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Hierarchical Inclusion: The Untold History of Israel’s Affirmative Action for Arab Citizens (1948-1968)

Abstract: The history of Israel’s relationship with its Palestinian-Arab minority during the founding decades, from 1948 to 1968, is often portrayed as a story of formal citizenship that concealed large-scale, state-sanctioned oppression by a military regime. This article excavates an untold history of employment affirmative action
 for Palestinian-Arab citizens of Israel during these two decades which does not fit neatly into this story. Drawing on original archival research, it reveals that during Israel’s founding decades, officials adopted hiring quotas for unskilled Arab workers in manual labor jobs; quotas for employing educated Arabs in the civil service; requirements and incentives for hiring Arabs in government offices, Jewish businesses, and organizations; earmarked jobs, 
and vocational training courses for the Arab population. It demonstrates that interests in safeguarding Jewish control and economic stability aligned with egalitarian aspirations, and motivated state officials to adopt measures that promoted the inclusion of the Arab population in the employment sector, albeit on unequal terms. Furthermore, these measures were part of a transformation of the state’s attitude towards Arab citizens, from strict military control to a regime of “hierarchical inclusion” entailing gradual integration into the Israeli economy — though only its lower tiers and with a second-class status. 
Tracing the use of these mechanisms, not then called affirmative action but recognizable as such today, to this period of subjected population management
 complicates our understanding of both this chapter in Israel’s history and of affirmative action more broadly.
The history of Israel’s relationship with its Arab minority during the country’s founding decades, from 1948 to 1968, is often portrayed as a story of formal citizenship that concealed large-scale, state-sanctioned oppression in the form of military rule, land expropriation, and discrimination.
 This article excavates an untold history of these two decades, a history of employment affirmative action
 benefitting Palestinian-Arab citizens of Israel,
 which does not fit neatly into this story. Drawing on original archival research, this article reveals that during Israel’s founding decades, Israeli officials adopted minimum quotas for employing unskilled Arab workers in manual labor jobs; quotas for hiring educated Arabs in the civil service; requirements and incentives for hiring Arabs in government offices, Jewish organizations, and businesses; earmarked jobs, and vocational 
training courses for the Arab population. Tracing the use of these mechanisms, not then called affirmative action but recognized as such today, to this period of subjected population management
, complicates our understanding of both this chapter in Israel’s history and of affirmative action more broadly.
More concretely, this article analyzes archival governmental materials, many of which are documented here for the first time
. These include protocols of cabinet meetings and committee discussions, letters, reports, policy memoranda, and speeches by state officials, as well as legislative 
discussions and newspaper reports.
 These materials reveal that during Israel’s first two decades, and principally after 1957, Israeli policymakers, motivated by a host of interests, adopted a set of practices seeking to promote the integration of Arab workers into the civil service and other predominantly Jewish institutions and businesses. On these grounds, we propose a two-stage periodization of Israel’s treatment of its Arab citizens during the first two decades of statehood
: first, strict military control and exclusion followed by a regime of “hierarchical inclusion” entailing gradual integration into the Israeli economy — albeit its lower tiers and with a second-class status. Although the various mechanisms were not conceived of as a coherent policy initiative, they nevertheless constituted a significant, yet overlooked, element of the state’s approach toward the Arab population
. 


The article first describes the different mechanisms Israeli officials used to promote the inclusion of the Arab population into the national workplace
. This
 description is supplemented by a survey of the “road not taken” of educational integration. Next, the article discusses 
the varied, and sometimes conflicting, motivations of historical actors in adopting affirmative action measures. The two
 most dominant motivations were instrumental concerns about the security and stability of the young Jewish state and its economy. These were augmented by secondary concerns about foreign relations
 and a desire to garner Arab votes
, as well as egalitarian ideologies. The article demonstrates that this multitude of interests, commitments and approaches coexisted during Israel’s founding decades. At the same time that a military regime and land expropriation policies were enacted to consolidate Jewish dominance over Israel’s territory and state apparatus, affirmative action practices were also employed, both to further and to counter those same goals of Jewish supremacy.
 
Finally, the article evaluates the effects of these measures
. With over fifty percent of Arab workers joining the “Jewish Sector” in those years,
 affirmative action did improve their material conditions and economic integration. However, integration was limited to “hierarchical inclusion,” as noted above. Arabs increasingly worked for and with Jews, rather than in their villages (mostly in agriculture), but typically held low-paying, unskilled jobs. Only a small number of qualified Arabs were integrated in better paying managerial and professional roles 
and in the higher education system. 
Legal scholars have neglected this important history, instead dating the beginning of Israel’s affirmative action efforts to the 1990s,
 when appropriate
 representation requirements were formally adopted by the legislature and later affirmed and expanded by the Supreme Court.
 Similarly, historians have thoroughly studied and debated the state’s approach toward the Arab minority in its first decades, but have largely overlooked the early positive measures described in this article and their significance.
 This paper, the first to focus on this topic, contributes to the literature on the history, particularly the legal history, of the relationship between the Israeli state and its Arab citizens. The few measures which have received scholarly attention were either dismissed as unrepresentative of “real” Israeli policy,
 or been identified as efforts of co-optation of power-brokers within the Arab communities.

 

This study can be located in relation to three bodies of literature. The first focuses on Israel’s dual approach toward its Arab minority, debating 
the balance between its liberal and democratic commitments, on the one hand, and the state’s Zionist, Jewish nationalist, or colonialist nature and its security concerns, on the other.
 While some historians have seen Israel’s early liberal commitments to the Arab population as a source of democratic legitimation,
 most have framed their work as the critical exposure of past wrongs, and often depicted formal citizenship as concealing a colonial regime of Jewish domination.
 Israel’s approach toward the Arab minority during its founding decades remains highly contested to this day, and is seen as reflecting on and constituting not only what Israel was, but also its nature as a Jewish and democratic state today.

The second
 focuses on subjected population management
, often from a postcolonial perspective. These scholars seek to explain how different social, political, economic, and legal mechanisms were used to sustain Jewish domination and control
. Historians have tried, as Shira Robinson observed, to uncover the mechanisms Israel used to keep the Arab population loyal to the state, but not too loyal, “as citizens of a formally liberal state and subjects of a colonial regime.”
 Yair Bäuml has concluded that the state’s policies were meant to “knowingly and deliberately serve the subordination of the Arab economy to the Jewish one and minimize its political and social independence.”
 More importantly, Ian Lustick has pointed to three socio-political mechanisms that played a role in keeping the Arab minority docile: the separation of the Arab and Jewish populations, the cultivation of Arab dependency, and the cooptation of the Arab elite.
 Drawing on Lustick’s work, Ilan Saban has argued that “the legal system in this period acted as the efficient servant of this [control] framework.”
 
The third body of literature explores Israel’s approach towards its Arab minority from a political economy perspective. These scholars study the dynamics of Israel’s segmented labor market and have described the incorporation of Arab workers, among other subordinated populations, to a secondary, cheap, and unprotected labor force. Michael Shalev, Ze’ev Rosenhek, and other prominent sociologists have explored the political and economic terms and large-scale institutional measures that enabled the massive employment of Arab workers, but only “as temporary and casual laborers in jobs characterized by low wages, poor work conditions, frequent violations of workers’ rights and high occupational insecurity.”


By distinguishing between the chosen mechanisms
, the motivations for adopting them and their outcomes,
 the article supplements each of these scholarly fields. To begin with, the article contributes empirically to the existing literature by proposing an historically grounded periodization and modification of the segmented labor market approach 
that accurately conceptualized the formation of a secondary workforce in Israel. Secondly, I suggest a less deterministic
 approach than that usually adopted by the functionalist model, 
 and show how the mechanisms described neither simply threatened nor sustained the status quo. Instead, these measures promoted a transformation from one form of Jewish dominance—military control—in the first decade, to a subtler and more stable form of economic subordination in the second decade. Thirdly, by providing a detailed account of the diverse and contradictory interests and ideologies that led officials to pursue affirmative action, this article challenges the conventional
 approach to Israel’s treatment of the Arab minority. Instead, it demonstrates that a multitude of interests and approaches coexisted, and that different officials
 employed affirmative action practices to further those conflicting goals. 

Finally, by employing the conceptual framework of affirmative action, the article argues that the state’s actions cannot be dismissed as familiar efforts to coopt elites
; in fact, these measures targeted all segments of the Arab population
.
 Affirmative action, however, is a loaded term. In contemporary political and scholarly debates over affirmative action, widespread throughout the world, proponents often identify it with egalitarian commitments to redistribution and remedying past wrongs,
 while others focus on its utilitarian benefits.
 For the purpose of this article, I define affirmative action not by its motivating rationale, but rather by the use of a specific, recognizable set of techniques deployed today in Israel and other countries: hiring quotas, marked tenders, and other forms of preferential treatment meant to promote the inclusion of disadvantaged groups into the workforce. This approach provides a framework for examining how affirmative action operates outside of its familiar historical context of struggles for equal citizenship. It shows how affirmative action can be identified more as a set of administrative tools embracing 
a managerial form and logic,
 rather than measures with inherent egalitarian qualities
. Furthermore, it opens an avenue for the future comparative study of affirmative action in less-familiar historical contexts.
 

The story I tell here is relevant not only for legal historians, but can also be of interest to those who study the contemporary relationship between Israel’s Jewish majority and Arab minority. In recent years, Israel’s government has adopted nationalist policies and legislation, marginalizing the Arab minority and undermining its political rights and symbolic
 status.
 However, much like in the past, the very same government has adopted large-scale affirmative action measures to promote the Arab population’s inclusion in the national economy.
 Tracing the roots of these affirmative action practices to the state’s founding decades allows a new and more nuanced perspective 
on what is often mistakenly considered an unprecedented, bipolar era—economic inclusion and socio-political exclusion—in Israel’s approach to its Arab minority.

 
Background: Formal Citizenship, State-Sanctioned Oppression, and Segregation
Following the 1948 war and the establishment of the State of Israel, approximately 160,000 Arabs remained in the new country, comprising approximately fifteen percent of the pre-war Palestinian population
. Defeated and lacking national leadership
, some had been uprooted from their villages, becoming “internal refugees.”
 Arab refugees outside the borders of the state were prevented from returning to the homes they had left or been forced to leave in 1948.
 The population that stayed in Israel was mainly made up of rural farmers, and internally divided into four communities: Muslims, and three smaller communities of Christians, Bedouin, and Druze. 
David Ben-Gurion, Israel’s first prime minister (1948–1953; 1955–1963), established the principle of mamlakhtiyut, a term that referred to, among other things, a form of civic affinity, and an obligation to ensure equality before the law for all citizens.
 Indeed, in its proclamation
 of independence, Israel formally appealed to its Arab inhabitants to “preserve peace and participate in the upbuilding of the State on the basis of full and equal citizenship and due representation in all its provisional and permanent institutions.”
 Shortly thereafter, the Arab population was granted voting rights and gradually 
formal citizenship, and became known in Israeli Jewish discourse as “Israeli Arabs.” However, during this very same period, the majority of Arab villages, towns, and cities were placed under direct control by the military, a regime that was abolished only in 1966.
 Military rule was explicitly put in place not only to defend
, but also to exert “control over the Arab population and its movements in order to prevent organization
.”
 By instating a system of permits, the military restricted the movement of the Arab population and confined them to segregated areas, as well as severely limiting their ability to work outside their villages.
 Starting in 1957, even though the military regime remained in place, the limitations on movement and employment were gradually abolished.
 Those first decades also marked a period of overt discrimination in the allocation of funds and massive land expropriation that left much of the Arab population without their lands and the ability to work them
.

 
The Mechanisms: from Fighting Acute Unemployment to Promoting Employment Inclusion

Under the British Mandate for Palestine, there was some limited economic cooperation between Jews and Arabs. However, following the 1948 war, such cooperation almost entirely ceased, and Arabs and Jews were largely segregated residentially, educationally, and economically.
 This section details how, in the first and especially second decade of Israeli statehood, government officials used mechanisms commonly recognized today as affirmative action to combat the economic aspects of this segregation and to integrate Arabs into the state
 workforce. The Hebrew word that primary sources commonly use to describe these integrative efforts is shiluv. While literally this word means “integration,” in practice it refers to two
 distinct types of economic intervention
. The first type involved efforts to fight unemployment by incorporating Arab workers as blue-collar laborers in the national, mostly public, workforce
, but not into Jewish workplaces. The second type, adopted in the wake of the economic prosperity of the late 1950s and early 1960s and the weakening of military rule, sought to integrate the Arab population, especially educated Arabs, into the public sector and other predominantly Jewish institutions and businesses through the use of quotas, earmarked job openings, job training, and preferential treatment
. 

After the 1948 war, and as a result of massive land expropriation, many Arabs were left unemployed.
 While the state in those early years limited Arabs’ movement and ability to work outside their villages in order to secure jobs for Jewish immigrants, safeguard Jewish economic privileges, and maintain security,
 it also made efforts to fight acute unemployment in the Arab sector. The earliest such identifiable actions were those taken by the Ministry of Minority Affairs, which was established with the formation of the Provisional Government on May 14, 1948. Bechor-Shalom Sheetrit, who was born in Israel to a Moroccan-Jewish family and spoke Arabic, was appointed as the first and only Minister of Minority Affairs. Sheetrit conceived of his ministry’s role as “promising the Arabs who live among us equal rights, allow them a dignified existence, and promote their cultural and economic rehabilitation.”
 The ministry was charged with the authority to “investigate the social and economic problems” of the Arab population and to “initiate structural actions in these areas.”
 The ministry operated for only fourteen months before it was dissolved. Yet, during that short period, it promoted policies aimed at the economic rehabilitation of the Arab sector and the reconstruction of government services that would allow the Arab population to reestablish a “normal life” in the aftermath of the 1948 war.
 The ministry acted to secure loans for Arab farmers, sent agriculture instructors to Arab villages to train the residents
,
 and worked to integrate Arab workers “into the productive work cycle.”
 The ministry also attempted to
 “employ minorities in agriculture and other manual labor” roles.
 Examples include the establishment of voluntary “employment camps” where Arabs worked and sometimes lived, as well as employment centers in Arab villages to direct local Arab job seekers to available jobs, mostly in the agricultural sector.
 

In June 1949, the Ministry of Minority Affairs was dissolved,
 and an Advisor for Arab Affairs to the Prime Minister (“the Advisor”) was appointed to advise on policy matters relating to the Arab population and coordinate the work of the various bodies involved with the Arab minority in each office. According to Ben-Gurion, the official reason for closing the ministry was: “[t]he Ministry of Minority Affairs is to be cancelled because there is no need for it. The Arabs will not be a minority; rather they will be citizens.”
 Some scholars have seen the dissolution of the office as evidence of the domination of the “security approach” to the Arab minority over Israel’s liberal commitments.
 However, the following discussion will demonstrate that nothing was resolved or decided in 1949, and there was not a consolidation of any one approach. Instead, a multitude of interests, commitments and approaches coexisted, and while the military regime and land expropriation policies were enacted to promote certain goals, affirmative action measures were also employed, sometimes to further those very same goals. 

During Israel’s first decade, until 1957, the military regime protected not only the security of the state, but also the ideals of “Hebrew labor” and the "conquest of labor," then central to the Socialist-Zionist ideology, that aimed to establish a Jewish economy relying solely on Jewish labor.
 Despite the military permit system discussed above,
 there were sporadic attempts to battle unemployment in the Arab population. These efforts, a 1951 report by the Ministry of Labor reported, included “placing Arabs in governmental jobs . . . allocating special budgets to create jobs, and designating special jobs, such as olive picking and other agricultural jobs to the Arab sector, as well as promoting their integration into governmental positions in forestry, trains, and transportation.”
 Similarly, the Minister of Labor designated relief work 
for the Arab population, setting minimum quotas of Arab workers to be employed in different projects, and allocating a minimum number of paid work days to which they were entitled.
 These jobs were mostly manual, low-paying, and part-time,
 and were meant to fight acute unemployment and provide a basic standard of living, but not integration into the Jewish workplace.

This started to change following the 1956 Sinai War and the Kafr Qasim massacre, when both the state and its Arab population came to realize that the “other side” was not going anywhere.
 In the wake of this realization, government officials started considering and adopting longer-term policies and more robust action plans for the Arab population. Along with the gradual easing of military rule,
 the robust economic growth of the late 1950s and the sharp decrease in Jewish unemployment starting in 1957
 enabled the state to put in place various affirmative action measures to integrate Arab workers into the Jewish workforce.  

In 1957, Mapai, Israel’s governing party from its establishment until 1977, formed the Committee for Arab Affairs.
 While this committee did not have any official state mandate, it did play a dominant role in shaping government policy. It discussed the so-called “problems of the Arab minority,” designed policies to address these problems, and made policy recommendations to Mapai. The recommendations were adopted and then implemented, albeit often incompletely, by the government. In 1958, the Committee for Arab Affairs declared that neither deportation nor assimilation of the Arab population,
 both of which remained on the table in the state’s first years, were feasible options, and that the time had come for the government to adopt a liberal approach embracing the partial integration of the Arab minority.
 Addressing concerns regarding the separation of the Arab economy, Mapai’s first action plan in 1958 sought to “bring as many Israeli Arabs as possible into positive circles of development and production” and to develop the “economic cooperation between the Arab and Jewish sectors.”
 The committee, added
 in later action plans, aimed at “bringing gradual integration of the Arab population in [the] social, cultural and economic life of the state, through optimal and complete equality of rights and obligations of all Israeli citizens (without ignoring, not for a minute, security problems).”
 Similarly, the Advisor for Arab Affairs’ 1959 policy guidelines suggested that Arabs should be integrated into the Israeli economy, and that educated Arabs should be integrated into the public sector, even if it entailed creating new positions.
 These efforts included two types of measures. The first aimed to integrate the general population in mostly blue-collar, unskilled jobs in Jewish-owned businesses mixed
 cities and in the public sector. The second, even more similar to affirmative action policies adopted today, was meant to integrate educated Arabs into the civil service. 
A 1967 report by the Knesset Labor Committee noted that “more was being done to treat the problem of unemployment in the Arab sector than in the Jewish one.”
 While the accuracy of this statement is doubtful, the state did undertake several proactive efforts to integrate unskilled laborers into the national workforce
. First, the Ministry of Labor continued to set minimum quotas for Arab employment in public works projects, sometimes more than their corresponding proportion of the general population.
 For example, in 1966 the ministry proposed setting quotas of about 2,000 to 3,000 jobs for Arabs in cities with mixed populations.
 A second measure for fighting unemployment in the Arab sector and promoting integration into Jewish-owned business was the establishment of state-funded vocational training courses. These courses trained Arabs in skilled occupations that were in high demand at the time, including specialized sewing, machine operation, carpentry, and teaching.
 While Arab teachers were employed within the segregated Arab education system, other courses were designed to enable Arab workers to participate in the general workforce in mixed and Jewish cities. For example, in a 1963 speech by Prime Minister he reported that “the efforts made by the government to provide the Arab and Druze youth with professions, in professional schools and courses for vocational training provided by the ministry of Employment were fruitful already. . . Thousands of young Arabs were integrated into processional jobs in industrial factories, starting in large factories, such as refineries, the Dead Sea factories and others, as well as smaller workshops and cooperatives. These workers enjoy fair working conditions, equal to their Jewish peers. The government will broaden the professional trainings of Arabs and Druze.”

A third measure for increasing Arab employment, introduced after the 1965-1966 recession,
 entailed industrializing the areas where they lived. According to a 1967 policy plan, the state was to promote and build state- or Jewish-owned factories in or near Arab population centers. These plants, it was stated, would employ both Jews and Arabs.
 For example, the Kristal soft drink plant committed to employing about 125 workers as part of its scheduled reopening. A carpet factory was recruited to open a branch in Nazareth, committing to employ 100 to 200 Arab workers.
 Other Arab workers from Nazareth were employed in Haifa, Afula, and other neighboring Jewish or mixed municipalities, mostly in Jewish-owned businesses.
 In addition, government committees and officials endeavored to convince business owners to employ more Arabs.
  

Another major step in integrating Arab workers into the national workforce which, unlike the other measures described here, has received some scholarly attention, involved integrating Arabs into the Histadrut.
 The Histadrut was founded in 1920 as a Jewish-Zionist workers’ organization and became Israel’s national centralized trade union. It owned a number of enterprises and, for a time, became the largest employer in the country. The clash between the organization’s Zionist aspirations and its socialist agenda created controversies over its approach to Arab workers even before the birth of the state. Yet, as Sarah Ozacky-Lazar notes, it was only 
during the first two decades of Israel’s statehood that the Histadrut gradually included Arab workers — which it did while still adhering to its Zionist agenda.
 In 1953, the organization decided to allow Arabs to become members of its affiliated professional unions. The leaders of the Histadrut at the time understood this to be “a step in the direction of full and fast integration of the general Arab sector [yishuv] into Israel’s general population, on the basis of complete equality of rights and duties.”
 However, only in 1959 did the Histadrut’s assembly decide to admit Arab workers as full and equal members of the organization.
 While the integration of Arab workers into the Histadrut was far from smooth, it is noteworthy that proactive efforts were made to promote the process.
 Furthermore, as the owner and operator of a number of enterprises, the Histadrut became a central force in promoting the integration of the Arab population into the state’s
 workforce, endeavoring to assure them equal pay and social benefits.
 For example, the organization made concrete efforts to integrate Arab workers into its economic enterprises such as Tnuva, Israel’s largest dairy company, and to increase Arab representation in the Histadrut’s elected bodies.
 Finally, in 1966, the Histadrut council voted to eliminate the word “Hebrew” from its title in order to symbolically include all workers in Israel.

These measures to integrate blue-color workers were supplemented by efforts to integrate educated Arbs into the civil service. A 1957 survey conducted by the Civil Service Commission on non-Jewish civil service employees found that, while non-Jews accounted for 10.7 percent of the population, they held only 3.5 percent of civil service positions. Of these, most were low-level positions. However, the Commission also reported that “special efforts” were being made by different offices to appoint more Arabs.
 This involved direct affirmative action measures to integrate educated Arabs, who were mostly high school graduates
, into the public sector. First, minimum quotas were set and positions were earmarked. For example, in 1958, the Committee for Arab Affairs decided that the government, the Histadrut, and other public institutions should “employ, in the very near future, 100 educated Arabs.” The committee further suggested setting “permanent quotas for each office and [ensuring that] this will be done in three to four months.”
 A news report later that year stated that the government had been able to arrange for seventy Arab high school and college graduates to be employed in the administration and other free professions
.
 Similarly, in 1962, it was reported that the Prime Minster’s Office had required different governmental offices, along with public and private institutions, to earmark a few positions for educated Arabs.
 In 1961, the Ministry of Finance published a job opening earmarked for the Arab population. Written in Arabic, it called on non-Jewish high school graduates to apply for certain jobs at the ministry. As a result, the ministry hired twenty-five educated Arabs. The Ministry of Education published a similar request.
 Later that year, the Ministry of Finance published another advertisement for thirty positions earmarked for educated Arabs throughout the country, which a month later it reported having filled.
 Suggestions were also made to make proactive efforts to employ educated Arabs and to allocate a “minimum percentage of public sector employment” to Arabs.
 
A similar measure entailed using preferential hiring practices for Arab candidates and workers. For example, in a letter from 1967, the Office of the Advisor for Arab Affairs in Haifa suggested that the city’s governmental offices should allow educated Arabs who did not pass the mandatory exam to retake the exam a year or more into the job. The office explained that major efforts were being made to train and integrate these workers and that, despite their failures in the exams, they were doing well on the job.

Second, and equally important was the pressure government officials and committees placed on various public and private sector entities to employ a certain number of educated Arabs in specific offices or industries. For example, the 1962 five-year plan by the Arab Affairs Committee demanded that “the Civil Service Commission will ensure the employment of Arab engineers, doctors, lawyers, clerks, and laborers in all fields of work: industry, commerce, government, municipal, private and join services
, with no discrimination and with special and directed attention to solving the urgent problem of employment for high school and higher-education [Arab] graduates as well as free professions
.”
 The following year, a newspaper article reported that “the Advisor for Arab Affairs reached out to tens of [Jewish-owned] industrial factories, commercial companies, and public and private institutions, requesting [that] they seek out educated Arabs [to fill] different clerical and administrative positions… Many of the managers they approached expressed their willingness to employ educated Arabs in their factories.”
 In another instance, during a Knesset discussion about the unemployment of educated Arabs, Prime Minster Ben-Gurion stated: “I approached different offices that are able to employ educated Arabs. . . [It is] what the government can and should do: I believe it will be done. I gave the order to the representatives of the different offices to vigorously approach this, so in each government office a few suitable educated Arabs will be employed.”

Third, training courses also served to increase the integration of educated Arabs in the public and private sectors. In a 1964 letter from the Advisor to the Office of the Prime Minister, the Advisor explained that, while much of the educated Arab population was already employed by the government, many were not accepted to fill the positions they were interested in. The solutions, the Advisor explained, were twofold: “A) Opening special professional courses for young Arab and Druze which will train them to serve in different positions in the government and elsewhere. B) Raise the level of education in Arab villages.”
 These training courses provided full professional training in social work, accounting, nursing, teaching, and the clergy.
 Other initiatives included establishing Hebrew language courses and vocational training courses to prepare Arabs for jobs in the public sector.
 Special courses were also opened to prepare Arabs for Israel’s civil service exams.
 In another report, the Advisor noted that educated Arabs who managed to obtain government jobs often failed the civil service exam, and would be allowed to take the exam after one or two years on the job, thus providing them time to prepare by becoming more fluent in Hebrew and better integrated into society.
 
These employment initiatives were supplemented by efforts to increase the number of Arabs receiving higher education and training opportunities for skilled professions. These included efforts made by the Ministry of Health in 1958 to reach a “significant percentage” of Arab women studying nursing and to recruit Arab women for nursing positions.
 The Ministry of Education established teacher training centers for Arabs and distributed stipends to Arab students.
 More generally, in terms of higher education, the percentage of Arabs among all students rose from 0.6 percent (forty-six students) in 1957 to 1.7 percent (607 students) in 1970.
 This increase can largely be attributed both to natural population growth and to an increase in Arabs graduating from high school. However, some efforts to integrate Arab students into the higher education system were made by the universities themselves. The Hebrew University gave some preferential treatment to Arab students. In 1959 news article, the university’s Dean of Students reported that “in principle, the University does not know who is Jewish and who is Arab. In the admission forms, the student is not asked to write his [or her] national origin. Yet there is positive discrimination [aflia letova] in their [the Arabs’] favor. Not just in housing. But also in admissions and the distribution of stipends. Six years ago, there were very few of them and the Ministry of Education wanted to encourage them. Special assistance funds were established.” 
  
Similarly, in 1965, in a letter responding to complaints about discrimination against the Arab minority, the speaker of the Ministry of Education explained that the low number of Arabs studying at the Technion (the Israel Institute of Technology) was attributable to the low numbers of Arab high school graduate students rather than any kind of discrimination. The speaker added that “Arab students experienced ‘positive discrimination’ [aflia letova], similar to that experienced by [Jewish] pupils from Mizrahi countries. This [positive] discrimination involves receiving special stipends from special funds designated for students of this type only, and in the policy of B-norm in the annual Seker exam.”
 The Seker exam was a national exam used for eighth-grade pupils between 1958 and 1972. Those passing the exam were eligible for high school tuition subsidies from the Ministry of Education.
 It is not exactly clear what a “B-norm” means in this context, but it appears to refer to some kind of preferential treatment with regard to high school students’ tuition.
 In addition, grants, stipends, and loans were systematically granted to a number of Arab students each year by the government, the Histadrut, and private funds, in order to enable them to pursue academic studies.
 Even more significant was Prime Minister Levi Eshkol’s declaration of his commitment to integrating educated Arabs into the public sector. He announced that his government would create a fund to help Arab students in need complete their studies.


In contrast to the integrative efforts taken to promote employment inclusion of the Arab population, efforts taken in the field of primary and secondary education were non-integrative. Aiming to address the deep disparities between Jewish and Arab education that predated the birth of the state and intensified during its first decade,
 the Committee for Arab Affairs proposed a policy plan in 1960. This plan proposed to establish integrated elementary schools in mixed cities of Jews and Arabs. At this time, the committee was chaired by Abba Hushi, who was also the mayor of Haifa--one of the largest mixed cites. The proposal also called for integrating all high schools, both academic and professional, as well as teacher training seminars.
 These schools were to be “Israeli,” which, according to Hushi, meant that they would be mainly Jewish schools with some accommodations for the study of Arabic language, literature, and religion during designated hours.
 Bechor-Shalom Sheetrit added that this solution would encourage the Jewish children to learn Arabic, Arab culture, and history, and enable children to grow up together.
 Even Moshe Dayan, the prior chief of the military and the Ministry of Agriculture, stated that Israel was “not a binational state,” but accepted the proposal.
Another committee member opposed this proposal and raised Israel’s fundamental commitment to allow Arabs to have Arab-speaking schools, as well as the possible objections from Jewish parents.
 
When the committee discussed this proposal again in 1962, while it did not officially reject the plan, the Advisor for Arab Affairs Uri Lubrani stated that the routine of separation would be very hard to break. Instead, he suggested that “maximal integration of Arab and Jewish schools should be achieved — where possible.”
 Yet even this more practical version of an integrative policy was never adopted. The leading line of policy adopted instead was reflected in a report prepared by the Committee for Arab Education, which declared that “the natural place for the Arab students is in Arab-speaking schools,” although the government “should not object to Arab children learning in Hebrew schools.” An exception was made for professional training schools, which more directly led to economic integration.
 This separatist logic, the report detailed in a following section, was not understood to be in opposition to “the ideal of integrating the Arab population into the life of the state, by giving them the opportunity and ability to live and earn in mixed cities and pure Arab regions. Their education should be directed at professions that might make it easier for them to economically integrate into the state.”
 Furthermore, it was explained that “feelings of equality and good relations between the two nations should be encouraged, yet social intimacy should be avoided at it might lead to unwelcome developments, such as mixed marriages.”
 Instead, efforts related to education concentrated on improving and alleviating inequality in schools’ physical conditions and educational offerings, and on raising enrollment levels. The measures adopted included building more Arabic-speaking schools, and more classrooms in Arab villages and in Arab neighborhoods in mixed cities.
 The integration of the Arab population to “the life of the state” was, as this section demonstrates, economic, not educational or social. 
The Five Motivations that led Israeli Policymakers to Adopt Employment Affirmative Action Measures
While many of the measures described were adopted by Israeli officials during the first and especially second decade of statehood are recognizable today as affirmative action, they were not always motivated by egalitarian aspirations. Instead, analyzing policy plans and reports, as well as protocols of the discussions that led to their adoption, reveals multiple and often contradictory motivations that led public officials at the time to pursue affirmative action measures. This analysis recognizes that there can be disparities between actors’ actual motivations and the justifications they offered. Nonetheless, the fact that the
 materials under study were meant for internal discussion and considerations, as well as the open and explicit manner in which both oppressive and egalitarian motivations were discussed, indicates that, generally, officials’ stated motivations are genuine. As a result, this examination provides a unique opportunity to learn about the conflicting rationales that motivated Israeli officials during the founding decades of the state. 
These motivations included four types of instrumental rationales for adopting affirmative action measures: ensuring security and social order; advancing economic growth; gaining international legitimacy; and addressing partisan concerns. There was also a fifth type of motivation, revolving around reaching egalitarian ideological goals. Concerns for the security of the young Jewish state and the stability of the regime, as well as aspirations for national economic growth, were the most dominant justifications raised in discussions over affirmative action. Often, though, the same discussions, and even the same officials, cited mixed motivations. While egalitarian sentiments were expressed in many cases, they rarely stood as an independent motivation for promoting employment affirmative action. 
i. Security

It is well documented that security concerns and a perceived need to maintain stability played a major role in the state’s approach toward the Arab minority in its first two decades.
 It is less known, however, that security considerations were behind officials’ decisions not only to enact oppressive measures, but also to adopt affirmative action. Reducing unemployment and raising the material status of the Arab minority was a way of managing the crisis, preventing political turmoil, and, more generally, maintaining public order and the stability of the newly-established Jewish regime. Policymakers acted under the assumption that the Arab population was a security threat, and that steps for improving their material conditions needed to be taken in order to prevent any escalation of the conflict.
Reuven Bareket, the architect of Mapai’s first 1958 action plan, articulated the security approach clearly. The Arab population, he explained, had connections to hostile foreign populations from Arab countries, and “the majority of the Arab sector is hostile to the state.”
 He then presented three possible approaches for dealing with this situation: “displacement, assimilation or liberalism.” Bareket acknowledged that there would be no displacement and exhorted that hopes for assimilation should also be abandoned.
 Consequently, he argued that the state must “deal with the Arab minority with a liberal line of policy.” Furthermore, in order to fight dangerous separatist trends in Arab society, he declared that, “the goal should be integration — not complete, but more or less acceptable — of the Arab sector in all aspects of life.”
 Making the case for promoting employment integration, Bareket explained that, “if we create cooperation between ten Jews and ten Arabs, these ten Arabs then become a cell of resistance to irredentist activity.”
 Bareket further argued that, “the more the economic interests of the Arab sector are tied to and aligned with those of the state, the more its responsibility for the security of the state will grow.”
 
Officials asserted that the better the Arab population’s lives were and the more integrated they felt, the more they would identify with the state and the less with enemy Arab nations. This would thus make them more loyal, and render the state less vulnerable to incitement and takeover by hostile forces within and outside Israel’s borders.
 For example, a 1960 report by the Government Committee for Problems of Employment and Professional Training of Arab Youth recommended implementing a set of affirmative action measures which “could dissolve the bitterness of the Arabs” and “distance Arab youth from the devastating effects of underground organizations.”
 Its authors feared that poor conditions could become a “source of hatred.”
 Similarly, in a policy plan that was largely adopted by the government, the Advisor for Arab Affairs explained that the state must integrate the Arab minority, to “decrease as much as possible the formulation of an independent dangerous sector . . . . [T]his will not make them loyal citizens, but with time, it will decrease open animosity and its explicit manifestation.”
 Rising unemployment was also considered dangerous, as it created negative attitudes toward the state.
 Aharon Beker, Chairman of the Histadrut from 1961 to 1969, articulated this view clearly, arguing that the state had to integrate the Arab worker into the national economy, “so he would bear responsibility to ensure and promote its security.”
 
Others advocated employment affirmative action as a way to promote security by fostering loyalty, not via simple material relief, but through the cultivation of a kind of partnership between the Arabs and the state — or at least the appearance of one. For example, an official in the Histadrut explained that “in order to prevent the danger that the minorities left in the state will come to hate it and fight it, [the state] must do everything in order to integrate them; constrictive organic integration
, on the basis of equal rights and duties… [O]nly such a regime can bring a minimal chance for moral change in the Arabs’ views about themselves and us, and only it can open a crack for a relationship of true peace and mutual benefit.”
 Another interesting illustration of this logic was presented by Moshe Sharett, who was Prime Minister from 1954 to 1955, between Ben-Gurion’s two terms:
We must believe [the Arabs] that their situation is difficult. On the one hand, they feel themselves to be residents of Israel. They were born here; their lands and homes are here. On the other hand, they are nationally connected to the Arab nations outside of Israel. The question is: Will we allow external influences to take over, or must we strengthen our ties with them? We must educate and bring them closer to us through equality and understanding. If we do not do so, they will hear and watch [Egyptian President Gamal Abdel] Nasser on the TV screen and will hear and read the many words of indictment from our foes. And therefore, we must include Arabs in our groups so they can learn from us and grow closer to us.

In contrast to the articulated goal of cultivating loyalty by bringing the two communities closer together, another method for enhancing the state’s security was to try to prevent the political consolidation of the Arab minority into one national Arab movement by creating divisions between the community’s different ethnic groups: Muslims, Druze, Bedouin, and Christians.
 One common method used to achieve this goal was breaking up the territorial continuity of Arab communities by building Jewish settlements among them.
 Another method involved granting preferential treatment to some subsectors within the Arab population in order to cultivate independent and conflicting interests in each community. As Reuven Bareket explained, in order to secure Israel, it must “cultivate within each sector [within the Arab population] its own sectorial interests, by positive discrimination (aflia letova) and preferential treatment.”
 The most prominent illustration of this approach can be seen with respect to the Druze community, whose members enjoyed a somewhat favorable status.
 
ii. Economy

Another leading rationale for adopting employment affirmative action for the Arab community at that time was the health and prosperity of the national economy, which was predominantly Jewish. Officials were interested in the development and flourishing of the state’s economy and realized that unemployment and under-development of certain sectors could become unmanageable and would hold back the entire economy.
 Given these motivations, the complete segregation of Arabs from the labor market imposed by the military regime in the first decade of statehood was no longer an attractive option for the Israeli establishment. Thus officials started promoting initiatives to develop the Arab sector and to integrate Arab workers into the Israeli economy. An additional factor, albeit one less openly discussed, was that the integration of Arab workers into the workforce, especially in the production and construction sectors, could provide cheap labor to support the development of the state’s infrastructure.
 
The economic rationales for taking affirmative action measures were not only these familiar utilitarian ones. The main economic interest in integrating the Arab population was to repress the independent Arab economy that had existed prior to the establishment of the state. The Prime Minister’s Advisor for Arab Affairs contended that the integration of Arabs into the state’s economy was necessary “in order to prevent the creation of an independent Arab economy that would strengthen Arab autonomy.”
 Integration, it was further explained, would prevent future competition between the Arab and Jewish economies.
 Mordechai Namir, the Chair of the Committee for Arab Affairs, similarly said that “if the Arab sector became a separate sector and grew as such, it could be a major threat . . . .The remedy is general economic integration.”
 Furthermore, during the second decade of statehood, there was a growing belief among government officials that the Arab sector had accumulated significant wealth. Therefore, policymakers thought that development, integration, and cooperation would promote consumerism in the Arab sector, which would, in turn, lead to the transfer of funds “back” to the state.
 For example, the Prime Minister’s Advisor for Arab Affairs wrote that any attempt to circulate funds accumulated in the Arab sector back into the state’s economy must include modernization to support Arab consumption.

iii. International Legitimacy

A third type of motivation for affirmative action involved external considerations — mainly improving the perception of Israel in the eyes of the international community. Archival documents reveal that the international community already had concerns about anti-Arab discrimination during the early decades of the state. Although Israel’s democratic and moral commitments to equality were sometimes articulated by Israeli officials as an intrinsic rationale for adopting affirmative action measures, these commitments were also often mentioned as way to produce international legitimacy. In 1958, advocating for a series of affirmative steps, the Chair of Mapai’s Committee for Arab Affairs noted that “not only non-Jewish public opinion has become interested in the Arab problem in Israel, but also certain circles of the global Jewish community . . . . They are starting to show concern and dissatisfaction with the way we are handling this problem.”
 A speech Ben-Gurion gave in 1960 is especially interesting in this context. In it, Ben-Gurion explained that the Arab problem had two aspects that were seemingly contradictory. The first, he explained, “is the character [the state] needs to present to the world — a principle of equal rights and democracy. The second aspect is the security of the state . . . .” This contradiction, he explained, “can be minimized by taking the right policy.” 
 Ben-Gurion then listed a series of integrative measures that could minimize this contradiction, including the integration of Arabs into Mapai itself, the government, the workforce, and even the Jewish kibbutzim and villages.

iv. Partisan Concerns
During the first decade of Israel’s statehood, the Arab population’s main avenues for political activity were threefold: satellite Arab parties affiliated with Mapai, Mapam (The United Workers Party), and Maki (the Israeli Communist Party). In 1959, El-Ard, a Pan-Arab national movement, was formed by a group of Arab intellectuals with the aspiration of bringing equality to all inhabitants of Israel and finding a fair solution to the Palestinian problem. While eventually blocked from competing in the national elections, El-Ard, like Mapam and Maki, adhered to egalitarian ideologies and criticized Mapai for its approach toward the Arab minority and the prolonged military regime.
 At this point, Mapai started using affirmative action measures in its struggle to win the Arab vote.
 For example, the Advisor for Arab Affairs explained that parties other than Mapai were buying the Arab vote or providing other benefits in exchange for it. Mapai, the Advisor asserted, was losing the Arab vote. Therefore, he recommended that the party should “gradually integrate Arabs within its fold.”
 Similarly, in the discussion regarding the integration of Arabs into a youth leaders’ seminar in 1962, one official explained that, without integration, the party would be abandoning the youth, who would soon become voters, to the devastating influences of Maki and Mapam.
 
v. Egalitarian Aspirations
Along with the instrumental motivations for affirmative action, egalitarian motivations also played a role. There was no unified egalitarian ideology supporting affirmative action, but different moral intuitions, both liberal and socialist, led officials to pursue more egalitarian policies and, in some cases, to support affirmative action measures. Some of the universal moral arguments were rooted in liberal aspirations for equal citizenship. As early as September 1948, Israel’s first Minister of the Interior promised the Arab minority that there will be “a single constitution for all inhabitants of Israel. The Jews have suffered too much to allow themselves to deal unjustly with Israel's Arab citizens.”
 Yizhak Ben Zvi, Israel’s second president, advocated for the inclusion of the Arab minority into society. In a similar vein, he explained that, especially after what the Jews had suffered, they must get used to being just rulers.
 In another instance, Ben Zvi declared that the idea of removing the Arabs from Israel “is in opposition to the entire democratic and Jewish character of our state,” and that the only option was to work for the integration of “Muslims, Christians, and Druze as citizens with equal rights and as communities with equal rights in the state.”
 In 1959, Prime Minister Ben-Gurion, who also had a strong security approach,
 explained that the state “should help the Arab intelligentsia adapt to the national economy and governmental and private clerkship . . . not because . . . it will bring peace with our neighbors . . . but because they are citizens of Israel and they deserve the same entitlements as any other Israeli citizen.”
 In 1960, he further explained that there is antisemitism in Israel against Arabs, and in order to denunciate it, there is a need “to welcome Arabs to the party, to the Histadrut, to the Kibbutzim — as members and as employees. And not just on election night, we need to welcome them [the Arabs] in all governmental offices, with only one or two exceptions, to welcome them to all businesses, to all institutions, Arab teachers should teach in Hebrew schools and Hebrew teachers should teach in Arab schools.”
 In other instances, arguments made mostly by Mapam members emphasized the socialist commitments of fairness and equality for members of the working class. 
 
Reflecting on the coexistence of these contradictory motivations and their manifestation in conflicting policies of economic inclusion and social exclusion, in 1962 Moshe Dayan said that “when it comes to security we cannot allow full equal rights, but in other fields of life, probably not education and such, but in the economic field — they are equal to Jews. But between this formula and its formation in real life, the gap is huge . . . for this, we need to take from one and give to the other. Because if equality, then equality
.”
 
Effects: From Exclusion to Hierarchical Inclusion
Thus far, this article has demonstrated that different mechanisms seeking to promote the inclusion of the Arab population into the national workforce were employed during Israel’s first and especially second decade, for various and sometime contradictory reasons. This section tries to assess the effects of these mechanisms on inequality between the Arab minority and the Jewish majority during those years. Given the overall stability and persistence of the control framework over the Arab population during the state’s first two decades, and in light of the sustained subordination 
of the Arab minority,
 an immediate and very appealing answer is to say that affirmative action measures simply served the regime. Or, at the very least, such measures did very little to upset it
, because it is clear, from a historical perspective, that the oppressive regime was not destabilized.
 While this response has some degree of validity, it is not sufficiently nuanced to accurately reflect a complex reality. In contrast
, I will suggest that these mechanisms neither simply threatened nor sustained the status quo. Instead, they were part of a wider transformation from complete workforce segregation and strict military rule in the first decade of statehood, to a more integrated economic subordination during the second.   

With the inception of the state and after the end of the 1948 war, Arabs and Jews in Israel were largely segregated in every aspect of life: residential, educational, and in terms of employment. Over 90% percent of the Arab population lived in separate villages or towns.
 The schools, which were completely segregated during the British Mandate over Palestine, remained that way after 1948. This segregation was not imposed by a formal Jim Crow-like regime, but instead was a reflection of separate areas of settlement as well as a result of reoccurring decisions by state officials to facilitate 
Arab-speaking schools for the Arab population.
 Much like the school system, prior to the establishment of the state, the Arab and Jewish labor markets were also largely separated. As Zachary Lockman describes in his book Comrades and Enemies, the dominant Labor-Zionism ideology of “Hebrew labor” led Zionists leaders to “pursu[e] Hebrew labor and build up a relatively self-sufficient Jewish high-wage sector.” While there were some cases of cooperation between Arabs and Jews during the British Mandate, these mostly dissolved with the outbreak of violence following the United Nations Partition Plan in November 1947.
 
 Until 1957, this separatist structure was mostly sustained. In research published in 1966, Yoram Ben-Porath described that in the period before 1957, high rates of unemployment in the Jewish sector, caused mainly by the influx of Jewish immigrants of the early 1950s, led the Israeli government to continue protecting the Zionist ideal of “Hebrew Labor” and limited the ability of Arabs to work outside their villages and compete with Jewish immigrants striving for jobs. This was mainly done by the permits system imposed by the military regime.
 Michael Shalev adds that “[n]ot only was the political constellation at the elite level in support of binational class solidarity rather feeble; but on the ground, in the labor market arena, there were powerful forces in the first decade of sovereignty favoring . . . [the] strategy of Arab exclusion.”
 And indeed, as this article showed, measures adopted during the first decade mostly sought to fight acute Arab unemployment and integrate Arabs into the workforce, but were generally not directed at integrating them into predominantly Jewish institutions and businesses or the civil service. 
Yet, starting in 1957, the separatist structure of the labor market started to change, while the educational and residential restrictions were sustained. With the economic prosperity and high rate of employment in the Jewish sector in those years, the limitations on movement and the enforcement of employment segregation by the military regime were significantly eased.
 This 
process was supplemented by the adoption of various affirmative action measures seeking to integrate Arab workers into the national workforce, and specifically into the civil service and Jewish-run institutions and businesses. 

Reports describing employment trends in the Arab population confirm that during the second decade of Israel’s statehood there was a massive integration of Arab workers into the national economy. Yair Bäuml calls this “the migration of the Arab workers from the Arab sector to the Jewish sector.”
 Between 1959 and 1968, the number of Arabs working for state or Jewish-owned industries, rather than in Arab villages, increased from 48,000 to 82,800.
 While in 1959, 20 percent of Arab workers were employed outside their villages, in 1966, 50 percent of Arabs were employed outside their villages, mostly in Jewish-owned business, kibbutzim and other Jewish municipalities,
 and the civil service.
 Ben-Porath, who also described these trends, emphasized the rapid nature of this change in the mobility and integration of Arab workers into the Jewish sector.
 What was before largely two separate economies — one Arab, mainly agricultural, and confined to Arab villages, and the other Jewish and diverse — was transformed in those years, with half of the Arab workers employed by Jewish-owned businesses and by the state, mostly without changing their place of residency. 
However, this integration was not equally distributed along the socioeconomic ladder. Abba Hushi described the situation in Haifa, and explained that it represents the employment patters of most Arabs in the early 1960s: 

About 5,000 Arabs who live outside of Haifa work in it . . . They took over entire professions. Gardening completely. Half of construction. Not only unskilled work. They work in repair and welding — 80 percent. Tens of precepts work in refineries, they are in key positions. 900 Arab women work in household jobs . . . On the other hand, the market is closed to Arab high school graduates . . . Therefore, we need a transition . . . We need to open the market to Arab workers. We need not just to open it, but to create active equality. We need to work so they would be employed by Solel-Boneh [at the time the largest construction company] for example. Solel-Boneh employs many [Arab] laborers, but not one clerk (Pakid), maybe one or two.

However, Hushi’s hopes that efforts to promote “active equality” in the workforce would transform these patterns of unequal employment were unrealized. The majority of Arabs who started working for Jewish employers or for the state during the second decade were employed in what scholars called the secondary labor force of unskilled manual jobs, mainly in construction.
 Approximately 57 percent of the Arabs who entered the national workforce were employed in agriculture, construction, and other unskilled jobs, compared to only 12 percent of Jewish workers employed in those occupations in that period. Between 1959 and 1968, the percentage of Arabs employed in commerce and the service industry, such as in Jewish-owned hotels and restaurants, increased by 43 percent, the percentage of Arabs working in construction increased by 77 percent, and the percentage of Arabs employed in clerical jobs increased 11 percent.
 Arab workers in the Jewish sector were usually paid less than Jewish workers, albeit still earning more than they would have in the Arab sector.
 This shows that while Arabs and Jews started joining integrated workplaces, they held largely different occupations. At the same time, while the percentage of Arabs employed in clerical and related jobs in the civil service increased from approximately 2.3 percent in 1958 to 2.6 percent in 1964 and approximately 3.6 percent in 1969, it was far lower than their proportion of the population (11.4 percent in 1961 and 14.1 percent in 1967).
  Similarly, the percentage of Arab university students rose from 0.6 percent (46 students) in 1957 to 1.7 percent (607 students) in 1970,
 but this was still minimal in comparison to their proportion of the population. Furthermore, many of them dropped out before obtaining a degree.
 
Thus, affirmative action measures did lead to greater inclusion of the Arab population in the national economy in unprecedented way, and this should not be taken for granted. They took part in creating a new economic reality, in which Arabs who were either unemployed or worked in agricultural jobs in Arab villages increasingly worked for and with Jews in hotels, factories, hospitals, construction projects, and more. However, this was a case of hierarchical inclusion, in which Arabs mostly worked for Jews in low-paying and low-skilled jobs; while their integration into the civil service, higher education, and higher-paying jobs was significant in comparative terms, it was nonetheless remained minimal. By benefiting the Arab population and promoting its inclusion, albeit on unequal terms, affirmative action measures took part in advancing the transformation that occurred in those years in Israel’s control over the Arab population: from overt military oppression, to a more covert and more stable economic subordination, in which the majority of Arab workers are incorporated into a secondary labor force.
 

Conclusion
Hassan Jabareen, a Palestinian-Israeli scholar and lawyer, described the status of the Arab minority in Israel’s founding decades as “colonial citizenship,” under which a regime of control and hierarchy is sustained despite the existence of the right to vote.
 This article adds to and complicates this picture in three important ways. First, it reveals that, even as they imposed a regime of control, Israeli officials also adopted measures, today recognized as affirmative action, to promote the inclusion of the Arab population into the state workforce. Analyzing the discourse surrounding these policies, the second contribution this article makes is to reveal that policymakers employing these measures were motivated by conflicting interests and ideologies, some of which align with equality and some are in opposition to it. Thirdly, this article demonstrates how these measures promoted the integration of the Arab population into predominantly Jewish institutions and businesses and into civil service jobs. However, these measures were systematically limited to hierarchical inclusion. 
More broadly, it argues that Israel’s approach toward the Arab minority in its first two decades of statehood cannot be described in monolithic, binary, or even paradoxical terms. Instead, different measures were employed to advance multiple and coexisting interests, commitments, and approaches. At the same time that the military regime and land expropriation policies were enacted to consolidate Jewish dominance, affirmative action practices were also employed, motivated by both the desire to safeguard Jewish supremacy, on the one hand, and to fulfill egalitarian commitments, on the other. Just as important, this article also suggests that Jewish dominance and control over Arab citizens was not constant. Alongside other processes that began in 1957, affirmative action measures advanced a transformation of the regime from complete segregation and oppression imposed by military force in the first decade, to a more integrated and more stable form of economic subordination in the second
.

Stepping outside Israel’s local history, this account can also solicit interesting questions regarding the nature of affirmative action and its relationship with equality. The debate over the legitimacy of affirmative action continues to this day, inside and outside of courts 
around the globe. However, both its advocates and opponents have been limited by fixed and abstract conceptions of affirmative action. These conceptions are based on a form and definition that affirmative action assumed in a specific dominant historical context
.
 By studying a different historical context, in which the same policymakers pursued both overt state sanctioned oppression and workplace integration
, this article defamiliarizes affirmative action. It challenges some of the common assumptions and expectations regarding the relationship of affirmative action to egalitarian aspirations shared by both its proponents and critics.
Some historical studies have already weakened the strong identification between egalitarian commitments and the practice of affirmative action in the United States, showing how the justifications and motivations for pursuing affirmative action have changed over time. Most notably, in his book The Ironies of Affirmative Action, John David Skrentny revealed that affirmative action was not always closely identified with an egalitarian ideology. Tracing the antecedents of affirmative action in the United States, he found that, during its origins in the 1960s, affirmative action practices were motivated by instrumental elitist interests and advocated for as tools for social control.
 Skrentny and Paul Frymer have shown how, in the aftermath of the urban riots of the 1960s, the Johnson administration and business elites advocated for affirmative action measures, such as race-conscious hiring, preferential treatment, and even employment quotas, “not to remedy past and present discrimination, but to buy urban peace.”
 Affirmative action, they suggest, was understood as a tool to “mitigate the crisis [and] help to maintain control and order.”
 It was only later, during the 1970s, when courts became involved in controversies over affirmative action, that affirmative action practices became so closely identified with the ideals of racial justice.
 Others have documented the shift from egalitarian interests to the adoption of the diversity rationale, as well as the more recent takeover 
of the business case for affirmative action.
 

The motivations leading administrators outside of courtrooms
 to adopt affirmative action can and often do depart from egalitarian aspirations. However, this article also calls into question the essential
 function of affirmative action. Nancy Fraser has argued that affirmative action only reproduces 
existing inequalities. She explains that since affirmative action “[l]eav[es] intact the deep structures that generate racial disadvantage, it must make surface reallocations again and again” and “underline
[s] racial differentiation.”
 Yet the critique this history
 suggests is less deterministic. By highlighting the managerial function affirmative action measures can play, it undermines the assumed link between workforce inclusion and equality. It shows how affirmative action can be used as an administrative tool for managing a subordinated population, and raises questions about the terms
 in which it can achieve more than hierarchical forms of inclusion.

Finally, this article can contribute to the global study of affirmative action and its antecedents, beyond the familiar historical context of struggles for equal citizenship. A few studies have applied similar approaches to the history of affirmative action in the United States in the early 1960s
 and, even further back, to the antecedents of affirmative action in the Reconstruction Era in the 1860s and 1870s. As Robin Kelley argues “[t]he programs known collectively as Reconstruction (1865–77) were actually conceptualized during the Civil War (1861–65) and represented a fusion of elements in much the same way that affirmative action operates today.”

 Yet, perhaps even more importantly, this approach can be applied to
 the study of affirmative action in other colonial and post-colonial contexts.
 One especially interesting example
 is the measures targeting the Dalits in India. Gail Omvedt argues that “[t]he reservation system was instituted not so much on the basis of the Constitution as on that of the decades-old elite resistance to restructuring public employment. It serves several purposes. It allows the elite to maintain the facade of a generous patron of Dalits while continuing to deprive them of mass-level education and access to resource…”
 The Israeli case joins this earlier research in offering new understandings about the societies in which affirmative action was employed. However, just as importantly, these studies broaden the inquiry into the nature and potential of affirmative action and its contingent relationship to equality.
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�I would recommend instead “affirmative action in the workplace,” unless “employment affirmative action” is a widely recognized technical term.


�Do you mean “and earmarked jobs and vocational training courses” or “earmarked jobs, and established vocational training courses”?


�I’m no sure what this means exactly. Do you mean “in this period”? Is “subjected population management” a well-known term? If not, I would recommend “Israel’s ‘management’ of its subject population”


�Again, if this is not a technical term, I would recommend “affirmative action in the workplace”


�As above: “and earmarked jobs and vocational training courses” or “earmarked jobs, and established vocational training courses”?





�As above: Do you mean “in this period”? Is “subjected population management” a well-known term? If not, I would recommend “Israel’s ‘management’ of its subject population”





�As you mention original archival research in the graf above, I would reformulate as “Many of the official documents and archival materials consulted for this study have not previously been discussed in the research literature” or something similar.


�Do you mean “parliamentary”?


�Are both stages during the first wo decades?


�Since the three sections of the article are repeated in what follows, I think the “three pronged approach” sentence can be cut.


�


�Since you mention “during the first two decades” several times above, it does not need to be repeated here


�How is the commitment to full Jewish employment connected to separation? This point is not clear and the sentence seems to be incomplete.


�This entire section repeats material above. It can be cut


�The preceding sentences repeat material above and can be cut.


�What are the two? This seems like one concern.


�What about foreign relations? I’m not sure exactly what you mean. 


�In Israeli elections or, for instance, in the UN?


�I’m not sure that this is warranted here, as you argue above for a two-stage periodization. Is it two stage or at the same time?


�The remainder of this sentence and the one that follows repeat information above. 


�Is this correct?


�What do you mean by “appropriate”? That they were morally correct or correctly representative of the population?


�The deleted sentence is repetitive. 


�I don’t think this sentence adds much, and the references to earlier studies can be incorporated into footnote 8.


�I’m not sure what debating means here. The literature debates or the literature discussing existing debates?


�Here and in the following paragraph on the literature, I would recommend moving the specific discussions of previous scholars’ work to the notes (in the model of the paragraph above).


�Again, is this a technical term?


�It is not clear to me how this body of literature differs from the first. Can you clarify?


�This quote repeats material above. Especially given the extent of the footnote, I think this sentence can be cut. 


�By “mechanisms” do you mean the three approaches in the literature outlined above? Or the state’s approaches to affirmative action?


�Which of the three approaches described above is the “segmented labor market approach”? Your use of different terms here and immediately above is confusing.


�If I understand correctly, you are arguing for a less binary approach. In that light, I suggest replacing “deterministic” with “binary”


�Here again the best word would be “binary approach,” but the distinction between this point and the point above is unclear.


�Is “different” correct here?


�How is this different than your point regarding the functionalist model?


�“Palestinian elites”?


�As the second half of this sentence does not specifically relate to the elites, and repeats information above, I would suggest cutting. 


�What do you mean by potential? 


�“entailing”? “encompassing”? I’m not sure what “embracing” means here. 


�Perhaps better “goals” as measures cannot have qualities.


�I would move this affirmative action section up, immediately following the paragraph “Finally, the article evaluates the effects of these measures�.” This is an important theoretical point and should be highlighted.


�I’m not sure “symbolic” is the right word here. Can you clarify?


�I think your point is a little stronger than this: that your argument enables “a new and more nuanced perspective on” 


�The conclusing section of this paragraph repeats information in your discussion of affirmative action above. 


�Please confirm that these edits reflect your intention.


�Better: “leaderless,” but please confirm this reflects your intention.


�Usually, this is referred to as the “declaration of independence,” but it is called a “proclamation” on the Knesset English website.


�Why gradually? Meaning after voting rights? 


�Defend against what?


�Organization of what kind? This is unclear.


�I would suggest “without a livelihood.” If their lands were expropriated, it is obvious that they would no longer have them.


�The remainder of this paragraph repeats information above.


�Meaning “national” or meaning “government”?


�


�The deleted sentences repeat information above.


�“elusive” in what sense? Can you clarify your meaning here?


�What does this mean exactly? The histadrut? Would not these also be Jewish workplaces?


�T


�I am not clear what the distinction entails. What is the difference between the “national, public workforce” in type 1 and the “public sector” in type 2? Since you immediately go into more detail in what follows, and have already adumbrated the distinction between the two types above, I think these sentences can be cut. 


�I assume this means to train them in mechanized agriculture or the use of fertilizers and the like. If so, it might be worth spelling out what training this entailed.


�


�I think this can be rephrased more concisely as “However, at the same time Israel was also using affirmative action measures to promote the Arab population’s integration into the labor force.”


�What “does relief work” mean?


�“added” in what sense? This sentence is confusing.


�“in mixed cities”?


�why is this underlined? 


�“only” in the sense that the histadrut did not do so before the founding of the state? Or do you mean “only after”?


�again, there is some confusion between “state workforce” and “national workforce.” “State’s workforce” sounds like government employees. Is that your intention?


�As opposed to those with advanced degrees? If that is the intention, I might reword as “meaning mainly high school graduates”


�What are free professions?


�What does this mean?


�Again, I’m not sure what free professions means.


�מכוון כלפי פנים. לחשוב על מילה אחרת


�Does this better reflect your intention?


�I’m not sure what this means. Can you clarify?


�This does not make sense entirely in English. You might say : “Because equality means equality.”


�Or “oppression”


�It being the state suppression of the Arab minority?


�The deleted sentence is redundant. 


�Do you mean “create” or “allow”?


�Add here – Arabs were started to be incorporated to the Jewish workforce. >> this was done in some ways >> the permits system manly. 


This article supplement existing accounts by describing a set of positive measures for promoting this integration at both the level of blue color unskilled and of civil services and the educated Arabs. 


�These paragraphs largely repeat material discussed above and can be cut. They do not help your goal of discussion the “effects of these mechanisms on inequality between the Arab minority and the Jewish majority during those years.”


�Add here the segmented labor market perspective Shalev, Rozenhak and others


�Consider adding about the change in focus and the indetemancy of the measures. Or maybe at the end


�I’m not sure the specific mention of courts is apt here. Also in legislatures, for example.


�Which? The US?


�I would suggest changing the language here so as not to repeat “affirmative action”


�Takeover in what sense?


�This graf might be better in your introduction to provide historical context to your claims re affirmative action. Perhaps after the existing paragraph on affirmative action there?


�Since courtrooms have not been a dominant element in the article thus far, your repeated reference to them here needs some explanation. 


�Correct?


�“endorses”?


�The precise meaning of this quote is unclear. 


�Which history? Your article?


�What does “terms” mean here? Can you clarify?


�I don’t think this quote is necessary if you just said in the previous sentence that Reconstruction was a kind of affirmative action.


�I don’t think “mandate” (meaning “make required”) is the correct word here. What is your intention?


�The clause is unnecessary as you’ve already made the relevant point earlier in the paragraph.





