Reader’s Report on Submitted Article
[bookmark: _GoBack]Expanding on the debate between Smooha’s ethnic democracy and Yiftachel’s ethnocracy is a much-needed contribution. However, the organizing concept, hegemony, is not suitable for this undertaking, at least not in the form of the analysis presented in the article. 
The prevalent usage of the “hegemonic state” is problematic and somewhat superficial. Considering its theoretical depth, this concept should be used taking into consideration a variety of sources, and not just according to Ilan Peleg.  The literature on hegemonic regimes discusses competing hegemonic projects, as well as democracy as a regime in itself (that does not necessarily have autocratic elements). Put differently, democracy exists on the surface, but the autocratic elements pertain to control over the means of production and do not necessarily affect constitutional or procedural aspects. It may be worthwhile to further refine the concept of hegemony, consulting additional literature, such as Laclau and Mouffe, as well as Daniel Filc’s “Post-populism: explaining neo-liberal populism through the habitus.”
In addition, the author relies on a number of claims that s/he appears to take for granted. For example, the first sentence on p. 12, on the stability of a hegemonic regime. The basis for this argument remains unclear.
Ethnic democracy vs. ethnocracy: the author describes the theoretical debate ranging between Smooha’s ethnic democracy and Yiftachel’s ethnocracy. His discussion overlooks, however, an important sub-group – the Mizrahim (descendants of Jews from the Middle East and North Africa).  Both Smooha and Yiftachel address ethnic dominance as also affecting Mizrahim, who were also marginalized, particularly by means of spatial, territorial control and the forced settlement in development towns as part of their integration. Leaving out aspects of ethnic dominance towards Mizrahim is highly problematic and misses out on an important part of the theoretical debate. 
On p. 5 the author underscores the importance of territoriality and spatial organization. Where, then, is the planning policy discriminating against Arab citizens? For example, the harsh building restrictions on the Bedouin population in permanent settlements in the Negev, which often lead to house demolitions. Spatial control plays an important role – if the author chooses to mention the right to housing, s/he should address these aspects in his/her analysis and examples. Considering the concept of ethnocracy highlights spatial control, the author should address the issue of territoriality. 
On p. 6: The Law of Return was not the initial realization of the Jewish State, but rather, legislation and actions that preceded it were. More importantly, the claim that the ethno-national community’s identity is “purely” Jewish is inaccurate to say the least. The Law of Return permitted the entry of mixed families and went by broader, more inclusive provisions than the Halachic definition of Jewishness. Further, here too, the author overlooks the complexity introduced by the Mizrahi Aliyah, as well as the fact that ethnic segregation also imposed an intra-Jewish hierarchy.
On p. 7 the reference to the Brother Daniel ruling is glaringly incorrect.  This was not a case of ethnic dominance but pertained to an entirely different issue relating to the Law of Return, namely religious conversion. The Brother Daniel ruling was not the main instigator of a renewed discussion on who is considered Jewish, nor did it enable religious institutions to grant citizenship. 
Technical remarks:
· The author has a tendency to write dense and over-long paragraphs, sometimes in blocks of text that amount to an entire page. For example, the part extending from the second paragraph of the second page to the beginning of the third is difficult to read, as its arguments are not organized into paragraphs. The text as a whole is not easy to read and is often highly dense. This compromises the article’s clarity and argumentation.
· The profusion of abbreviations, from the very beginning, is highly confusing. I am highly versed in the relevant literature, and still found it difficult to keep track of the many abbreviations used. 
· This sentence on p. 5 is unclear and fails to explain how “we learned” the following: “We have learnt the dangers of centralization in DDPs and the importance of territorial pluralism to guarantee accommodation.”

