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ABSTRACT  
This article introduces and invites contributions to the Forum on 
Palestine: Agrarian Questions Unsettled. While agrarian political 
economy has received renewed attention in the Arab region, 
Palestine remains largely absent from debates on old and new 
agrarian questions. This article brings Palestine into conversation 
with critical agrarian studies, arguing that agrarian questions offer 
a valuable framework for examining how interlocking capitalist- 
colonial power structures shape issues of land, food, ecology, 
production, and social reproduction in Palestine. It also highlights 
the insights that Palestine can contribute to broader agrarian 
debates, challenging prevailing blind spots and enriching 
understandings of global agrarian struggles and transformations.
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1. Introduction

In December 2024, a delegation of La Via Campesina (LVC) traveled to Palestine at the invi
tation of the Union of Agricultural Work Committees, one of the largest Palestinian agricul
tural development organizations and the first Arab organization to join the LVC (La Via 
Campesina 2024). The 10-days visit aimed to express solidarity with the Palestinian 
people amid the genocidal war in Gaza, while also allowing delegates to witness 
firsthand the escalating settler violence in the West Bank. Since October 7, 2023, Israel 
has killed at least 65,000 Palestinians (Jamaluddine et al. 2025) and intensified its 
assault on Palestinian lands, life-sustaining infrastructures and agricultural systems. In 
Gaza, the systematic destruction of around 70 percent of agricultural lands, 83 percent 
of all plant life, 3700 greenhouses structures and most water wells and tanks (Forensic 
Architecture 2024) has contributed to plunging almost two million people into a state 
of catastrophic hunger. In the West Bank, the delegation observed alarming develop
ments, including the confiscation of over 5000 hectares of agricultural lands, the 
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destruction of crops and agricultural infrastructures, and heightened settler violence, all 
of which contribute to the displacement of Palestinians from their lands.

Representing more than 180 farmers’ organizations and some 200 million small-scale 
farmers, peasants and rural workers worldwide, the LVC delegation’s visit was a powerful 
expression of solidarity in a moment when Palestine and the solidarity movement with 
Palestine are under attack globally. Against this backdrop, Palestinian organizations like 
UAWC work relentlessly to shed light on Palestine’s  global land and agrarian justice 
issues. At the same time, through their work to protect the land and build a food sover
eignty movement on the ground, they reaffirm the centrality of Palestine as site of 
struggle against the uneven dynamics of agrarian change emerging in relation to 
entangled processes of settler colonialism and neoliberal development under ongoing 
occupation. Notwithstanding this, agrarian Palestine has received little attention by agrar
ian scholars over the last decades and crucial issues of land, agriculture and food have 
been often overlooked or, at best, framed through the lens of human rights abuses 
and international law violations.

As a matter of fact, this region has long remained marginalized in academic debates on 
land grabs, urbanization, labor migration, social reproduction, food sovereignty and 
climate change – rarely appearing in prominent critical agrarian studies journals and 
remaining a blind spot in debates on old and new agrarian questions. This exclusion 
builds on the widespread perception of Palestine as an exceptional case, somehow a 
residue of the past, as if colonialism and war were not normal tools of accumulation 
for capital in our global present. As a result, the diverse ways in which heterogeneous 
Palestinian rural communities use their lands, produce their food and make a living 
while also interacting with colonial regimes of law, setter capital, and global markets is 
often overlooked. This trend has been further reinforced by the lack of attention in 
Middle East and Palestinian studies to rural issues and agrarian questions, especially 
since the 1990s.

This article aims to address this gap and to reflect on how agrarian questions can 
provide a valuable framework for examining the ways in which interwoven structures 
of capitalist and colonial power shape land, food, ecology, production, and social repro
duction, as well as agrarian struggles and global solidarity in and beyond Palestine. It pos
itions Palestine as a critical site for exploring and conceptualizing broader agrarian studies 
issues, including land, food production, labor, agricultural development, climate change 
and collective liberation. Bringing Palestine in conversation with critical agrarian studies 
and agrarian political economy, and vice versa, it introduces a new JPS forum that aims to 
foster discussion around a simple question: What can old and new agrarian questions tell 
us about Palestine and what can Palestine tell us about these questions?

This conversation began in the spring of 2024 with an online seminar series, entitled 
‘Palestinian agricultural development between colonialism, globalisation, and liberation’, 
and continued into 2025 with a second cycle of seminars. These seminars have been a 
space of discussion and exchange among scholars, activists and practitioners on how 
agrarian transformations have emerged in the West Bank, Gaza Strip, and across Palestine 
in relation to the co-articulation between settler colonialism and global capitalism, as well 
as to the politics of heterogeneous Palestinian agrarian classes that grapple with and 
oppose these forces in their quest for land and life. This article is an invitation to 
explore these critical topics further and to connect current issues in Palestine with 
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broader themes in agrarian political economy by contributing to the JPS Forum 
on Palestine: Agrarian Questions Unsettled.

The remainder of this article is as follows: the first section reviews contemporary 
debates on the Agrarian Question (hereafter AQ), highlighting key gaps in current 
research, particularly regarding the Arab region and Palestine. The second section 
traces the evolution of Palestinian agrarian studies, examining how scholarship has 
engaged with issues of dispossession, economic transformation, and resistance under 
changing political-economic circumstances. Finally, the third section brings critical agrar
ian studies in dialog with Palestinian studies, positioning Palestinian agrarian struggles 
within broader global debates on land, labor, and food sovereignty while exploring 
how Palestine can inform current AQ debates.

2. Land and agrarian questions: current debates and absences

In the twenty-first century, the multiplication and intensification of global land and agrar
ian struggles has brought renewed scholarly attention to the Agrarian Question (AQ), rein
vigorating long-standing debates on agrarian capitalism, colonialism, and the politics of 
heterogeneous agrarian classes over land, labor, and the means of social reproduction in 
the countryside. In this current historical conjecture, debates on the AQ are more alive 
than ever, offering powerful insights into rapidly shifting rural worlds and agrarian land
scapes. After reviewing some of these debates in the first part of this section, we will high
light some of the silences and omissions that characterize the current research agenda on 
the AQ, with the aim of starting a new thread of conversation that could fill this gap.

2.1. The ‘classical’ agrarian question and its afterlives

Rooted in the foundational work of Marx and Engels, the AQ emerged in the nineteenth 
century as a framework to study the development of capitalism in agrarian societies and 
the consequent fate of the peasantry. In its ‘classical’ version, the AQ focused on how 
capitalism seized control of agriculture and the role of agriculture in ushering in the 
accumulation process necessary for national industrialization, as well as the implications 
of this for class differentiation and agrarian struggles. These issues have invigorated over a 
century of debate, for which some detailed critical surveys already exist (Akram-Lodhi and 
Kay 2010). What interests us is to explore how today’s context for and objects of land and 
agrarian struggles have redefined the contour of the AQ, challenging traditional formu
lations, as well as the assumption that the AQ has been resolved (Bernstein 2006). As 
Jacobs (2018, 888) has rightly pointed out, the AQ cannot be resolved on purely theoreti
cal grounds as it is ‘not only an object in theory but also an object of empirical 
investigation’.

The problem with treating the AQ as a theoretical abstraction rather than a set of social, 
economic, political, and environmental processes that define the conditions of life, and 
death, on the land for millions of people across the world is that it invisibilizes the hetero
geneity of agrarian political struggles emerging in today’s global context, marked by 
deeply interconnected and mutually reinforcing food, agrarian and climate crises. 
These crises have become particularly acute over the last decades of neoliberal economic 
restructuring, further exacerbated by wars and military conflicts. For instance, a recent 
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study conducted on the greenhouse gas emissions of the Gaza war revealed that, in just 
the first 120 days, its emissions matched the total annual emissions of 26 individual 
countries (Neimark et al. 2024).

It is within this context of profound crisis and uncertainty that a new grammar of social 
conflict and agrarian struggles has emerged, shedding light on the on-going relevance of 
the AQ in the twenty-first century while bringing into view new aspects of it.

First and foremost, within current agrarian struggles – understood here as the diverse 
behaviors and practices through which working people challenge and oppose colonial- 
capitalist social relations – land, and the control of it, has emerged as a critical issue. 
Land has historically been fraught with conflicts and struggles at a global level (Guldi 
2022; Sikor and Lund 2010). However, its political and economic significance seems to 
have generally increased over recent decades, spurring renewed attention to the land 
question – who owns it, how it is used, and what politics arise from it (Borras et al. 
2011). These debates have gained new vitality after the 2007–2008 financial, food and 
energy crisis that brought millions of hectares under the control of corporations and 
financial capital, with states often playing a central role in these processes by promoting 
the formalization and commodification of land, which, once detached from social bond, 
can be easily traded on the market (Wolford et al. 2024). Described as development 
opportunities by its proponents, and as ‘land grabs’ by its opponents, the acquisition 
of large tracts of land for productive, speculative or conservationist purposes has revita
lized debates on land politics and the role that dispossession continues to play in both 
primitive and advanced forms of (global) capital accumulation (Borras and Franco 2024; 
Harvey 2003, 2009).

Scholars have examined drivers of the global land rush and its varied consequences for 
rural populations – highlighting how its impacts vary along lines of class, gender, ethni
city, caste, and generation (Fairbairn et al. 2014; Levien, Watts, and Yan 2018). While 
amplifying preexisting social and economic inequalities, the expansion of agribusiness 
plantations, conservation areas and energy parks also contributes to the creation of 
new patterns of social differentiation, generating cycles of further dispossession and 
loss (Shattuck et al. 2023). As a result, land is increasingly concentrated in a few hands, 
whether through violence or other means. Yet, as rural people are dispossessed of their 
land, their labor is rendered increasingly redundant to capital (Li 2011). While this 
echoes the historical experience of Indigenous communities for whom dispossession 
didn’t necessarily generate exploitation but rather abandonment, expulsion or elimin
ation (Coulthard 2014), this reality is now becoming widespread, raising new debates 
on the relationship between dispossession and exploitation (Gago and Mezzadra 2017). 
Rather than separate forces with distinct outcomes, these processes appear increasingly 
interwoven, giving rise to new forms of exclusion, coercion and control.

A central focus of these debates remains the AQ of labor, that is how do ‘working 
people’ (Shivji 2017) make a living and reproduce the conditions of their existence 
under contemporary capitalism. According to Bernstein (2009, 73; 2025), it is rather impor
tant to capture the different experiences of emerging ‘classes of labour’ who pursue their 
livelihoods across ‘different sites of the social division of labor: urban and rural, agricul
tural, and non-agricultural, as well as wage employment and self-employment’. Indeed, 
rural households’ livelihood portfolios have hybridized (Hecht 2014), reflecting a reconfi
gured gender division of labor within and outside of the house, as well as new patterns of 
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migratory, informal and precarious labor across both rural and urban spaces. Rural out- 
migration to global cities gives rise to more complex and hybrid forms of politics, such 
as land occupations for urban agriculture and food production (Jacobs 2024). This new 
centrality of land in urban struggles not only blurs the traditional urban-rural dichotomy 
that characterized the ‘classical’ AQ but also complicates its productivist bias (Mezzadri 
et al. 2024).

A main contribution of agrarian, feminist, and indigenous movements in recent 
decades has been to reveal the multiple forms of labor – extending beyond waged 
work – on which capitalism relies for endless accumulation. These include the biological 
and intergenerational reproduction of labor that, alongside the unpaid work of nature – 
appropriated as a source of productive inputs and waste discharge – form the foun
dations of capital’s endless accumulation (Cousins 2022; Moore 2015). To this, a third 
form of unpaid labor must be added: the extraction of wealth and resources from the 
colonies, a historical process that continues to structure global capitalism. Taken together, 
the ‘unpaid work of women, nature and the colonies’ represent capitalism’s background 
conditions of possibility, as well as the terrain of intense struggles (Fraser 2017; Mies 
1986). Land remains central to these struggles which, in turn, highlight that land is 
neither a mere commodity nor an object like any other: it is the basis of life. Thus, 
struggles for land can be – indeed, often are – struggles for sustaining life and, more 
broadly, to defend alternative ways of inhabiting and relating to the world, while asserting 
the very possibility of collective futures.

At the same time, such struggles have brought into view how class articulates with 
other relations of social difference that have historically been produced and exacerbated 
by interlocking structures of oppression and domination operating across multiple scales, 
from the local to the global (Levien, Watts, and Yan 2018). The creation and intensification 
of these inequalities across different geographies didn’t in fact happen all at once or in 
uniform ways but were rather shaped by the operations of settler colonialism1 and imperi
alism on a world-scale and the forms of resistance they encountered on the ground. As 
such, questions of gender, race, nature, colonialism, and imperialism that were largely 
sidelined in debates of the classical AQ are now inseparable from iterations of the AQ 
that now appear as a constellation of interconnected questions.

Yet, as the AQ takes new forms and meanings, its modes of investigation continue to 
be largely shaped by ‘capital-centric epistemology’ (McMichael 1997) characteristic of the 
classical AQ. While this is by no means hegemonic and is increasingly being challenged by 
new generations of critical agrarian scholars, it is important to shed light on the blind 
spots that such perspective has created, on the one hand, on the diversity of political, ter
ritorial, and violent processes driving change in agrarian relations and politics in different 
regions, and on the other hand, on some regions that, due to on-going wars, military 
occupation, territorial invasions, and violent dispossessions, continue to be considered 
as ‘exceptional’. This is especially evident in the case of Palestine, and the broader Arab 
region (Ajl 2021), where on-going settler colonialism, wars and imperial policies have pro
foundly influenced dynamics of agrarian change, development trajectories, and the 

1That is a structure of domination in which the colonizers seek not only to control but to replace the Indigenous popu
lation, often through land dispossession, economic subjugation, and the dismantling of native social structures (Wolfe 
2012).
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destiny of rural and territorial communities. In turn, these policies have contributed to 
marginalization of this region as a critical site of agrarian inquiry. We will now turn to 
examine the silence surrounding the region in more detail.

2.2. Regional silences in the AQs debate

Despite hosting a rural population of 120 million – 84 million of whom depend primarily 
on small-scale agriculture – the Arab region has long remained absent from debates on 
AQs and, more broadly, from Western academic journals concerned by issues of agrarian 
change and rural development (Riachi and Martiniello 2023). This exclusion is particularly 
paradoxical given the region’s rich agrarian histories and its contemporary relevance for 
understanding broader patterns and dynamics of agrarian change. The growing number 
of recent contributions in critical agrarian studies focusing on the Arab region attests to 
the increasing urgency of addressing this gap. These include Basha (2022) on the agrarian 
question in Yemen; Henderson (2021) on agro-capitalism in the Gulf; Perosino (2023) on 
agrarian change and social differentiation in Jordan; Martiniello and Kassem (2023) on 
food regimes in Lebanon; and Sajadian (2024) on the gendered economy of debt 
among Syrian farmworkers.

Together, these contributions help make the dynamics of agrarian life in the Arab 
region visible by recovering the voices and experiences of farmers, traders, forced 
migrants, refugees, exiles, and urbanites. In so doing, they uncover a rich archive of agrar
ian histories – of land accumulation and rural revolts, agrarian reforms and war, agricul
tural self-sufficiency and food dependency, as well as enduring land and agrarian 
struggles. Their importance lies in moving beyond Western narratives that portray the 
region as exceptional, and beyond nationalist or class-based accounts that reduce the 
AQ in these regions to mere binaries.

Yet this archive remains incomplete without Palestine. While avoiding any forms of 
exceptionalism, it remains crucial to recognize the particular intensity of land and agrarian 
struggles in Palestine, shaped by the nature of Zionist settler colonialism – a project that 
simultaneously dispossesses, displaces, eliminates, and at times exploits Palestinians to 
sustain its own reproduction. These dynamics have produced highly uneven patterns 
of agrarian transformation, marked by forced depeasantization, spatial fragmentation, 
militarized land control, and recurrent cycles of destruction and reconstruction. Despite 
this, Palestinian agrarian trajectories remain marginal in critical agrarian studies. This is 
particularly regrettable given the richness of Palestinian agrarian history: from peasant 
revolts in the 1930s to popular uprisings of the 1980s and 2000s, and the growing move
ment for food sovereignty and ecological justice in the 2010s.

These struggles are just a glimpse into the complex dynamics of Palestinian agrarian 
change – encompassing shifting property relations, land use regimes, labor dynamics 
and rural-urban configurations, as well as their entanglements with regional and global 
political-economic dynamics. In fact, Palestine occupies a central place in the political 
economy of the Arab region and exemplifies broader patterns of resource extraction, 
land dispossession, and economic dependency (Hanieh 2013; Kadri 2016). Hence, sidelin
ing Palestine in AQs debates not only distorts our understanding of regional patterns of 
agrarian change but also contributes to depoliticizing the Palestinian question, reducing 
it to a humanitarian or security issue rather than recognizing it as a site of active struggle 
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against settler-colonialism and capitalist exploitation, and thus erasing local societies as 
political subjects (Dajani and Henderson 2024).

Misrepresentations of Palestinians and Palestine have historically served to justify 
imperial wars, military invasions, and humanitarian interventions. As Said (1979, 8) 
observed long ago, ‘Palestine has always played a special role in the imagination and 
in the political will of the West, which is whereby common agreement modern Zionism 
also originated’. From the 1880s onward, the Zionist movement reproduced Orientalist 
narratives that framed Palestine as a land to be settled, systematically erasing its 
indigenous population from historical and political accounts. This discursive erasure 
was not merely symbolic; it functioned as a strategic tool of colonial violence, justifying 
both past and ongoing eliminationist policies. Zionist settler-colonialism has always 
relied on the support of Western powers – from British backing in the establishment of 
Israel in 1948 to the pivotal role played by the United States since the 1970s. In turn, 
Israel has served as a strategic asset for Western powers, playing a central role in what 
Ajl (2024) describes as efforts to ‘balkanize, de-develop, intimidate, and occupy the 
Arab region,’ while advancing economic normalization and regional integration on 
Western terms.

This dynamic became particularly evident with the signing of the Abraham Accords 
between Israel and the United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, and Morocco in 2020. While pre
sented as ushering in a new era of regional peace, these accords primarily sought to 
realign the Arab region with Western geostrategic interests amid intensifying global riv
alries. These accords positioned Israel as a central pillar in this strategy, attempting to 
sidestep the Palestinian question entirely (Dana 2024). However, rather than stabilizing 
the region, this realignment has fueled new crises – the most severe in decades.

In mainstream Western academic and political discourses, the structural factors under
lying these crises are frequently ignored. Instead, decontextualized narratives reduce 
complex political, economic, and environmental dynamics to isolated events. This has 
been particularly evident in representations of October 7, which has been widely framed 
as an unprecedented rupture occurring in a historical vacuum, rather than part of a 
longer historical trajectory. This neglect extends to Western debates on AQs, where Pales
tine remains largely absent, despite the deep engagement of Palestinian scholars with 
agrarian and food sovereignty issues, both in theory and in practice (Ajl 2021). Yet, this 
omission risks reinforcing a broader intellectual and political trend that tends to erase 
Palestine or at best exceptionalize it. By treating it as a unique case, framed solely as the 
site of a conflict between two national projects, the lived reality of Palestinians is often 
obscured, despite its resonance with that of other colonized, exploited and marginalized 
communities around the world, past and present. This marginalization also extends to 
Palestinian scholars and intellectuals, whose work is frequently dismissed as overly particu
laristic, seen as relevant only to Palestinian studies rather than contributing to broader 
theoretical and comparative discussions. This epistemic exclusion, reinforced by structural 
barriers such as restrictions on mobility, limited access to the field, and censorship, isolates 
Palestine within a separate intellectual domain.

Yet, Palestine has long been an important site of knowledge production on agrarian 
issues. In the next section, we turn to a closer examination of agrarian debates within 
Palestinian studies, highlighting how Palestinian scholars have engaged with these ques
tions and their implications for broader discussions on AQ.
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3. Palestine and agrarian studies

Over the past century, Palestine has endured a process of spatial, demographic, 
and political fragmentation, alongside discursive erasure, as a result of protracted and 
on-going settler-colonial invasion. As Said (1993) argued, colonization operates both 
materially and discursively, turning ‘imagined geographies’ constructed by groups with 
territorial ambitions into physical control over land. In Palestine, this process has involved 
the displacement, dispossession, and disenfranchisement of Arab Palestinian land users 
and owners, facilitated by Orientalist and colonial narratives that denied their very exist
ence and framed Palestinian agriculture as backward and in need of improvement. Such 
ideology of improvement positions local agrarian knowledge and practices as inferior and 
justifies appropriation through the argument of enhancing the value of the land and its 
people (Bhandar 2018; Kirk 2024). Studying Palestinian agriculture is therefore essential to 
grasping the material and ideological forces reshaping rural spaces and agrarian relations 
in Palestine. This section traces the evolution of agrarian studies on Palestine, examining 
how scholarship has addressed dispossession, economic transformation, and resistance 
within shifting political-economic contexts.

3.1. Studies on dispossession and transformations in agrarian Palestine

In response to Orientalist and colonial narratives, Palestinian studies emerged in the 
second half of the twentieth century, with early research focusing on agriculture and 
rural life (Doumani 1992). A first body of scholarship examined the socio-economic and 
political transformations that reshaped Palestinian rural spaces and society from the nine
teenth century onward, first under European influence during the late Ottoman period 
and later under the British Mandate (1920-1947). Scholars explored dynamics of agrarian 
transformation through studies of rural life and the peasantry, focusing on communal 
organization (hamula), collective land tenure (masha’a), and subsistence economies 
(Doumani 1995; Scholch 1986), as well as on how capitalist relations had already 
expanded in the countryside before the Nakba. Contrary to the narrative that Zionist 
settlement alone brought ‘modernization’ to Palestine, research based on Ottoman 
archives demonstrated that, in the nineteenth century, Palestine was already well inte
grated regional and global trade networks (Doumani 1995; Owen 1981) and complex 
economic and land tenure systems existed (Issawi 1982; Mundy and Smith 2007). Other 
works have highlighted the role of rural communities in resistance movements and the 
increasing politicization of peasants in response to British colonial rule and Zionist colo
nization (Kanafani 1972; Sayigh 1979; Yazbak 2000). Much attention has been paid to colo
nial land tenure reforms that facilitated Zionist land acquisition, restructured agricultural 
production, and imposed legal and administrative frameworks that facilitated colonial 
extraction (El-Eini 2006; Granott 1956; Norris 1993; Zu’bi 1984).

Scholars have also examined land and water conflicts linked to early Zionist coloniza
tion in Palestine. Much attention has been paid to how the Ottoman Land Code of 1858, 
and its subsequent amendments, restructured property relations in rural Palestine, con
centrating land in the hands of large Arab landowners and weakening the tenure security 
of small-scale farmers (Mundy and Smith 2007; Tamari 1999). Zionist settlers exploited 
these circumstances to acquire vast tracts of land during the British Mandate and later, 
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especially after 1948 and 1967, used these legal frameworks, in conjunction with British 
Mandate policies, to continue dispossessing Palestinians of their lands. At the same 
time, the continuity of dispossession mechanisms across Ottoman, British, and Israeli 
rule has been highlighted in the literature (Abu Bakr 2006; Abu Hussein and Mc Kay 
2003; Fischbach 2003; Hadawi 1957; Hizmawi 1996).

This body of work on pre-Nakba agrarian Palestine is complemented by two other 
strands of scholarship on agrarian issues in Palestine (Kirk and Kohlbry 2024). The first 
focuses on the impacts of the Nakba on Palestinian land, livelihoods and rural life 
within the borders of the newly established state of Israel, and the fate of the around 
150,000 Arab Palestinians who remained there after 1948 (Makhoul 1982; Rosenfeld 
1978; Zureik 1976). The second strand, while influenced by earlier debates on disposses
sion and proletarianization of Palestinians in post-Nakba Israel (Abu Kushk 1984; Makhul 
1984; Nasr Allah 1984), is primarily concerned with the consequences of the 1967 Israeli 
occupation on agrarian life and landscapes in the West Bank and Gaza. We will explore 
this second body of work in the next section.

3.2. Agriculture as a Palestinian national concern in the 1970s–1980s

While a few studies on Palestinian agriculture were published in the 1970s by the 
Palestinian Research Center2 (Abu Arjeely 1971, 1991; Al-Amiri 1974), interest in this 
subject grew in the 1980s. The journal S. āmid al-Iqtis. ādī3, for example, was established 
in 1979. Their publications highlighted the impact of Israeli land and water confiscation 
policies in the West Bank and Gaza on Palestinian agrarian life. These policies directly 
affected access to resources, and consequently production, while also hindering adap
tation and innovation in the agricultural sector. Restrictions on land and water access 
became central tools of Israeli control. Nearly 50% of West Bank land was confiscated, 
while grazing areas were increasingly off-limits to Palestinian herders. Agricultural 
water extraction and usage were also restricted, reducing productivity (S. āmid al- 
Iqtis. ādī, issues 46, 48,61,76, and 84; Shu’un Falastinya, issue 127).

The occupation also reshaped trade networks. Palestinian products faced bureaucratic 
and logistical obstacles, especially for export, while local markets were flooded with Israeli 
goods, leading to price drops amid rising production costs. This pressure forced many 
farmers to seek alternative employment, particularly in Israel (Abu al-Nasr 1985; Abu 
Subayh 1991; Awartani 1986). In the absence of a structured institutional framework, 
land fragmentation and the lack of cooperative structures limited the capacity of the agri
cultural sector to adapt and develop. Finally, the rise of a consumer culture gradually 
diverted investments away from agriculture, contributing to its gradual decline 
(Mus. t.afā 1986).

In 1980, the Center for Rural Studies at An-Najah University initiated applied research on 
Palestinian agriculture, focusing on production and marketing (Abu Bakr 1990; Abu Salih 
and Abd al-Raziq 1991; Abu Umar 1991; Al-Aqtam 1991; Awartani and Juda 1991; Sawalha 

2The Palestinian Research Center (PRC) is one of the organizations of the PLO, established in 1965 in Beirut. The PRC is 
now based in Ramallah – Occupied Palestinian Territory – from where it continues to operate.

3The S. āmid al-Iqtis. ādī journal is published by the Palestinian Martyrs Workers Society (Samed Association), which was 
established in 1979 in Beirut as the first production association for the Palestinian revolution. It also represented 
the first Palestinian economic initiative, serving as the nucleus for the Palestinian public sector.
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1983, 1984, 1986). This shift reflected the growing role of agriculture as a tool of resistance 
and steadfastness – sumud in Arabic – under occupation. The study of agricultural coop
eratives became central: these structures, acting as intermediaries between institutions 
and farmers, facilitated access to financial and technical support, notably through the Jor
danian-Palestinian Joint Committee4 (Obayyidat 1982; Jarrar 1986). Their expansion was 
part of a broader strategy of self-sufficiency and economic independence in the face of 
occupation. After the forced exile of the PLO from Amman (1970) and later Beirut 
(1982), the Palestinian leadership redirected its efforts toward the occupied territories, 
implementing sumud programs to challenge the occupation, reduce economic depen
dency on Israel and promote self-reliance (Nakhleh 2004; Panosetti and Roudart 2024).

Raja Khalidi (2014) refers to this as a form of ‘Palestinian economic nationalism’, inte
grating development into the national struggle. Academic production increasingly cen
tered on the West Bank and Gaza, seen as the foundation of a future Palestinian state. 
By the late 1980s, studies influenced by Dependency theory promoted economic self- 
sufficiency as a prerequisite for political autonomy (Dakkak 1988; Mansour 1983; Sayigh 
1986). Some research also analyzed the socio-economic transformations of Palestinians 
from 1948, highlighting how land confiscation and forced integration into the Israeli 
economy reshaped production and property relations (Mus. t.afā 1986; Al Ad-Dajani 
1980; Khitab 1985).

For a long time, studies on agrarian Palestine conflated rurality with agriculture, treat
ing the rural world as a homogeneous unit. This approach obscured internal disparities, 
particularly class differences between small and large farmers, as well as gender dynamics 
and the role of child labor. Rural communities were often portrayed as a unified social 
force resisting the Israeli colonial project in Palestine. Centered on resisting the occu
pation, this framework prioritized land and resource preservation in the face of Israeli 
colonial strategies, while relegating internal inequalities to the ‘post-liberation’ period. 
This orientation reflected the PLO’s political stance, which emphasized first and foremost 
national unity while postponing broader debates on internal socio-economic dynamics.

A significant shift in the academic debate occurred in the mid-1980s, when two doc
toral dissertations analyzing the socio-economic transformations of the agricultural 
sector were published. Salim Tamari (1983) examined the impact of spatial diversity on 
these dynamics, showing how the introduction of new technologies influenced debt, 
women’s and children’s labor, and family structures, particularly in the Jordan Valley 
and the central highlands of the West Bank. Alex Pollock (1987), on the other hand, 
explored the intersection of colonization and capitalism in Jordan Valley agriculture, 
drawing on surveys conducted by the Arab Thought Forum to analyze the economic 
structures imposed by Israeli occupation.

At the same time, several books published in the West Bank deepened the analysis of 
the agricultural sector through the lens of political economy. Samara (1990) criticized the 
Arab Thought Forum’s5 orientations and proposed a model of ‘development by popular 

4The Jordanian-Palestinian Committee for Supporting the Steadfastness (Sumud) of the Palestinian People in the Occu
pied Territories was established in 1979 following the Ninth Arab Summit in Baghdad in 1978. The committee is respon
sible for managing an annual financial budget of $150 million, which was approved during that Summit to support 
Palestinians in the occupied territories over a period of 10 years.

5The Arab Thought Forum was established by Palestinian intellectuals in 1977 in Jerusalem. It focused mainly on the 
issues of national development under occupation.
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protection,’ emphasizing agriculture as a lever for endogenous and emancipatory devel
opment. His approach sought to ensure food self-sufficiency while reducing dependence 
on the colonial economy. Other studies, such as those by Al-Maliki and Shalabi (1993), 
highlighted the ‘proletarianization’ of agricultural labor after 1967. Their research based 
on three villages demonstrated how agriculture was no longer the primary source of live
lihoods for many households due to the increasing integration of Palestinian workers into 
other sectors of the Israeli economy.

3.3. The absence of research on agriculture and agrarian issues in the post-Oslo 
years

After the Oslo Accords were signed in the mid-1990s, research on Palestinian agriculture 
declined significantly. Scholars primarily shifted their focus to Palestinian governance and 
national state building in the wake of the peace process (Labadi 2023). At the same time, a 
‘cultural turn’ in Palestinian studies redirected attention toward identities, culture, and the 
arts, marginalizing agrarian political economy analysis. For instance, between 1995 and 
2009, no studies on rural issues and agriculture were published in the Journal of Palestine 
Studies, signaling a growing disinterest in these topics. Yet, the creation of the Palestinian 
Authority (PA) in 1994 did not alleviate the structural constraints affecting the agricultural 
sector. On the contrary, the Israeli occupation continued to restrict access to land and 
water, control imports and exports, and limit the movement of agricultural products, 
severely undermining Palestinian production and marketing capacities.

In this context, the PA, alongside the donor community, prioritized the service and 
trade sectors at the expense of agriculture. Its agricultural policy, oriented toward inter
national competitiveness, favored agribusinesses and the production of high-value 
crops for export, weakening the position of small-scale farmers who faced both increasing 
competition and the restrictions imposed by the occupation. This shift was also reflected 
in academic research. The latter adopted a sectoral approach, focusing on agriculture’s 
contribution to GDP and foreign trade rather than on the living conditions of farmers. 
Influenced by neoclassical macroeconomics, these studies often overlooked dynamics 
of dispossession, analyzing Palestinian agriculture through the lens of market dysfunc
tions rather than as a sector constrained by occupation (Cobham and Kanafani 2004; 
Diwan and Shaban 1999).

Between 2000 and 2010, agriculture remained marginal in research, with only few 
studies published by the Palestinian Economic Policy Research Institute (MAS) (Abu 
Qaʿud 2005; Abu Umar 1991; Al-Sarwaji 2009). Yet, as the promised economic gains of 
the Oslo Accords failed to materialize, research gradually shifted its focus toward the struc
tural challenges of development under occupation. However, neoclassical macroeconomics 
remained dominant, continuing to frame agriculture in terms of market distortions rather 
than recognizing it as a strategic sector or a site of anti-colonial struggle. Within this frame
work, Palestinian agriculture was perceived as a neutral economic activity governed by 
technical and institutional factors. The sector’s difficulties were attributed to administrative 
failures, with little consideration of colonial dynamics or the role of the PA’s neoliberal pol
icies in the growing integration of Palestinian agriculture into Israel’s economy.

The 2007–2008 global crisis reignited the interest of international organizations (UN, 
World Bank) in Palestinian agriculture, leading to a proliferation of reports and studies. 
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However, these works often perpetuated a neoliberal approach, prioritizing greater inte
gration into the global market over support for local autonomy (Abu-Sada 2008). The 
‘Palestinian Reform and Development Plan 2008-2010’ of Salam Fayyad’s West Bank gov
ernment reflects this shift toward agricultural liberalism. It promotes the development of 
an agri-food industry based on high value-added export crops, along with the creation of 
post-harvest (storage, quality control, processing, etc.) and other commercial infrastruc
tures. This plan also led to the establishment of agro-industrial business parks designed 
to attract national, Israeli and international capital.

3.4. A renewed interest in agrarian issues after 2010

During the 2010s, critiques of Oslo’s political economy intensified, denouncing the neo
liberal strategies adopted by the Palestinian Authority (PA) under occupation (Labadi 
2023). The economic policies of Salam Fayyad, including those related to agriculture, 
were analyzed through the lens of colonial power relations, highlighting a depoliticization 
that obscured the asymmetries imposed by the occupation (Khalidi and Samour 2011). 
These studies demonstrated that the development and peace policies supported by 
the international community and the PA had weakened Palestinian society while reinfor
cing the Israeli colonial regime (Nakhleh 2011; Omar and Mandy 2014). Some works 
placed Palestine in a global perspective by analyzing the impact of global capitalism 
and comparing Israeli settler colonialism to other historical experiences (Haddad 2016; 
Hanieh 2013). They also shed light on the effects of the PA’s neoliberal policies on agri
culture, particularly in the Jordan Valley, where the export-oriented approach increased 
dependence on the Israeli market (Hilal 2013; Dana 2013, Sharida 2013).

At the same time, comparative studies on settler colonialism deepened the analysis of 
dispossession dynamics and the formation of a landless peasantry – first exploited in the 
Jewish economy before 1948, then in the Israeli economy after the Nakba. By comparing 
Palestine to other colonial contexts (North America, South Africa, Australia, Algeria), these 
studies challenge the exceptionalism often attributed to Israel and Palestine (Salamanca 
et al. 2012; Veracini 2013).

Since the mid-2010s, economic resistance and food sovereignty have sparked renewed 
interest. New research highlights the strategic role of agriculture in land struggles and as a 
tool for resisting Israeli settler colonialism (Khalidi 2016; Latte 2019; Tartir 2016). Opposing 
neoliberal approaches, these studies advocate for alternative models, particularly agricul
tural cooperatives, drawing inspiration from the First Intifada as an example of building a 
resistance economy (Tabar 2015). In response to Israel’s land and resource dispossession, 
these works call for an agriculture focused on self-sufficiency to strengthen land and food 
sovereignty and economic autonomy. They emphasize the need to reorient agricultural 
policies toward greater community resilience and criticize the growing dependence on 
export circuits integrated into the Israeli economy (Abdelnour, Tartir, and Zurayk 2012; 
El Zein 2017; Hanieh 2016; Zurayk et al. 2012).

Simultaneously, an emerging body of critical literature is revitalizing the field of Palesti
nian agrarian studies. Centering land-based social relations, these studies explore changing 
regimes of land use and property (Panosetti and Roudart 2022), labor and class (Ross 2019), 
and livelihoods and social reproduction (Panosetti and Roudart 2024; Salamanca 2024), as 
well as ecology (Amira 2021), and the various processes shaping the Palestinian landscape, 
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from urbanization to land reclamation and capital-intensive agriculture (Kohlbry 2022; Trot
tier, Leblond, and Garb 2019). A new body of critical research is also emerging from within 
Israel, focusing on the devastation of Palestinian Bedouin economies in the Naqab region 
and how these communities have drawn on an international discourse of Indigenous 
rights recognition to advance their struggle for land (Nasasra 2012; Nasasra et al. 2014; 
Kedar, Amara, and Yiftachel 2018; Latour 2019). Kaminer’s recent book examines the repla
cement of Palestinian agricultural workers in Israel with migrant Thai labor (Kaminer 2024), 
while Gutkowski (2024) explores what remains of Palestinian agriculture in Israel today. This 
renewed interest in agrarian issues across the varied geographies of historical Palestine not 
only reaffirms the centrality of land and agrarian issues to the Palestinian struggle, it also 
calls for a de-exceptionalization of Palestine by examining how Palestinian agrarian 
struggles exceed colonial-imposed boundaries and are deeply entangled in transnational 
dynamics, offering critical insights into global agrarian processes.

4. Critical agrarian studies and global Palestine

Building on the renewed interest in agrarian issues and political economy within Palesti
nian studies, this section aims to shed light on how a broader engagement with critical 
agrarian studies can bring renewed attention to agrarian spaces, activities and questions 
within both Palestine and the field of Palestinian studies. Rather than viewing it as solely 
determined by settler colonial structures of power – and resistance against them – a 
global Palestine approach illuminates the multiple and often contradictory processes 
and forces shaping agrarian relations. Then it focuses on what Palestine could bring to 
global agrarian debates and current discussions on AQs.

4.1. Critical agrarian studies and Palestine

Agrarian studies have long been attuned to ‘working from and for the margins’ (Edelman 
and Wolford 2017, 967), recognizing how rural and indigenous subjects have been theor
etically and historically excluded from the making of their own histories. Centering the 
margins is, in this sense, a matter of epistemological justice. At the same time, the 
margins are often not peripheral to the working of colonial capitalism; rather, they are 
often located right in the middle of the belly of the beast.

Recentring the margins – foregrounding ‘the people, processes and powers at play in 
the rural and peri-urban spaces’ (Akram-Lodhi et al. 2021) – is particularly urgent for 
understanding both the drivers and consequences of the current situation in Palestine, 
their intersection with global political-economic transformations, and the possible 
alternative futures emerging from current crises. As Martiniello has recently observed in 
a panel on Food Crisis and Agrarian Questions in the MENA region, while it is probably 
the most difficult time to attempt to do so, ‘there has never been a more important 
time to discuss agrarian transformation’ in the region. Agrarian studies offers important 
tools for undertaking this endeavor.

First, it brings renewed attention to agrarian life, land, livelihoods and their processes 
of change, both historical and contemporary, in Palestine. This serves as a necessary cor
rective to, on the one hand, the abandonment of class analysis and the decline of atten
tion to issues of labor, property, trees and seeds in the wake of the ‘cultural turn’ in 
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Palestinian studies and more broadly the social sciences over the last decades. And on the 
other hand, it counters the largely widespread ‘peasant essentialism’ that prevails in 
accounts of the Palestinian anti-colonial struggles. Too often, Palestinians are depicted 
as a homogeneous social group, either succumbing to or fiercely resisting state and 
market forces. Critical agrarian studies complicates these reductive narratives by high
lighting the diversity of agrarian struggles over land, livelihoods and territory and how 
agrarian politics interact with processes of production, accumulation and differentiation 
driven by colonial-capitalist structures of accumulation in a context of denied statehood 
and lack of territorial sovereignty.

This raises a range of critical questions on agrarian life in Palestine and how it differs across 
colonially imposed geographies – namely the West Bank, Jerusalem, Gaza, and 1948 Pales
tine: what types of agricultural production systems predominate – family farming, small
holder models, collective forms, or agro-industrial operations – and to which markets are 
these agricultures connected: local markets, subcontracted markets serving the Israeli 
economy, or constrained export markets? How can we understand the uncertain future of 
small-scale farmers in the face of water scarcity, territorial fragmentation, and neoliberal pol
icies that prioritize agribusiness expansion while favoring structural dependence on imports? 
To what extent are we witnessing processes of land financialization, rural urbanization, crop 
specialization, or landholding concentration? And what forms of labor reallocation away from 
agricultural work – or conversely, what patterns of forced return to farming amid shrinking 
employment opportunities in the Israeli economy – are emerging? These questions call for 
situated, differentiated, and empirically grounded analysis – something critical agrarian 
studies is particularly well equipped to support and reinvigorate.

Second, agrarian studies offers an historical materialist approach that situates the 
current moment within longer-term trajectories of agrarian change and struggle over 
the means of production and reproduction, while also shedding light on the materiality 
of these transformations. In so doing, it challenges linear, structuralist and unidirectional 
interpretations of agrarian changes, as well as the rhetoric of novelty and exceptionality 
surrounding the latest assault on Palestinian lands and lives. Meanwhile, as Edelman and 
Wolford (2017) argue, ‘we cannot simply look to agrarian studies to better understand our 
past, or even just the present’ – but also to get an idea of the future. Examining the diverse 
imaginaries and aspirations that emerge from the ashes of the present, including practices 
of return and reconstruction that connect the rural and the urban in new ways, is crucial to 
understand the making of agrarian futures on the ruins of colonial-capitalism.

Third, agrarian studies can integrate Palestine into a global framework that helps move 
‘beyond national frames’ (Salih and Richter-Devroe 2018), shedding light on the transna
tional forces shaping Palestine and being shaped by it. In this sense, the concept of Global 
Palestine offers a valuable perspective, positioning Palestine as both a localized site of 
struggle and an integral part of globalized power dynamics (Collins 2011, 15). This 
framing enables us to shed light, on the one hand, on the series of global and globalizing 
processes shaping the Palestinian economy and the ways in which different Palestinian 
social – and political – groups make a living and struggle for land and freedom. On the 
other hand, it contributes to making visible how Palestine’s struggle for land resonates 
with other indigenous and agrarian movements around the globe. Understanding Pales
tine through this lens challenges its exceptionalization and instead situates it within 
broader global struggles for land and justice. As argued by Kohlbry (2022): ‘Palestine is 

14 F. PANOSETTI ET AL.



not unique. Instead, it is a place that can help scholars and activists understand connec
tions between the seemingly disparate struggles for land that are unfolding across the 
rural world today’.

4.2. Global Palestine and agrarian questions

As Palestine gains increasing attention within social movements and academic circles 
worldwide, this growing traction creates new openings for exploring the insights that 
Palestine can offer to debates on AQs.

An important aspect of this is that Palestine demands AQs account for the continuous 
role that (settler) colonialism, imperial wars and de-development play in shaping agrarian 
landscapes and rural livelihoods. (Settler)colonialism has been pushed for too long to the 
margins of agrarian analysis, often appearing – if at all – only in historical comparative 
frameworks. For example, within the land grabbing literature, there has been a tendency 
to draw parallels between contemporary forms of dispossession and histories of colonial 
plunder. Yet, Palestine reveals that (settler)colonialism was not only foundational to the 
emergence and development of capitalism, but it also remains integral to its operations 
in the present. In other words, it calls for foregrounding colonialism not as an historical 
event but as a structure of domination and oppression that continues to shape agrarian 
relations and the uneven distribution of climate change effects, as well as the impacts of 
food and financial crises in the present. In this regard, it is not surprising that Palestine was 
one of the most affected countries by the sharp rise in the cost of food staples after the 
start of the war in Ukraine. Decades of settler colonial land and economic policies, recur
rent wars, along with the neoliberal restructuring of the Palestinian economy, has in fact 
contributed to destroy local food systems, making the region dependent on food imports, 
and thus more vulnerable to global food price volatility.

Moreover, Palestine shows that imperial wars and military violence are not ‘a radical 
form of action’ (Grajales 2021) or exceptional events in the history of colonial capitalism 
but rather quite normal mechanisms of colonial plunder and capital accumulation that 
violently reshape agrarian land, labor, livelihoods and ecologies. From the destruction 
of olive groves and agricultural fields in Gaza to the militarized seizure of land and 
water resources, war has repeatedly been used by the Israeli settler state and its imperial 
allies as tools for territorial expansion, political power, and accumulation by de-develop
ment. De-development doesn’t simply mean a lack of development but rather a distorted 
form of development, often bent toward colonial and capitalist interests that benefit from 
it. While contributing to de-development, imperial wars and military violence devastate 
agrarian landscapes and the lives of millions of people who are forced into migrant 
labor or displacement. Consider the vicious cycle of loss in which Palestinian communities 
have been enshrined over the last century: land dispossession before and during the 
Nakba6, displacement and/or exploitation within the Israeli economy and further dispos
session as a consequence of leaving their lands uncultivated. Meanwhile, these very lands 

6The control of land – particularly farmland – has been central to the Zionist settler-colonial project in Palestine since its 
inception. Dispossession and territorial expansion have been carried out through a range of methods, including land 
purchases, state appropriation, violence, and ethnic cleansing. For an historical account of the Nakba see: Pappé (2007, 
2004); Khalidi (1992); Abdo-Zubi and Masalha (2018). On more recent events, and the concept of on-going Nakba, see: 
Bontemps and Latte Abdallah (2025).
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have been repurposed for Israeli settlements and real estate projects, businesses and 
national parks for tourism by the Israeli state and international corporations. Wars, 
then, are tools of accumulation, and de-development is not an anomaly but rather an 
essential feature of colonial capitalism. In this sense, Palestine makes clear that AQ 
debates must incorporate imperial wars and de-development in their theorization of 
the world-system and recognize them as critical forces shaping agrarian transformations 
in the present.

At the same time, Palestine illustrates that underdevelopment is not always motivated 
by immediate economic profit but can be driven, first and foremost, by geopolitical, 
imperialist and supremacists’ projects aimed at territorial control and resource plunder
ing. As a matter of fact, the destruction of Palestinian productive and reproductive 
capacities is part of a settler-colonial logic dating back to the late nineteenth century, 
when Zionism conceived economic conquest as a tool for territorial control (Labadi 
2024). After 1948 and then 1967, the exclusion of Palestinians became increasingly sys
tematic through state policies designed to undermine their economic autonomy. This 
is a systematic strategy that the Israeli state has adopted, alongside other forms of 
‘slow violence’, to destroy territorial relations and make life increasingly untenable, and 
thereby facilitate the forced displacement of Palestinians from the land while consolidat
ing Israeli colonial rule over it (Amira 2021).

This systematic destruction of territorial relations is what Tramel (2025) defines as ‘ter
ritory grabbing’. Described as ‘a place-specific, collective, and violent process intended to 
seize control of a nation state, nation within a state, subnational state, or other form of 
territory belonging to Indigenous peoples’, territory grabbing targets not only land as a 
resource but also political collectivities, often seeking their elimination through varying 
degrees of violence. This concept pushes us to integrate land as territory into AQ 
debates while also reconsidering the territorial dimension of the AQ itself. Historically, 
classic agrarian questions have been closely tied to the state, and subsequently, to 
struggles for national liberation. Today, discussions on national liberation and political 
sovereignty seem to be settled within AQ debates. However, Palestine demands 
renewed attention to these critical issues.

For instance, what does it mean to establish land markets in the absence of territorial 
sovereignty? Or to advocate for food sovereignty in a context in which political collectives 
are denied national sovereignty and control over their territory and resources? As Pales
tinian social movements put it: ‘Food sovereignty means a step towards liberation’ (Dalia 
Association 2023). By placing liberation at the heart of their struggle for food sovereignty, 
Palestine demands attention to questions of territory, national liberation and political 
sovereignty. Cultivating land with local seeds and without pesticides – whether next to 
Israeli settlements and the separation wall in the West Bank or near the fence in Gaza – 
becomes a powerful act of ‘re-territorializing sovereignty’ (Delaney 2005). Through their 
practices, farmers struggle for territorial sovereignty while imagining alternative futures 
on the land. The struggles unfolding in Palestine resonate with the struggles of many 
other indigenous, peasant and rural communities around the globe, underscoring the 
need for agrarian studies to engage more deeply with questions of territory and political 
sovereignty.

This does not mean that Palestinian contributions to agrarian studies are limited to a 
critique of settler colonialism alone. Framing them as such would risk perpetuating what 
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Barakat calls ‘a Zionist-centered reading’ of Palestinian history (Barakat 2017). On the con
trary, advancing a Palestinian narrative means foregrounding the life and agency of ordin
ary people in Palestine, and across the diaspora, while also attending to the situated and 
transnational dynamics that shape their relationships with land, markets, and the state. It 
entails examining how agrarian Palestine and the shifting dynamics of Palestinian agrar
ian relations have not only been marked by the dispossession and ethnic cleansing but 
also by transformations in property relations and peasant revolts, patterns of labor mobi
lity and labor strikes, changing rural-urban configurations, and the transnational circula
tion of commodities and seeds; this also requires close attention to the emergence of 
post-agrarian landscapes, as well as to both forced or voluntary returns to farming, and 
to Palestinian engagements with global agro-ecological and food sovereignty move
ments (see for example: Kirk and Kohlbry 2024; Meneley 2021; Moors 1995; Nadine and 
Albarghouthi 2022; Trottier, Leblond, and Garb 2019). These global connections and pol
itical entanglements are central to Palestinian AQs and focusing on them can offer valu
able insights for agrarian studies more broadly – especially when the concrete articulation 
between these questions and territorial struggles is taken seriously. In fact, Palestine can 
be seen as a privileged site from which to observe the complexity of agrarian reconfigura
tions on a global scale and the dystopian futures that may arise from them.

In conclusion, rethinking the AQ in and with Palestine is not just about filling a gap in 
academic literature – it is about challenging the ways in which power, knowledge, and 
struggle are framed in both agrarian and Palestinian studies. By engaging with Palestine 
not as a mere case study but as a site for theorizing AQs, we can move toward a more just, 
inclusive, and politically engaged approach to agrarian research – one that places land, 
labor, and sovereignty at the center of both Palestinian and global struggles.

Integrating Palestine into critical agrarian studies also strengthens connections with 
other struggles: Indigenous land sovereignty, rural resistance to extractivism, and the 
fight against capitalism. At the same time, reconnecting Palestinian studies to agrarian 
studies allows for an understanding of agrarian change in Palestine that complicates 
structuralist approaches without romanticising resistance. This becomes both an intellec
tual and political imperative as efforts to suppress and silence Palestinian voices and soli
darity intensify across the globe, reflecting a broader authoritarian shift worldwide.

5. Conclusion

This article has shown that agrarian Palestine remains largely marginalized in critical debates 
on agrarian issues, whether on land, labor, food sovereignty or climate change. This exclu
sion stems largely from a misperception of Palestine as a historical anomaly – an exception 
rather than a space where interlocked structures of colonial-capitalist accumulation operate 
in full force. These structures generate forms of dispossession, exploitation, and resistance 
that shape agrarian relations, which are deeply embedded in global dynamics.

It brings Palestinian studies in dialogue with critical agrarian studies and re-situates Pales
tine not only as a site of struggle against injustices rooted in colonial and imperial histories 
but also as a critical space for rethinking AQs on a global scale. As such, Palestine is positioned 
not merely as an object of study but as a crucial site for theorizing contemporary transform
ations in land tenure, agricultural production, and development policies. It demonstrates 
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how Palestine can offer a vital perspective on questions of land, territory, and social justice, 
shedding light on the multiple uneven forces shaping today’s agrarian world.

Moreover, it offers a long-term, multi-scalar, and transnational approach that not only 
sharpens our understanding of local dynamics but also expands our grasp of land and 
agrarian struggles worldwide. This is not just about filling an academic gap; it is about 
advancing a more accurate, inclusive, and politically engaged reading that recenters 
land, labor, and sovereignty in both Palestinian and global struggles.

In Palestine, as in many other agrarian contexts, land dispossession is deeply inter
twined with food dependency, economic exploitation, and political subjugation – at 
times culminating in physical elimination. Conversely, reclaiming land is not only a 
struggle for subsistence but also for food sovereignty, economic dignity, and self-deter
mination. Planting becomes an act of defiance, a way to reclaim both land and the 
future. Situating the Palestinian experience within broader agrarian struggles highlights 
that these dynamics are neither exceptional nor isolated. Rather, they expose how 
control over land and agriculture remains a central battleground in global struggles for 
sovereignty and justice.

To further explore these topics, we invite contributions to a forum in the Journal of Peasant 
Studies on Palestine: Agrarian Questions Unsettled. We welcome scholars working on Pales
tine, agrarian political economy, and global peasant movements to engage in this collective 
reflection. This forum aims to deepen debates on the intersections of colonialism, capitalism, 
and agrarian struggles while strengthening connections between critical research and move
ments for land and food justice on an international scale.

We hope this initiative will provide a space for dialogue between scholars from different 
disciplines and, eventually, between academics and agrarian movements. In so doing, this 
forum aims not only to fill a gap in existing literature and scholarly conversations but also 
make agrarian politics in the region visible and relevant to broader debates on land and 
social justice and collective liberation. In other words, we hope this forum can become 
a space for establishing and connecting what Indigenous scholar Simpson (2016, 27) calls, 
‘constellations of co-resistance’ in the agrarian world and opening new perspectives for under
standing and confronting contemporary agrarian challenges both within and beyond agrarian 
Palestine.
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