for our purposes here, that it was a statement whose positional force can only be appreciated when the demographic, or human realities of Palestine are clearly understood. For the Declaration was made (a) by a European power (b) about a non-European territory (c) in a flat disregard of both the presences and the wishes of the native majority resident in that territory, and (d) it took the form of a promise about this same territory to another foreign group, that this foreign group might, quite literally, make this territory a national home for the Jewish people" (Said, 1979, p. 9). 
The move by the British to promise the establishment of a Jewish homeland followed decades of Jewish immigration into Palestine (which would increase exponentially following the Declaration and the later Partition Plan of 1947) amid the birth of the nationalist movement of political Zionism in the late 19th century (Kattan, 2009). The movement was largely founded by journalist and political activist Theodor Herzl. Political Zionism has at its heart the establishment and protection of a safe homeland for the Jewish people, who have been persecuted throughout history. In Herzl’s writing Der Judenstaat, he identified Palestine as the place to (re)establish Israel as a homeland and encouraged the immigration of Jews to the land (Herzl, 1933). 
By the end of WWI, the partition of the Ottoman Empire began, following the signing of the Treaty of Sèvres in 1920. The Levant was split in line with the Sykes-Picot Agreement, despite local opposition to the fragmentation of Greater Syria and the Balfour Declaration. The region of Palestine, and what became Transjordan, were put under British mandate and present-day Lebanon and Syria under French mandate. The mandate system, formalised through the League of Nations, was established to differ from previous colonial and imperial expansion as the powers were trustees, set to ‘prepare’ the newly founded states for independence. In line with the Balfour Declaration, such independence in Palestine meant the creation of a Jewish homeland, rather than the independence of the native people of Palestine. 
To make the region ‘governable’, however, a sense of belonging and internal unity was needed to form modern nation-states. Hence, the now spatially fragmented region underwent a period of statecraft and the construction of separate national identities. Such processes did not unfold in isolation within the respective new states but in exchange and partly in opposition and dependence with each other. While, as outlined above, some level of geographic, regional awareness and structure precedes the colonial statecraft under the British and the French, the following period was marked by the formation of a sense of belonging to these distinct (national) spaces.  In each of the newly-formed states, a national consciousness was therefore shaped and crafted first by the colonial powers and later by the local political elites (Khalidi, 2010, Massad, 2001).
The mandate system in Lebanon, Jordan, Syria and Palestine operated in the post WWI paradigm of ‘self-determination’. This logic legitimated the necessity for a Western presence in the defence of minority groups within such new states - for example, Alawi, Druze, Christian and Shi’I minorities in Syria (Traboulsi, 2007, p. 76). Having expressed their support for a Jewish homeland in Palestine in the Balfour Declaration, the British, not only acted within this logic of minority protection, but rather moved towards the establishment of a minority-ruled state. The Jewish population in Palestine was set as the main ‘national’ subject. Through this, the native population of Palestine was separated into Jewish and non-Jewish, “Arab” populations (Muslim and Christian). Hence, the majority of the native population of Palestine were constructed as the ‘other’. They did not belong to the envisioned outlook of the nation-state within the land of Palestine. It was amid such developments that the urban Arab elite in Palestine became to think of themselves as Palestinians. Hence, Palestinian narratives and identity are closely intertwined with the narratives of the Israeli identity (Khalidi, 2010).
“[D]uring the period from the outset of World War I to some time early on in the British mandate, the sense of political and national identification of most politically conscious, literate, and urban Palestinians underwent a sequence of major transformation. The end result was a strong and growing national identification with Palestine, as the Arab residents of the country increasingly came to ‘imagine’ themselves as part of a single community. This identification was certainly not exclusive – for Arabism, religion, and local loyalties still remained extremely important, and continue to make it possible for Arabs in Palestine to also see themselves simultaneously as part of other communities, both larger and smaller ones. […] [I]t did constitute a new and powerful category of identity that was simply non-existent a generation or two before […]” (Khalidi, 2010, pp. 149-150). 
The Palestinian-Arabs resisted the colonial control and exclusion, calling for a general strike in the revolt of 1936-39. The action was met with brutal repression from the British Armed Forces (Hughes, 2009).  The separation of Palestinian-Arabs from the state became fully formalised in the establishment of the State of Israel as an ethnically exclusive Jewish state in the Declaration of the Establishment of the State of Israel of May 14, 1948. 
As result of the establishment of the Israeli state in 1948, 750,000 people - more than half of the Arab population of Palestine - were displaced from their homes. With the majority of the displaced fleeing to the newly formed neighbouring states, the Palestinian-other was constructed in opposition to internal processes of identity formation (Massad, 2001). As I will outline in the following, drawing on the example of Jordan, while formerly (at least partly) ‘unified’ as Greater Syria, in the new neighbouring states of Lebanon, Jordan and Syria, the Palestinian other became an element in the countries’ own statecraft and identity formation. 
[bookmark: _Toc36730324]Palestinians and the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan
Following the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, the southern part of the former Greater Syrian province, east of the river Jordan, came under British control as the mandate of Transjordan in 1921. As argued above, in the British Mandate Palestine, the development of a distinct Palestinian identity was marked by othering through the controlling powers, the British colonialist project as well as the Zionist settler colonial project, yet also by resistance and rebellion against them. Such identify formation was therefore not led by colonial statecraft, in order to create a united nation within the new state, but, rather, in opposition to the national project underway in the state. In British mandated Transjordan, the formation of a nation, a unified Transjordanian people, on the other hand was centrally led by the colonial powers. While, as argued by Rogan (1999), a geographic delimitation as well as an administrative body already existed in parts in the region of Transjordan under the Ottoman Empire, it was British rule that introduced the still prevailing state structures. Following the colonial logic of making governable the ungovernable native population as a means to reach modernity, the British identified the need to “unify the region [Transjordan] and provide it with a new political identity as a separate state” (Massad, 2001, p. 27). 
In Transjordan such ‘imagined community’ was brought together and formalised through the identification of a clearly defined territory. Establishing this new locality through the territorial element, was central in constructing a Transjordanian identity, breaking with pre-existing kinship ties, as “inhabitants had tribal and family links that crossed the invented national boundaries (to Palestine, Syria, Iraq, Egypt, Lebanon, the Hijaz, Armenia, and the Caucasus)” (Massad, 2001, p. 34). Under the control of the British Empire and the Hashemite Kingdom, such formal belonging to the Transjordanian state was codified in the state’s Law of Nationality of 1928, regulating the naturalisation of the people living in the territory as Transjordanian, in combination with the Organic Law, establishing the territorial boundaries of the state (Qafisheh, 2010). The law was retroactively applied to 1923, hence creating the idea that the territory as the national space was a continuation of the country’s past (Massad, 2001). Individuals who had moved to and settled in the territory of what became Transjordan, and later the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, for example from the Palestine region, prior to 1923, were therefore considered part of the nation and constituted the native Transjordanian population. During the following geographic developments of the country, such territorial construction of the Jordanian identity would come to play a central role. As I will outline below, this was especially the case in its history of naturalising and denaturalising Palestinians in the West Bank as the state space and subject expanded and contracted in 1950 and 1988 respectively, through annexations of the West Bank. 
It is important here to highlight that such territorial conditionality of nationality is constructed in tandem with paternity. While the predominant paternal inheritance of nationality in the Levant is today often credited to regional and Islamic customs, such construction is in its essence modelled on the British nationality laws of the time (Massad, 2001, Albarazi, 2017). In Great Britain, “[t]he establishment of paternity as the source of nationhood has been enshrined (…) since the nineteenth century” (Massad, 2001, p. 35). In the British case this meant that prior to the nationality law reforms in 1981, British women giving birth to a child, with a non-British father, outside the British territory would not automatically pass on their British nationality. Children born within the British territory, however, were, also prior to the 1981 reform, able to inherit their mother’s British nationality. While building on this paternal and territorial construction of nationality, in Jordan, territoriality does generally not apply to the maternal side. Hence, while territoriality is essential in the (Trans)Jordanian nationality law, it only function in connection to paternity. Hence, children born to Jordanian mothers and non-Jordanian fathers are not automatically given Jordanian nationality, regardless of whether they are born inside and outside the (Trans)Jordanian territory. As I will draw out in the second half of this thesis, in the case of displaced Palestinian refugees from Syria, Jordan’s paternal nationality law comes to play a crucial role in constructing a variety of legal nationalities within nuclear families, which, as a result, critically define and hinder a sense of belonging in Jordan. 
In 1946, the British withdrew their control over Transjordan and the country became the independent Hashemite Kingdom of Transjordan. The territorial aspect, as built into the Transjordanian nationality law, was crucial in the geographic expansion of the state territory through the annexation of the West Bank in 1950. Amid the Arab-Israeli war in 1948, Jordan occupied the area west of the river Jordan. Jordan and Israel entered an Armistice Agreement, with the green line between the countries running along the western end of the ‘West Bank’. 
The Jordanian government expanded the definition of the Jordanian nation, including those habitually residing in the West Bank, through an addendum to the 1928 Law of Nationality in 1949. The addition to the law states that “all those who are habitual residents, at the time of the application of this law, of Transjordan or the Western Territory administered by the Hashemite Kingdom, who hold Palestinian nationality, are considered as having already acquired Jordanian nationality and to enjoy all the rights and obligations that Jordanians have”. 
Hence, the addendum may be understood as Jordan having effectively annexed the region as territory of the Hashemite Kingdom as it normatively redefined the nation before its formal declaration of the annexation on April 24, 1950. However, while the nation was normatively expanded in 1949, it is debatable to what extent such expansion really led to the inclusion of Palestinian West Bankers as ‘native’ Jordanians (Massad, 2001). This is particularly so, since the inhabitants of the West Bank were stripped of their Jordanian nationality in 1988, following the withdrawal of Jordan from the territory west of the river. 
In addition to the expansion of the nation through the territorial annexation, Jordan also saw the arrival of Palestinian refugees not only from the West Bank but also from parts of what became Israel and the Gaza Strip into the territory of Transjordan, during the Arab-Israeli War in 1948[footnoteRef:5]. Hence, Palestinian refugees habitually resided in ‘Transjordan’ at the time of the addendum to the Law of Nationality in 1949. According to the text of the addendum Palestine refugees[footnoteRef:6] in Jordan were “considered as having already acquired Jordanian nationality”.  [5:  I will consider the meaning of the (ongoing) Nakba, the catastrophe as Palestinians call the events of 1948, for Palestinian refugees today in the following section in more detail. ]  [6:  I will further examine the legal and political response to the displacement in Jordan in chapter 3.5 Regional Refugee Protection: Between the Right to Have Rights and the Right to Return. 
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Amid the displacement of over 750,000 Palestinian refugees from Palestine, around 110,000 refugees arrived in the Transjordanian territories east of the river and 360,000 in the West Bank. The influx of Palestinians as well as the annexation of the West Bank meant an increase of the Transjordanian population by over 200 per cent, from 375,000 to over 1,270,000 (Massad, 2001, p. 233). Accordingly, by 1952, the ‘new’ population of Jordan (West Bankers as well as Palestinian refugees on both banks of the river) made up 64 per cent of the country’s population. If adding the population of individuals with ties to Palestine, who resided in Transjordan prior to 1948, this number would rise to over 68 per cent (Massad, 2001, p. 233). 
With the ‘unification’ of the riverbanks, there was a free flow of migration between the West and the East Bank. Hence, the number of ‘Palestinians’ (pre 1948 ‘Palestinians’ that were part of Transjordan, 1948 Palestinian refugees, and West Bankers that moved to the East Bank following the annexation) inside the East Bank, had risen from around 34 per cent in 1952 to over 43 per cent by 1961. Amid the second Arab-Israeli War in 1967, a further influx of Palestinian refugees into the East Bank raised the number to approximately 60 per cent. Hence, by the time of the withdrawal of Jordan from the West Bank in 1988, both the annexation of the West Bank as well as the influx of Palestinian refugees, had already significantly altered the Jordanian population towards the majority of Jordanians being of Palestinian descent. Such alteration in turn lead to the formation and rise of a Jordanian nationalist movement that gained momentum following the Black September War in Jordan in 1970. The war and the changed position of Palestinians in the country would again alter the conception of who constitutes the Jordanian nation. 
Such largescale naturalising of Palestinians in Jordan was led by the aim to expand the Hashemite Kingdom and to create a united people on both sides of the river Jordan. Yet, the government was unable to prevent the rise of a Palestinian consciousness and the development of a united political movement (for example the Palestinian Liberation Organization PLO) for the liberation of Palestine within and beyond Jordan. By 1970, those movements and freedom- fighters effectively created a state within a state, as they controlled the Palestinian refugee camps. This was perceived as a major threat to Jordanian sovereignty and, as a reaction, the government moved to disarm Palestinian camps in September 1970. This action lead to a major stand-off between the government and the PLO. What followed was civil war in Jordan known as Black September. Heavy fighting between the two parties broke out in five cities, including Amman, following the formation of a military government to enforce martial law declared by the Jordanian King Hussein on 16 September 1970. By the end of September, a ceasefire was signed in Cairo, but small-scale fighting continued until the PLO was driven out of their last strongholds in January 1971 and subsequently expelled from Jordan (El-Abed, 2004, pp. 5-9). 
Amid the growing political importance of the PLO, Jordan was maintaining power over the West Bank as a federal state, while at the same time aiming at keeping the Palestinian resistance movements under control. In 1974, however, fellow Arab States, moved to recognize the PLO as ‘the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people’; as expressed in the Arab League Resolution on Palestine during the Seventh Arab League Summit in Rabat, 1974 (Massad, 2001, p. 249). The changing political climate in the Arab world towards the PLO left Jordan with no choice but to eventually accept the Arab consensus. In July 1988, Jordan formally disengaged from the West Bank. Hence, what was united under one Jordanian nationality in the addendum of 1949, was now split into a Palestinian and Jordanian identity. What followed was the execution of the full administrative severance between Jordan and the West Bank. Subsequently, about one million Palestinians formally endowed with Jordanian nationality, were now considered ‘nationals to be’ of a Palestinian state and effectively rendered stateless (UNCTAD, 1994, p. 21). 

[bookmark: _Toc36730325]Multiple Displacements 
Since the initial displacement in 1948, Palestinian refugees have been affected by multiple displacements within and from their host countries. During the Lebanese civil war between 1975 and 1990, Palestinian refugees were affected by the conflict. Palestinian refugee camps were being hit particularly hard by the fighting and thousands were forced to leave the camps to locations in Lebanon and its neighbouring countries. Following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the first Gulf War in 1990-1991, nearly all of the country’s 400,000 Palestinian refugees were displaced. The majority, holding Jordanian citizenship, ‘returned’ to Jordan. In 1995, Libya‘s then President Muammar al-Gaddafi expelled all Palestinians residing in Libya, arguing that “the Zionists plan is to create a Palestine without Palestinians” and that “other Arab countries are taking part in this Zionist plan by allowing the Palestinians to stay in their land” (New York TImes, 1995). Subsequently about 200 Palestinians were left stranded on the Libyan and Egyptian border between 1995 and 1997, as Egypt only permitted those Palestinians with residency in Jordan and the occupied Palestinian territories to enter Egypt (UN, 1995).
The following section aims to demonstrate that the most recent ‘secondary’ forced displacement from Syria, is part of a wider pattern of mobility and ongoing forced displacements. As I will draw out in chapters 4 and 5, the Palestinian refugees’ sense of belonging to a space is firmly entrenched in these repeated and overlapping histories of mobility and forced displacement. As a result, as Khalidi (2010) points out, “several overlapping senses of identity have been operating in the way the Palestinians have come to define themselves as a people, senses that have not necessarily been contradictory for the Palestinians themselves, but can be misunderstood or misinterpreted by others” (Khalidi, 2010, p. 19). One element of these overlapping senses of identity is the previously outlined spatial history of the region. It has shaped the conception of the ‘space of belonging’, for example by linguistic and religious belonging such as Arab or Muslim and Christian, but also by territorial and national belonging such as Palestinian, Greater Syrian and Jordanian. Another element that defines such ‘space of belonging’, I argue, is the everyday life in the countries of residence as a community. Such diasporic senses of belonging can be both a distinct refugee community, but also being part of the host community. The everyday lives, however, are repeatedly undermined and defined by the ‘place-lessness’ of Palestinian refugees and the lack of a ‘nation-state’. Simultaneously, the absence of a territorialised nation-state has contributed to the conceptualisation of subversive spaces of belonging. They supersede the state-space as the defining element, for example, as the trans-territorial space of Palestinian enclaves in Israel, the West Bank, the Gaza Strip and refugee camps as an interconnected Palestinian space; yet also the locality of the refugee camp in itself. 
In the following, I argue, that we can only make sense and understand the experience of the Palestinian refugee from Syria if we approach it in light of the wider pattern of an ongoing Nakba, not just inside the Occupied Palestinian Territories and Israel. I will therefore draw out the two main periods of Palestinian displacement, during the first and the second Arab-Israeli Wars in 1948 and 1967, before I will move to the most recent displacement from Syria. 
[bookmark: _Toc36730326]1948 The Nakba
On 25 May 1947, following the British request, the United Nations created United Nations Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP) in order to approach the future of the British Mandate Palestine. UNSCOP subsequently dispatched a commission of inquiry to Palestine which lead to the official UN recommendation, to partition the territory into a Jewish state and a Palestinian Arab state, with the City of Jerusalem being put under special international regime, administrated by the UN. Hence, UNSCOP followed the British promise of a Jewish state in Palestine, as per the Balfour Declaration. On 29 November 1947, the United Nations General Assembly issued Resolution 181 partitioning the land. The UN Partition Plan proposed a Jewish state, which would comprise of 56.4 per cent of the territory and a Palestinian Arab state, which could comprise of 42.8 per cent of the territory. At the time of the Partition Plan, the Jewish population made up nearly one third of the overall population in the territory, which owned 7 per cent of the land. The majority of the Jewish population had arrived during the British Mandate Period and constituted of both refugees and survivors of the Holocaust as well as Zionist settlers, who immigrated as part of the political Zionist ambition to establish a Jewish state in Palestine. Palestinian-Arabs made up nearly two thirds of the overall population and at the time owned the rest of the land (Pappé, 2006, pp. 29-30). 
Within a week of the publication of Resolution 181, ‘spontaneous and unorganised’ outbreaks of violence by the Palestinian-Arab population erupted throughout the British Mandate Palestine (Masalha, 1992, p. 174, Pappé, 2006, p. 40). What followed was a period of armed suppression of the rebellion by Zionist militias that eventually lead to a civil war, which later transitioned into the first Arab-Israeli war. While the Palestinian-Arabs outnumbered the Jewish-Israeli population, the Palestinian side was not politically unified and ill-equipped to fight a very well structured, trained and armed Jewish-Israeli opposition. Hence, the Jewish-Israeli powers quickly got the upper hand in the fight and “the outcome of the 1947–8 war was a foregone conclusion” (Chatty, 2010, p. 202). 
One of the key actors in the fighting between the Palestinian-Arab population and the Jewish-Israeli population, was the Zionist paramilitary Haganah, the armed wing of the Jewish Agency (the governing body of the Zionist movement in Palestine).  The Haganah later became the Israeli Defence Forced (IDF), the state’s official military force. This transformation, from the paramilitary arm of a political movement to the main military force, started with its key role in defeating the Palestinian-Arab resistance to the Partition Plan and the fight against Arab armies during the following Arab-Israeli war.   
“In the course of that year [1948], it [Haganah] emerged and efficiently functioned as a large conventional force, beating first the Palestinian Arab militias and then the combined irregular and regular armies of the Arab states. By April–May 1948, it was conducting brigade-size offensives, by July, multi-brigade operations; and by October, divisional, multi-front offensive” (Morris, 1987, p. 22). 
The Haganah was the central institution executing the ‘aggressive defence’ under then leader of the Jewsish side, and later first Prime Minister of the state of Israel, David Ben-Gurion (Masalha, 1992, p. 176). It was under his leadership, that any attack by the Palestinian-Arab fighters, were met with “decisive counteraction, destruction of the site, expulsion of its residents, and seizure of the location” (Chatty, 2010, p. 202). In April 1948, a month before the British withdrew from Palestine, such ‘aggressive defence’ was formalised in the Haganah lead Plan-D, or Plan Dalet[footnoteRef:7]. The Plan D explicitly aimed at forcibly evicting the Palestinian-Arab pollution through “large-scale intimidation; laying siege to and bombarding villages and population centres; setting fire to homes, property and goods; expulsion; demolition” (Pappé, 2006, p. xii). [7:  While the state files documenting the developments and outline of the planned ‘cleansing’ of Arab villages, which the Plan Dalet envisioned, were long classified as the actions were blacked out in the state’s narrative of the events, we now have detailed documentation of the plan and the violent actions, leading to the expulsion of Palestinian-Arabs and the eraser of Palestinian-Arab villages. In the 1980 and 1990, a group of Israeli historians, labelling themselves as the ‘new historians’, gained access to formally classified state archives and uncovered the documentation of the Plan D. 
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In May 1948, the British mandate over the territory expired and the British left Palestine, amid the ongoing violent clashes between Arab-Palestinian and Jewish-Israeli militias. On Friday 15 May 1948, after Britain withdrew from the territory, the Israeli leader Ben-Gurion declared the establishment of the State of Israel. Following the withdrawal of the British, the states of the Arab League intervened in the fights, sending troops to the territory. This military intervention marked the beginning of the First Arab-Israeli war. 
Having just gained independence, most of the Arab states were not equipped with a fully functioning army to send. Even together with the Palestinian-Arab militia, the ill-equipped Arab forces stood no chances against the Zionist militias. The Zionist militias “were superior in training, armament, and numbers to the local Palestinian forces and the Arab armies combined” (Chatty, 2010, p. 203). Only the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan had a professional army that was employed. However, the army appeared to focus their military action on the territory west of the river Jordan, with the clear aim of gaining control over the area rather than defending a united Palestine (Pappé, 2006, pp. 118-119). Further, by the time the Arab League intervened, most Palestinian-Arab villages and towns had already fallen to the Zionist forces (Chatty, 2010). In early 1949, the Arab forces were widely defeated, and Israel entered armistice agreements with Egypt, Lebanon, Transjordan, and Syria throughout the spring. As discussed previously, Transjordan had gained control over the territory west of the Jordan river, which was also reflected in the green line agreed upon in the armistice with Israel. 
With the new power structures manifesting in the territory of what was now the state of Israel, the construction and reproduction of a united history of Israel as the natural and rightful home for Jews worldwide was institutionalised in the state’s narrative. Hence, for Israel, the 15 May 1948 and the end of the Arab-Israeli war, marks the independence of the Israeli state and the subsequent defence of such independence against the Arab intruders during the war. For Palestinians, however, the violent suppression of the uprisings against the partition of the land and the defeat during the Arab-Israeli war mark the loss of their lands, homes and communities. Within the occupied Palestinian territories and in the diaspora, the 15 May 1948 is commemorated as Nakba day, the day of the catastrophe. 
Such competing memories of the historic events of the time, play a crucial role in respective nation building. In settler colonial societies, such history writing is shaped by stark power imbalances. With Israel coming out of 1948 successfully, as the new colonising power of the settler state, its institutions strongly constructed a hegemonic history of the Jewish immigration into an empty land that was now flourishing under the new settlers. Such narrative is reflected in the country’s trope: “Making the desert bloom again” (George, 1979). Central to this national narrative was the remapping of the landscape, by, for example, re-naming villages, towns and cities, but also by repurposing the ruins of the now emptied Palestinian villages, without any acknowledgment of their past, a policy Pappé (2006) describes as ‘memoricide’ Pappé (2006, pp. 225-226). 
“That year, a country and its people disappeared from maps and dictionaries ... ‘The Palestinian people does not exist’, said the new masters, and henceforth the Palestinians would be referred to by general, conveniently vague, terms as either ‘refugees’, or in the case of a small minority that had managed to escape the generalized expulsion, ‘Israeli Arabs’, a long absence was beginning” (Sanbar, 2001, p. 87). 
The Israeli state erased the history of the pre-existing Palestinian-Arab communities from the official state narrative. As the dominant power, Israel not only controls the territory but also its spatial history, which, as outlined above, is central in the construction of the nation (Bhabha, 1990, Anderson, 2016, Massad, 2001). Hence, dispossessing the Palestinian space of its meaning, the new Jewish state became a material reality. The Palestinian people were denied any aspiration of national statecraft, first under the British and then under the Israeli state, while the neighbouring ‘people’ went through this process post Ottoman Empire. As a result, the manifestation of a Palestinian consciousness at the time, was interrupted by the events of 1948 (Khalidi, 2010, p. 178). 
“The results of the 1948 war and especially the dispersion of Palestinians and their subjection to regimes that were generally hostile to the idea of Palestinian nationalism and the establishment of the Palestinian state, inaugurated a period of almost total paralysis of Palestinian initiatives to highlight their distinctiveness and national affiliation” (Ghanem, 2013, p. 16).
The Israeli state narrative deprives the Palestinians of an existence by locating their history within a time where none of the now-existing states, Jordan, Lebanon or Syria, existed in the modern sense as a nation. Drawing on the theoretical considerations earlier in this chapter, I would argue that this does not only apply to the region but to all nations, yet at different times in history. They are all constructed and imagined communities rather than natural people in states. Being complicit in the denial of such nation building post Ottoman period, the Israeli state narrative, insisting that there was no such country as Palestine, is tautological. 
For Israel, the forced displacement and ethnic cleansing of the native population is not part of the nation’s spatial history. Rather, if the presence of the Palestinian-Arab population on the land was acknowledged, their exodus was rationalised within the moral foundation of the Israeli state, as voluntary rather than forced (Nets-Zehngut, 2015). Yet, in the 1980s and 1990s, a group of Israeli Historians, the so-called ‘new historians’ around Benny Morris, Illan Pappé and Avi Shlaim gained access to formerly classified state documents, which outlined the above-mentioned explicit plan (Plan Dalet) to expel the Arab-Palestinian population within the territory. Drawing on these documents, the groups’ publications aimed at ‘revising’ the state’s spatial history[footnoteRef:8]. In his continuous engagement with the events in 1948, Illan Pappé (2006) has sketched out in detail how the tactics employed by the Jewish-Israeli forces were aimed at the ethnic cleansing of the area. While Benny Morris (2004)[footnoteRef:9] agrees with the assessment that the actions in its outcome contributed to ethnic cleansing, he argues that it was not part of the Zionist plan to clear the land of its native population to being with. Rather, the key figures of the Zionist movements, seized the opportunity and emptied the land of people once the exodus began.  [8:  While the new historians uncovered and brought to light the official state documents confirming the existence of a planned expulsion and cleansing of the Palestinian-Arab people in 1948, I want to highlight here, that such work has not gone without critical engagement. On the one hand, the revelations of course drew some criticism and rejections within Israel. On the other, it is to note here, that such history of the events has long been the subject of Palestinian oral history. Amongst other scholars, Nur Masalha, N. (2012) The Palestine Nakba - Decolonising History, Narrating the Subaltern, Reclaiming Memory. has critiqued the works for their narrow methodology, focusing solely on state documents as sources of history and thereby neglecting the Palestinian narrations of the events ibid.. According to Masalha (1991), Benny Morris “had treated the Palestinian Nakba as ‘a debate amongst Zionists which has little to do with the Palestinians themselves’” (Masalha 1991 p. 90-97) cited in (Masalha p.183). 
]  [9:  Benny Morris was the first to bring to light some of the key historic documents showing the existence Dalet Plan, yet his position on the existence of a structured expulsion that would constitute ethnic cleansing was not explicit from the beginning. While acknowledging the ethnic cleansing of Palestine, in his later writing, Morris has also repeatedly justified the systematic population transfer and ethnic cleansing by the hands of the Israeli state. In an interview with Haaretz in 2004, he stated: “Ben-Gurion was right ... Without the uprooting of the Palestinians, a Jewish state would not have arisen here ... There are circumstances in history that justify ethnic cleansing. I know that this term is completely negative in the discourse of the 21st century, but when the choice is between ethnic cleansing and genocide ... I prefer ethnic cleansing.” (Benny Morris, ‘Survival of the Fittest? Interview with Ari Shavit’, Haaretz, magazine, 9 January 2004). His standpoint on the matter has been the subject of longstanding disputes within the group of the so called “New Historians” in Israel. 
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The ‘forced’ nature of the displacement remains a highly contented issue in the narration of the history of the events between Israeli state narratives writing the past and the Palestinian narrations of the experienced displacement. While this is a central point of contention on a political level, Susan Akram (2010) reminds us that it has no bearing on their right to return under international law. “[R]efugees have an absolute right to return after displacement – there is no distinction between forcible or non-forcible displacement” (Akram, 2010, p. 5). Yet, considering the documented severity of the expulsion policy of Plan Dalet and the earlier violent response by the Zionist forces to defeat the Palestinian-Arab opposition to the Partition Plan, makes it difficult to sustain an argument of ‘voluntary’ flight. During the course of the implementation of Plan Dalet and the following Arab-Israeli war, over 750,000 Arab-Palestinians were displaced. This amounts to over 80 per cent of the Arab Palestinian population within what became Israel at the time (Masalha, 1992, p. 175, see also Abu-Lughod, 1971, pp. 157-159). In the process, over 500 Palestinian Villages were depopulated (Khalidi, 1992, Masalha, 1992, Pappé, 2006). 
For Palestinians, the Nakba and its experienced trauma of loss has shaped the collective conciseness as a people and remains one of the most central elements of Palestinian identity (Masalha, 2008, Masalha, 2012). While individuals lost their land, homes and property, collectively, Palestinians had lost their community and society. The geographic integrity of the Palestinians was broken as the community was divided and scattered within the land of their ancestors - yet as a minority group  of second class citizens in the area that became Israel or under spatial confinement (and from 1967 Israeli occupation) - or outside such lands as refugees and exiles - in many cases confined to refugee camps. It is this continuation of displacement and political disenfranchisement from the land of their ancestors that Palestinians, until today, experience as an ongoing Nakba. 
Despite such geographic separation, the population of Palestinian-Arab (formerly) inhabiting the southern region of Greater Syria, found themselves drawn closer together as a collective of people, in their resistance against the oppressive powers that had come to control their existence. Such change however did not happen in the direct aftermath of the 1948 displacement. Over the following two decades, the foundation of the state of Israel was theorised by Arab thinkers and political leaders as part of the broader anti-imperial fight and the fight for Arab liberation. The rise of a distinct Palestinian identity, drawing on the collective experience of the Nakba, crystallised in particular following the 1967 Arab Israeli war and the second exodus from Palestine/ Israel (Al-Hardan, 2016). The Nabka gained further meaning as it was remembered as a uniquely Palestinian experience (Masalha, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc36730327]1967 Arab-Israeli War
Compared to the 1948 exodus, very few studies engage in-depth with the Palestinian displacements during the 1967 Arab-Israeli war. According to Masalha (2003), this has two main reasons. First, the majority of the official Israeli documents of the time remain classified and are therefore inaccessible to historians. Second, such documents are not expected to contain any major revelations, as “the 1967 exodus is perceived by Israeli and Palestinians alike to be somewhat less controversial than the 1948 one” (p. 178). Lasting six days, between 5 June and 10 June 1967, the war was the climax of ongoing border disputes between Israel and the neighbouring Arab states Egypt, Syria and Jordan. While initiated by the Arab forces, with Egypt at its forefront, the war led to their humiliating defeat, which then shaped regional politics and geography. 
In the 1960s, under the Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser, Arab nationalism was at its height, anti-imperialism (targeting mainly the remaining links of the British and the French with the local elites and monarchies) and the fight against the common ‘enemy’ of Israel was at the centre of such Arab unity (Rogan, 2011). The outbreak of the direct confrontations in June were preceded by escalating border tensions. On 16 May 1967, Nasser ordered his troops to take position at the border with Israel in Sinai. The move came out of persistent tensions at the border between Egypt and Israel following the Suez Crisis (or second Arab-Israeli war) between Egypt and Britain, France and Israel in 1956, which was set off by the nationalisation of the Suez Canal by Egypt and the subsequent the invasion of Egypt’s Sinai by Israel (Kunz, 1991). While Israel withdrew from Sinai in March 1957, it also regained the right of passage. The Egyptian-Israeli tensions in 1967, were further exacerbated by the growing tensions at the Syrian - Israeli border over the Golan Heights. Hostilities between Syria and Israel intensified in April 1967, when Israeli forced shot down six Syrian fighter jets over Syrian airspace (Rogan, 2011, p. 419). On 22 May 1967, Nasser moved towards further provocations and ordered the closure of the Straights of Tiran, the passage connecting the Suez Canal with Israeli territory, for Israeli shipping. From the Egyptian side, the escalating tension and continuous provocation was a showcase of military power - yet, without the real military forced or plan. 
“The constant stream of soldiers to the front raised public expectations of an imminent war that might redeem the Arab honor and liberate Palestine. None of Nasser’s million supporters doubted for a moment that the Egyptian army would lead its Arab allies to victory over Israel. However, the Egyptian forces were sent into Sinai with no clear military objective, as though their sheer mass would intimidate Israelis” (Rogan, 2011, p. 420).
In the meantime, Israel, possessing detailed intelligence on the weakness of the Egyptian forces, prepared and strategized for the war. On 5 June 1967, hostilities erupted as Israel launched a surprise aerial offence attacking Egypt’s airbases, marking the beginning of the war. Relying on false news coverage of the events in Egypt on the day, maintaining that the attack by Israel had failed, Jordan and Syria joined Egypt and launched their own air strikes on the same day. Israeli forces responded with attacks on both countries’ airbases. The Israeli attacks on the airbases destroyed the majority of the countries’ air forces, hence, from day one of the war, the Arab armies were left without any air support. On the ground, the forces tried to hold on to their front lines for the first days but on day three of the war, 7 June, Egypt ordered the complete withdrawal of its troops from Sinai. As a result, Israeli troops marched right through and (re)occupied the Gaza Strip and the Sinai Peninsula. On the frontline with the West Bank, which was previously annexed by Jordan, Israel also made ground occupying the territory, following initial advancements made by Jordanian ground forces passed the 1949 agreed green lines. By the end of the war on 10 June, Israel was in full possession of the West Bank and the Golan Heights as well as the Gaza Strip and the Sinai Peninsula[footnoteRef:10] (Rogan, 2011, pp. 418-426).  [10:  Israel withdrew from Sinai in 1982, as a result of the 1979 Egypt-Israel Peace Agreement. The Gaza Strip and the West Bank remain under Israeli occupation to this date. ] 

The defeat of the Arab forces and with it the expansion of the Israeli territory, was set to change the political and geographic future for Palestinians along three main lines. First, the demographic ‘problem’ for Israel of having gained control over an area inhabited by an Arab-Palestinian majority. Second, the disastrous defeat of the Arab nationalist project under Nasser and the rise of Palestinian nationalism. Third, the exodus of Palestinian refugees from the Gaza Strip and the West Bank. 
With the occupation of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, Israel gained control over the whole of Mandatory Palestine. For the Zionist movement, on which the Israeli state was built in 1948, the expansion of the state’s territory and the control over the holy sites in the West Bank (such as for example the Western Wall in Jerusalem and the tomb of the matriarch Rachael in Hebron), was a great victory. It was therefore significant for Israel to maintain control over the new territory. In order to hold on to the territorial gain, the Israeli government was, however, confronted with the ‘demographic problem’ that the West Bank was and still is inhabited by a majority of Arab-Palestinians (Masalha, 2003, p. 179). For an ethno-nationalist state, the possible addition of a citizen population of over one million Arab-Palestinians to the Jewish population inside the pre-1967 borders of Israel of just over two million, was perceived as a threat. “[F]or the Israeli leaders one of the key questions from June 1967 onwards was not whether Israel should maintain a presence in the newly acquired territory, but how it could be maintained without adding over 1 million Palestinians to the Arab minority of Israel” (Masalha 2003, p. 180). The path Israel chose in the course of the following sixty years, was one of settler colonial expansion - setting up Jewish-Israeli settlements in the West Bank in order to manifest a presence and to rupture the landscape of the West Bank - as well as population transfer into constantly shrinking Palestinian spaces, establishing an apartheid state (Pappé, 2015a). 
With the war being led during the hight of Arab nationalism under Nasser and with the expressed aim of the Arab liberation of Palestine to establish a united Arab region, the disastrous defeat consequently, led to the fall of Nasser as a leader of the movement, giving way to the decline of Arab nationalism and the rise of a Palestinian nationalist movement. One way such Palestinian consciousness, taking control over their past as well as future, has manifested in a shift in the conceptualisation of the 1948 Nakba. Until 1967, the events of 1948 were conceptualised and understood as an Arab Nakba. The change towards a Palestinian Nakba only developed after the Arab defeat of 1967. 
“[The decades following 1948] saw Arab nationalist thinkers, pre-1948 Palestinian leaders, and nationalist leaders and activists write about the cataclysmic events that shook the Arab East. They also collectively theorized and gave meaning to 1948-as-catastrophe in light of the ascendant Arab nationalist liberation project and its related modernization discourse.
This Arab Nakba’s universe of discourse was gradually eclipsed as a result of the defeat of the June War (1967). The new defeat briefly took precedence as the new Nakba/ Naksa (setback), before the Nakba in both its old and new Naksa guises disappeared from the literature altogether. The discourses around the Arab Nakba were then eventually replaced by the emergence of yet another universe of discourse, one concerned with the Palestinian Nakba that we are more familiar with today” (Al-Hardan, 2016, p. 27). 
Khalidi calls the period between 1948 and the 1960s “a ‘hiatus’ in manifestation of Palestinian identity” (Khalidi, 2010, p. 178). With the disappointment in the pan-Arab movement inability to liberate Palestine and the growing popular Palestinian awareness post-1967, Palestinian movements already founded in the late 1950s and early 1960s, such as the Palestinian National Liberation Movement (known as Fatah) and the Palestinian Liberation Organisation (PLO), gained traction (Ghanem, 2013). They soon established themselves as the legitimate political representatives of a united Palestinian people, within Israel, the occupied Palestinian territories and the refugee diaspora. The formation of a unique Palestinian identity had woken up from its hiatus and manifested itself in a fully-fledged Palestinian national movement. 
The 1967 war, and in particular the occupation of the Gaza Strip and the West Bank, led to a second exodus of Palestinians. During the course of the six days of fighting, a total of around 320,000 Palestinians fled or were expelled from the Gaza Strip and the West Bank. With a number of ‘1948-refugees’ having fled to and settled in refugee camps in the Gaza Strip and the West Bank prior to 1967, the war meant the second displacement within twenty-years. For example, the three refugee camps (‘Ayn Sultan, Nu’aymah and ‘Aqbat) located near Jericho in the West Jordan Valley in the West Bank, were completely depopulated as a result of the 1967 hostilities, as the refugees fled to the East Bank (Masalha, 2003, p. 203). For many Palestinian refugees this reinforced the experience of the loss, dispossession and collective trauma of the initial 1948 displacement and the Nakba. As a result, the Palestinian refugee camps, as Palestinian spaces beyond the land of Palestine, have become a central element in the continues awareness of Palestinians as ‘a people’ with a collective identity.
[bookmark: _Toc36730328]2011 The Conflict in Syria
At the beginning of 2011, popular protests erupted all over North Africa and the Levant. With the fall of the Tunisian leader Zine El Abidine Ben Ali and the Egyptian president Hosni Mubarak in January 2011, the protests gained momentum in many countries of the region as popular movements took to the streets to demonstrate and demand regime change. In Syria protests calling for the removal of president Bashar al-Assad and his regime, erupted two months after the fall of the regimes in Tunisia and Egypt. While the popular protest initially started in the southern city of Daraa, the revolutionary movement soon spread all over the country (much less so in the capital Damascus and the northern city of Aleppo). Other than in Egypt and Tunisia, the regime around Bashar al-Assad however held on to power and violently cracked down on the protesters (Hinnebusch and Imady, 2018). While the Syrian government largely kept its control over the Syrian armed forces, by July 2011, a group of military defectors formed the Free Syrian Army, adding an element of armed insurgence to the otherwise popular movement (Harkin, 2018). With the persistent power control and violent crackdown by the hands of the Syrian government being faced with a growing armed insurgence, the protests soon turned into a civil war. Dragging on for nearly ten years to this date, the instability the conflict caused in Syria (from a popular movement to a civil and eventually proxy war) the country became the breeding ground for different militias groups (Hinnebusch, 2019). One of the most notorious groups growing to power during this time was the so-called Islamic State (ISIS or Daesh). 
Resulting from the ongoing fighting in Syria, according to UNHCR’s 2018 Global Trends report, 6,7 million Syrians had fled across the country’s borders to seek safety, with another 6 million internally displaced (UNHCR, 2019, p. 6+13). This means that more than half of the Syrian population have been displaced outside or inside the country. The vast majority of Syrian refugees live in the neighbouring countries of Turkey, Lebanon, Jordan and Iraq as well as Egypt. 
Prior to the conflict, Syria’s Palestinian refugee community of over half a million was mainly located in twelve (nine official and three unofficial) refugee camps. The majority of the Palestinian refugees in Syria were descendants of Palestinians displaced in 1948 (Napolitano, 2019).  Those camps are spread across the highly populated part in the north-west of the country, along the line of the urban centres of Aleppo in the North, Hama and Homs in the West and Damascus in the South. Geographically, the camps are therefore situated close to three neighbouring countries. The two camps located around the northern city of Aleppo are in close proximity to the Turkish border, the three camps in the West are nestled in-between the Turkish and Lebanese borders (Homs Camp being located in very close proximity to the Lebanese border), and the camps surrounding Damascus are located close to the Lebanese border but also in close proximity to the Jordanian border. With the onset of the fighting in Syria, the Palestinian refugee community found themselves trapped in a conflict with ambiguous loyalties as they were “caught between the feeling of precariousness  linked  to  their  refugee  status  (synonymous  with  dependence  on  the  host  authorities),  and  their  solidarity  with  the  Syrian  people  in  their  quest  for  “freedom” and “dignity”” (Napolitano, 2019, p. 87). 
With a rise and manifestation of armed clashes between the Syrian government, opposition forces and later the so-called ISIS, eight of the twelve camps have become battle grounds of the war, leading to large scale displacement and the complete destruction of a number of the camps. While the three camps in the West of Syria remained relatively stable, the camps in Aleppo and in parts of Damascus were hit hard. In April 2013 for example, Eil El Tal Camps, located in the North-East of Aleppo, came under the control of an armed group. According to reports by UNRWA, within forty-eight hours, the entire camp population of 7.000 Palestinian refugees was forcibly displaced (UNRWA, 2019). Some 900 families from Eil El Tal Camp sought safety in the nearby Neirab Camp. Only one month later, Neirab Camps became the site of large scale missile strikes (UNRWA, 2013). 
With five of the twelve Palestinian camps being located in and around Damascus, the area was home to the largest Palestinian community in Syria prior to the conflict. The unofficial Yarmouk Camp, located in the southern suburbs of Damascus was by far the largest camp, hosting over 160.000 Palestinian refugees (nearly one third of the entire Palestinian refugee population of Syria). For many Palestinian refugees of Syria, the Yarmouk Camp played an important role in their political and social activism as the camp was regarded as representing the “centre of Palestinian life in the country” (Bitari, 2013, p. 62) (see also Chapter 5.4.1 for a closer discussion of Yarmouk). In turn, the extreme destruction and prolonged violent siege of the camp as power battles unfolded, became symbolic for the plight and destruction Syria’s Palestinian community face amid the war.
In a report published with the Journal of Palestine Studies, Nidal Bitari (2013), a Palestinian-Syrian journalist from Yarmouk, describes how the power struggles over Yarmouk unfolded between the Syrian government and the Syrian ‘rebel’ forces and the involvement of the Palestinian factions in the camp - in the absence of political rights in Syria, Palestinian factions play a central role in the political life of the diaspora community. 
“The great majority of the Palestinian people in Syria understood instinctively that Palestinian neutrality was absolutely necessary to safeguard the camp and therefore the community. But the camps were not allowed to remain neutral. The regime, through the PFLP-GC [Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine - General Command], wanted the camps to visibly and strongly demonstrate their support for the government. At the same time, the FSA [Free Syrian Army] was doing everything it could to involve Palestinians in the opposition with the ultimate aim of getting inside Yarmouk” (p. 71). 
In early December 2019, the sporadic fighting between the PFLP-GC and rebel forces intensified. On 16 December 2019, the Syrian air force launched a rocket attack on the camp (Chulov, 2012). What followed was an increase in FSA presence, as the forces expanded their control over the camp pushing PFLP-GC and its allies out of the camp. Abeer, a Palestinian-Jordanian from Yarmouk, recalls the arrival of the FSA in the camp in early December. 
“The events broke out in the Yarmouk Camp and the Free Syrian Army came in a day before I left the camp, on 11.12.2012. There was a lot of chaos in the camp. They came to my house, their faces were covered, and they said families had to leave. The men stayed but the woman and children left. So I left with my children” (Abeer, Al Hussein Camp, 09.04.2019). 
By July 2013, following over seven months of intense fighting, Yarmouk camp was effectively under siege as the Syrian army controlled the Northern entrance to the camp and the Free Syrian Army controlled the southern entrance. Meanwhile, over 18.000 civilians were trapped in the camp, cut-off from commercial goods and humanitarian aid. The siege was partially lifted in January 2015 and UNRWA regained access to the population to deliver limited amounts of humanitarian aid (UNRWA, 2015). In April 2014, the  so-called ISIS group entered the camp and subsequently took control over the majority of the camp which it maintained for four years (Rollins, 2018). In May 2018, following a one-month offensive by the Syrian regime, ISIS pulled out and the government regained full control over the camp. After over five years of intensive fighting and siege, the camp is gravely destructed. 

[bookmark: _Toc36730329]Discussion and Conclusion 
In this chapter, I have demonstrated that a spatial conception of Palestine, closely linked to its religious meaning, is not new, it dates back to the Ottoman period and beyond (Khalidi, 2010). Yet the awareness of the Palestinians as a people has manifested with a delay (setting off especially following the 1967 Arab defeat) compared to, for example the construction of the Jordanian, Lebanese or Syrian nations. These modern nations have manifested during the post-Ottoman period, under the British and French colonial powers and were led and influenced centrally by these powerful institutions of the modern state, crafting and nourishing the ‘imagined community’ of the nation (Anderson, 2016). The Palestinian nation however, not only lacked such central state institution under the British, but it was develop actively against the suppression of such common identity and community, as the ruling power favoured the Jewish-Israeli outlook as the state. As Khalidi (2010) concludes very persuasively: 
 “Palestinian identity is thus in some ways now similar to other national identities in the Arab world and elsewhere. It has been determined in some respects by boundaries that are fairly recent, and yet has based itself on elements of identity that go back in time far beyond the origins of these modern boundaries. Some of these elements are local, some religious, and some draw on other national narratives, and all have been reshaped and reworded to fit a new narrative of identity. Palestinian identity is different from most of these national identities in several important respects, however. Like many other unfulfilled, “unsuccessful” national identities, that of the Palestinians has been fashioned without the benefits of the powerful machinery of the nation-state to propagate it. Like the Kurds, like the Armenians, like the Jews in Palestine before 1948, the Palestinians have asserted their identity without the trappings of an independent state and against powerful countervailing currents” (Khalidi, 2010, p. 194). 
Following the 1948 clampdown on the Palestinian-Arab revolt against the UN-led partition of Mandatory Palestine and the defeat of the ‘united’ Arab fight against the Israeli state, the Palestinian liberation was for the first twenty-years co-opted by the Pan-Arab discourse. While arguing for a larger Arab nation, the discourse simultaneously also drew on Palestinian history and culture as distinct, to counter the Zionist narrative of the history of Palestine. It was only following the defeat of the pan-Arab forces under the leadership of Egypt’s Abdel Nasser, that the Palestinian discourse was detached, liberated, from the pan-Arab discourse. As a result, Palestinian identity today is multi-layered, including religious, linguistic and national dimensions.  
Further, the ongoing history of dispossession and displacement from their land, such national identity formed not only within a given territory but most centrally, in extra-territorial enclaves, such as the Palestinian refugee camps in Jordan, Lebanon and Syria. It further developed strongly around the collective trauma of the Nakba. The trauma of the Nakba must be understood not as a single event of the past, but as an ongoing catastrophe of dispossession, displacement and loss, that has manifested in the everyday life of Palestinian refugees. The precarious legal status of Palestinian refugees in the Levant and beyond, nationally and internationally (see Chapter 3), has contributed to this ongoing Nakba. The ongoing dispossession and displacement of the Palestinian people has made the refugees extremely vulnerable to secondary movements, such as the 1967 displacement, the Black September in Jordan, civil war in Lebanon, the Golf war and most recently the conflict in Syria. As I will argue in the following, during these displacements, the Nakba becomes meaningful again as the refugees relive the trauma of loss and dispossession yet again. 
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