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A chronology of the struggle for
Palestine

1882: Small numbers of Zionist settlers fleeing
European anti-Semitism begin arriving in Palestine.

1894: November, Jewish artillery officer Alfred
Dreyfus is falsely convicted of treason in France. The
anti-Semitism surrounding the case convinces Hungarian
Jewish journalist Theodore Herzl of the need for a Jewish
state.

1896: Herzl publishes “The Jewish State,” the
founding manifesto of the Zionist movement.

1897: First Zionist Congress is held in Basle,
Switzerland. It articulates the goal of creating “for the
Jewish people a home in Palestine secured by public
law.”

1902: Herzl asks Cecil Rhodes for support.

1903: Russian Minister of the Interior Vyacheslav von
Plehve orchestrates the Kishinev Pogrom on Easter. One
year later, Herzl would obtain a promise from von Plehve
for a charter for Jews in Palestine.

1904: July 3, Herzl dies.

1905: Seventh Zionist Congress votes against a
national home for Jews anywhere but in Palestine. Other
sites, including Uganda, had been previously considered.

1913: Arab Congress in Paris demands self-
government from the Ottoman Empire. Palestinians begin
to organize anti-Zionist groups.

1914: June 28, World War I begins.

1916: The Arab Revolt against the Ottoman Empire
begins. Britain promises independence to the Arab
people, but secretly negotiates the Sykes-Picot
Agreement with France.



1917: Nov. 2, British Foreign Secretary Arthur
Balfour issues the Balfour Declaration, promising the
Zionists a “national home” in Palestine.

November, the Bolshevik party leads the victorious
Russian Revolution. The new socialist government
publishes the secret treaties signed by the ousted czarist
government, including Sykes-Picot.

1918: August, President Woodrow Wilson writes to
U.S. Zionist leader Rabbi Stephen S. Wise expressing
support for the Zionist movement.

1919: The General Syrian Congress, with delegates
from present-day Palestine, Lebanon and Syria,
unanimously repudiates the Sykes-Picot Agreement.

August, the U.S.-based King-Crane Commission
reports on its trip to Syria and Palestine, stating that the
Zionist claim to Palestine “can hardly be seriously
considered.”

1920: Britain secures a mandate over Palestine in the
aftermath of World War I. Riots erupt in Jerusalem.

1921: July 22, British Foreign Secretary Arthur
Balfour, Zionist leader Chaim Weizmann, British Prime
Minister Lloyd George and Colonial Secretary Winston
Churchill meet to discuss the situation in Palestine.

1923: Vladimir Jabotinsky publishes “The Iron Wall,”
arguing that the Zionist project could only succeed
through the use of overwhelming force.

1933: Adolph Hitler comes to power in Germany. A
new wave of Jewish settlers arrives in Palestine.

1936: Starting with a six-month general strike,
Palestinians launch an armed rebellion against the British
Mandate government in a struggle for independence.

1937: The British Peel Commission recommends the
partition of Palestine and the creation of a small Jewish
state.



1938: November, the “Kristallnacht” Nazi pogrom in
Germany leaves more than 1,300 Jewish people dead and
7,000 businesses destroyed in one night.

1939: Sept. 1, World War II begins in Europe as
Germany invades Poland.

September, the British crush the Palestinian uprising
that began three and a half years earlier. The British
employ extreme violence with the assistance of the
Jewish Agency and the main Zionist army, the Haganah.

1942: The Zionists shift their organizing focus to the
United States and issue the Biltmore Program in New
York City calling for the formation of a Jewish state in
Palestine.

1944: Jan. 13, U.S. Secretary of the Treasury Henry
Morgenthau Jr. issues an unusual report, protesting the
U.S. government’s failure to respond to the Nazi
genocide. The government takes no remedial steps.

1947: November, without consulting the Palestinians,
the United Nations votes to partition Palestine. War starts
in Palestine between Zionists and Palestinian Arabs.

1948: March 10, Plan Dalet begins. Palestinian
villages not involved in the fighting are attacked by the
Haganah and the Irgun.

April 9, nearly all residents of the village of Deir
Yassin are wiped out by the Irgun.

May 15, British troops withdraw from Palestine. The
state of Israel is proclaimed, known as “al-Nakba” by the
Palestinians. Arab League troops intervene on behalf of
the Palestinians. By this date, 300,000 Palestinians are
already in exile.

Dec. 11, U.N. Resolution 194 passes. It states that all
refugees must be allowed to return and compensated for
damages suffered. Israel continues to defy the resolution
to this day.

1949: January, a ceasefire is reached. Israel occupies
80 percent of Palestine. 750,000 Palestinians are made



refugees.

1953: August, Iran’s nationalist leader, Mohammed
Mossadegh, is overthrown in a CIA-engineered coup. The
brutal shah is returned to power.

Oct. 14, the Israeli army attacks the West Bank
village of Qibya and wipes out its population.

1956: July 26, Egyptian President Gamal Abdel
Nasser nationalizes the Suez Canal.

Oct. 24, Britain, France and Israel sign the Protocol of
Sevres, sealing their agreement to wage war against
Egypt. France agrees to help Israel start a nuclear
program.

Five days later, Israel attacks Egypt. The United
States and Soviet Union, for different reasons, intervene.
Britain and France suffer an embarrassing defeat while
Nasser’s prestige soars.

1958: Fatah, the Palestine National Liberation
Movement, is founded.

July 14, the Iraq Revolution overthrows the pro-
British monarchy. U.S. and British troops immediately
deploy to prevent the fall of the governments in Lebanon
and Jordan.

1964: The Palestine Liberation Organization is
founded in Cairo.

1967: June 5, the Six-Day War begins. Israel attacks
Egypt, Syria and Jordan, quickly tripling in size. The rest
of Palestine, as well as the Egyptian Sinai and the Syrian
Golan, are occupied. U.S. imperialists are convinced that
Israel will be an indispensable ally against Arab
nationalism.

December, the Palestinian wing of the Arab National
Movement together with a number of smaller
organizations form the Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine and declares its adherence to Marxism-
Leninism.



1968: March, about 200 Palestinian guerrillas, backed
by elements of the Jordanian army, hold off a major
Israeli attack in Karameh, Jordan.

1969: February, the Palestinian resistance assumes
control of the Palestine Liberation Organization. The
PLO adopts as its objective a “democratic secular state”
in all of Palestine.

1970: Jordan’s King Hussein oversees the massacre of
more than 15,000 PLO fighters and civilians. The
incident is known as “Black September.” PFLP fighters
seize three international airliners, take them to Jordan and
blow them up without passengers on the airport’s runway.

Sept. 28, Nasser dies. Anwar Sadat succeeds him as
Egyptian president and begins moving away from the
Soviet Union and toward the United States.

1973: The Palestine National Front forms in the West
Bank and Gaza Strip.

Oct. 6, the 1973 Arab-Israeli War begins. Egypt and
Syria launch a war to regain territories lost to Israel in
1967. No territory changes hands, but Israel is shown not
to be invincible.

The International Convention on the Suppression and
Punishment of the Crime of Apartheid becomes
international law.

1974: Fatah, with the support of the Democratic Front
for the Liberation of Palestine and others, begins
advocating a “two-state solution” that would create a
Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza. The PFLP
opposes the two-state proposal.

October, the Arab Summit Conference votes to
recognize the PLO as the sole legitimate representative of
the Palestinian people.

November, PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat addresses
the United Nations, where the PLO is granted observer
status.



1975: April, the fascist Phalangist Party ignites civil
war in Lebanon with the massacre of 30 people, mostly
Palestinians.

November, the United Nations condemns Zionism as
a form of racism and recognizes the “national rights” of
the Palestinians.

1976: May, with the PLO and the Lebanese National
Movement on the brink of victory, the Syrian army
intervenes in Lebanon.

Aug. 12, the refugee camp of Tal al-Zaatar falls to
rightists after six weeks of siege. The Syrian army blocks
Palestinian reinforcements from lifting the siege.

October, the Riyadh Summit Conference establishes
an uneasy peace in Lebanon.

1978: The Camp David Accords are signed, putting
Egypt squarely into the U.S. camp.

1979: February, the U.S.-backed shah of Iran is swept
out of power by the Iranian Revolution.

1980: September, the Iran-Iraq war begins.

1981: Israel bombs the Osirak nuclear power plant,
derailing Iraq’s nuclear program, with Washington’s
approval.

Oct. 6, Egyptian President Anwar Sadat is
assassinated by military officers in response to Camp
David.

1982: June, Israel invades Lebanon with U.S.
backing. Three months of relentless bombing leave more
than 20,000 Lebanese and Palestinian civilians dead.

September, PLO forces evacuate to Tunisia under a
negotiated agreement. U.S., French and other military
forces arrive in Lebanon.

Sept. 16, despite security guarantees, the Israeli
military allows Phalangist forces to massacre Palestinians
in the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps. More than 2,000
people are slaughtered in 48 hours.



1983: Oct. 23, a truck bombing kills 241 U.S. troops
in Beirut. U.S. Marines evacuate soon afterward.

1987: Hamas is formed. It is an offshoot of the
Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood.

December, the 1987 Palestinian Intifada erupts. The
emergence of a National Unified Leadership, bringing
together the Palestinian resistance organizations, creates a
situation of dual power for nearly four years.

1991: The defeat of Iraq in the Gulf War and the
overthrow of the Soviet Union mark a shift in the world
balance of forces with deep repercussions for the Arab
liberation movements.

1993: The Oslo Accords are signed by Israeli
leadership and PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat in
September. They form the centerpiece of the so-called
peace process. Under Oslo, the PLO is allowed to take
control of small portions of the West Bank. Israel
immediately breaks the accords by accelerating
settlement construction. Nearly all of the Palestinian left
organizations oppose the Oslo Accords.

2000: Lebanese resistance organizations, with
Hezbollah emerging as the central force, push Israeli
troops out of Lebanon.

Sept. 28, the Al-Aqsa Intifada begins after Israeli
Prime Minister Ariel Sharon’s provocative visit to the Al-
Aqsa Mosque.

November, George W. Bush is elected U.S. president.

2002: April, Israel bombs the West Bank refugee
camp of Jenin, massacring dozens of Palestinians and
demolishing homes with bulldozers supplied by U.S.-
based Caterpillar.

Israel begins construction of the apartheid wall in the
West Bank, effectively annexing large areas of
Palestinian land.

2003: March 20, the U.S. military bombs and invades
Iraq. Three weeks later, Baghdad falls.



2004: Nov. 11, Yasser Arafat dies.

2005: September, Israel withdraws troops and
settlements from Gaza. Israel continues to surround Gaza
and wages a campaign of bombings and targeted
assassinations.

2006: Hamas wins the Palestinian parliamentary
election. Israel imposes a blockade on Gaza.

July, Israel attacks Lebanon with U.S. backing. Israel
suffers relatively high casualties and is driven out by mid-
August without achieving its goals. Hezbollah leads the
resistance in Lebanon.

2008: June 19, Hamas and Israel negotiate a cease-
fire. Israel continues its blockade of Gaza.

Nov. 4, Israel kills six people inside Gaza in violation
of the cease-fire. It seals off Gaza completely. Palestinian
resistance forces resume rocket fire.

Barack Obama is elected U.S. president.

Dec. 27, Israel launches massive air strikes on Gaza.
The three-week offensive leaves 1,417 Palestinians dead,
more than 5,500 wounded and causes over $2 billion in
damage.

2009: A new Israeli government forms in the spring,
led by the extreme right-wing prime minister, Benjamin
Netanyahu, and his fascist foreign minister, Avigdor
Lieberman. Labor Party leader Ehud Barak rounds out the
alliance as defense minister.

U.S. envoy George Mitchell meets with Netanyahu
and Lieberman in April. The two Israeli leaders refuse to
make any references to a Palestinian state.

May, the Israeli Knesset and cabinet approve a law
that criminalizes any Israeli citizen who denies Israel is a
“democratic and Jewish state.” The law targets
Palestinians with Israeli citizenship.







Section I: Framing the struggle



Overview
On Jan. 22, 2009, George Mitchell was introduced as

President Barack Obama’s chief Middle East negotiator. At the
press conference announcing his appointment, Mitchell spoke
about his previous role as U.S. representative in the Northern
Ireland negotiations during the 1990s. He mentioned that the
conflict in Ireland had been ongoing for 800 years. Then the
former senator told the assembled media and U.S. State
Department staff a “joke”:

Just recently, I spoke in Jerusalem, and I mentioned
the 800 years. And afterward, an elderly gentleman came
up to me, and he said, “did you say 800 years?” I said,
“Yes, 800.” He repeated the number again. I repeated it
again. He said, “Ah, such a recent argument. No wonder
you settled it.”[1]

The reporters and officials laughed knowingly. They all
“knew” that the Arab-Israeli (cast as a Muslim-Jewish)
conflict—the supposed core of the problem in the region—has
been going on for not hundreds, but thousands of years.

The only problem with this well-accepted “fact” is that
it is not true. It is a myth, a malicious misrepresentation of the
real nature and causes of the struggle in the Middle East.

Government and corporate media spokespeople have
so endlessly regurgitated this fundamental distortion of the
source of conflict in the Middle East that it has become
conventional wisdom. It is accepted by a large part of the U.S.
population. The conflict is presented as an ancient and bitter
fight between two peoples or two religions, based on
irreconcilable and mutual hatred. It is a convenient lie that lets
the real sources of the conflict—imperialism and colonialism
—off the hook.

There is, in fact, an irreconcilable conflict in the
Middle East, but it is not one between different peoples or
faiths. It is instead the struggle between imperialism, Israel
and the dependent Arab regimes on the one hand and the



oppressed peoples of this oil-rich and strategic region fighting
for liberation and progress on the other.

At the very heart of this conflict is Palestine. The
Palestinian struggle is a struggle against Western colonialism.
It has been this way from the beginning, more than a century
ago.

As is the case with all conflicts and world events, what
is going on today in Palestine and the Middle East can only be
understood in its historical context.

The key event in reshaping the region was World War
I, which was a war fought by empires for the purposes of
redividing the world to suit their interests.

It was the British and French takeover and division of
the area as the spoils of World War I that created the artificial
boundaries of the modern Middle East. Syria and Lebanon
became part of the French Empire; Iraq, Egypt, Jordan and
Palestine were incorporated into the British Empire. The
British and French imperialists viewed the desire of the Arab
people for the creation of one Arab state as a threat to their
domination. A widespread revolt in 1920 against the new
colonizers was crushed.

Without the sponsorship of the British Empire, the
Zionist colonial project could not have succeeded. Three
decades later, this project officially gave birth to the state of
Israel.

After World War II, the United States emerged as the
dominant power in the region. Contrary to its false image as a
“beacon of democracy,” Washington has sought to destroy
every progressive government and popular democratic
movement in the region for over 60 years. Washington has
supported, and sometimes installed, the most reactionary
monarchies and police states. The aim has been to clear all
obstacles to the unrestricted exploitation of the region’s vast
oil resources, labor and markets, while ensuring U.S. military
hegemony over the area.

Today, the United States occupies Iraq and
Afghanistan, while its bases and naval power dominate the



Persian/Arabian Gulf and the entire region.

Israel plays a key role in the U.S. government’s
strategy of regional domination. Over the past 40 years, the
United States has sent billions of dollars in economic and
military assistance to the small state of Israel annually—far
more aid than it has sent to any other country or even to any
continent. In 2009, Israel will get at least $2.55 billion in
military aid from Washington without strings attached.[2]

Although Israel has a population of less than 7 million people,
it has been built up into a nuclear-armed power. It has repaid
these incomparable “gifts” by playing a vital role in the U.S.
strategy of regional and global domination.

The appended pamphlet, “Israel: Base of Western
Imperialism,” by the Egyptian historian Abdel Wahab el-
Messiri, illustrates that in the 1960s the national liberation
movements in the Middle East and the rest of the world saw
Israel as a colonial-settler state, a garrison that served the
interests of imperialism.[3] That description remains accurate
today.

What is not accurate is the idea that Israel or a pro-
Israel lobby controls U.S. policy in the Middle East. Special
attention will be paid to this question in the first section of this
book, so that readers have a clear understanding of Israel’s role
in relation to U.S. imperialism. Without such understanding, it
is easy to adopt a skewed and misguided view of the entire
struggle to liberate Palestine.



The Palestinian struggle continues to inspire solidarity
worldwide—from Cairo to Caracas to this protest in San Francisco,
Jan. 10, 2009. Photo: Bill Hackwell



Does the Israel lobby control U.S.
policy?

Growing numbers of people around the world oppose
the U.S. government’s political support for Israel and the
massive military and economic aid that is used to brutally
suppress the Palestinian people. Many attribute this
unparalleled and one-sided support to the power of the pro-
Israel lobby inside the United States. Some believe that U.S.
Middle East policy is controlled by Israel through the medium
of the pro-Israel organizations in the United States.

Also, there are those on the far right, including fascist
elements, who oppose U.S. aid to Israel not based on solidarity
with the Palestinians nor out of any concern for justice, but
because of their own anti-Semitic prejudices. These racists
often subscribe to conspiracy theories that portray Jewish
people as “evil” and “power-hungry.” The Nazis in Germany
and their followers, like automobile mogul Henry Ford,
propagated outlandish theories about a “Jewish
Bolshevik/banker conspiracy” to take over the world.

These contemporary “theories” are latter-day
incarnations of the anti-Semitism that was so pervasive in the
Christian churches of the Middle Ages. Contrary to current
mythology, it was the Christian churches and countries of
Europe that were the main sources of anti-Semitic violence
through history. Life in predominantly Muslim societies was
typically much better for Jewish people than in predominantly
Christian ones. When the Christian crusaders conquered
Palestine in the early Crusades, they slaughtered Muslims and
Jews alike. When the Christian kingdoms conquered Spain in
1492, their rulers expelled both Muslims and Jews.

Perhaps the most ambitious and certainly the most
documented attempt to prove that pro-Israel forces in the
United States dominate U.S. Middle East policy is the 2007
book, “The Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy,” by John J.
Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt.[4] Although both authors
are thoroughly mainstream liberal professors at elite academic



institutions, the University of Chicago and Harvard University,
respectively, Mearsheimer and Walt have predictably been
accused of “anti-Semitism” by Israel’s defenders in the United
States. Smearing critics of Israel with the brush of “anti-
Semitism” is the tried-and-tested method used to “change the
subject” whenever irrefutable criticisms are raised about
Israel. Mearsheimer and Walt certainly knew what was coming
before they published their book, which is presumably why
they dedicated 106 of 466 pages to footnotes.

The Israeli government and pro-Israel organizations in
the United States and abroad seek to equate Zionism with
Judaism—to draw an equal sign between a brutal colonial
political ideology and a religion. This dishonest and dangerous
equation becomes the basis for falsely accusing any and all
critics of Israel of “anti-Semitism.” To the extent that the
practitioners of this tactic are successful, they actually
encourage the growth of anti-Semitism.

If critics of Israel are Jewish—and there are growing
numbers of Jewish people who oppose Israeli apartheid and
militarism—and reject the equating of Zionism with Judaism,
they are invariably vilified as “self-hating Jews.”

Jewish critics are considered especially dangerous by
the defenders of Israel. While Arab American professors,
especially Palestinians, are targeted on a regular basis, special
efforts are made to drive Jewish critics out of academia or
positions of public influence. The Mearsheimer-Walt book
describes several of these cases.

Particularly instructive is the case of Dr. Norman
Finkelstein, a renowned author and the son of Holocaust
survivors. Finkelstein was outrageously denied tenure at
DePaul University in Chicago in 2007 due to an intense
campaign by pro-Israel groups. Alan Dershowitz, a Harvard
law professor and virulent Israel supporter, spearheaded the
campaign. Four years earlier, Dershowitz had unsuccessfully
attempted to prevent the publication of one of Finkelstein’s
books by the University of California Press.

Of the campaigns of vilification and slander regularly
directed against Palestinian and other Arab American



professors who speak out, some have been successful and
some have been defeated. A campaign in 2005 purged Dr.
Rashid Khalidi, a member of one of the most prominent
Palestinian intellectual families and a Columbia University
professor, from a lecture program for New York City high
school teachers. The following year, the New York City
Council approved a study program on Israel “initiated by the
public relations department of the Israeli Consulate in New
York.”[5]

“The Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy” contains a
great deal of interesting and useful information about U.S. and
Israeli policy in the Middle East as a whole. It details the
workings of numerous pro-Israel organizations to influence
U.S. legislation and actions in support of Israel, and to stifle
all real debate about Israel in the political process, media,
universities, labor organizations and society in general.

It is not a question that pro-Israel organizations are
well organized, well-funded and influential. Nor is it in dispute
that they can stampede nearly the entire Congress into voting
for the most one-sided and outlandish positions of support for
Israel. Recent examples are measures passed during Israel’s
massive bombardment of Lebanon in 2006 and Gaza in 2008-
2009. Neither lengthy resolution contained a single word of
criticism of Israel, notwithstanding its indiscriminate use of
some of the most diabolical weapons ever created against
defenseless civilian populations.

But does the pro-Israel lobby—or Israel itself through
the lobby—control and direct U.S. policy in the Middle East?
To put it another way, does the tail wag the dog? Is it really
conceivable that a small, dependent country could call the
shots for the most powerful empire in the history of the world?

The answer to all of these questions is no. Israel is part
of the U.S. global empire, not the other way around.

The pro-Israel lobby has been empowered by the U.S.
ruling class and political establishment, which see Israel as an
important instrument against the liberation movements of the
Arab and other peoples of the Middle East. The pro-Israel
lobby has been allowed to grow strong in the same way as the



now-declining Cuban counterrevolutionary lobby. Advocates
for progressive movements or governments have never been
permitted to establish anything like what the pro-Israel and
anti-Cuba forces have been allowed and encouraged to
develop. The key factor is that the latter are moving in the
same general direction as imperialism.[6]

The U.S. imperialists hate and fear the Arab and other
liberation movements, which they see as a threat to their
strategic position in the Middle East and their domination of
the region’s resources and markets. They have spent more than
a half-century seeking to destroy these movements, especially
the Palestinian movement. Likewise, the imperialists hate and
fear the Cuban Revolution, and have a similar 50-year history
of trying to overthrow it. These actions are neither the product
of irrationality nor powerful lobbies.

All useful aspects aside, there is a fatal flaw in the
Mearsheimer-Walt analysis. It flows from a liberal capitalist
world view, which—reflecting a somewhat surprising degree
of naiveté for distinguished professors—implicitly accepts the
U.S. government’s own description of its role in the world.

In describing what they believe would justify massive
U.S aid and support to Israel, Mearsheimer and Walt write:

America’s willingness to give Israel extensive
economic, military and diplomatic support would be easy
to understand if it advanced America’s overall strategic
interests. Generous aid to Israel might be justified, for
example, if it were a cost-effective way for the United
States to deal with countries that Washington had
previously identified as hostile. Steadfast U.S. support
might also make sense if the United States received
substantial benefits in return, and if the value of these
benefits exceeded the economic and political costs of
U.S. support. … In short, aid to Israel would be easy to
explain if it helped make Americans more secure and
more prosperous.[7]

The underlying Mearsheimer-Walt assumption is that
there is one, classless “America,” and that the aim of U.S.
foreign policy is to “make Americans more secure or more



prosperous.” This assumption has nothing in common with
reality. The complementary and interlinked priorities of U.S.
foreign policy are global domination and the protection of
capitalist interests. The 761 U.S. military bases in more than
39 countries around the world are not there to make the people
of the United States “more secure and more prosperous.” Nor
is the often-uttered goal of “protecting democracy” in
countries around the world, some of which have never had an
election.

Understanding Israel’s role
Mearsheimer’s and Walt’s statement that the aid would

be justified if Israel undertook to “deal with countries that
Washington had previously identified as hostile” is bizarre. In
fact, Israel has nearly always done just that on behalf of U.S.
imperialism. Here are some examples:

In the 1950s and 1960s, while Israel did not send
troops—at least openly—to join in the genocidal U.S. wars
against Korea and Vietnam, it found other ways to support the
Pentagon and its puppet governments in both conflicts.[8]

Israel gave key support to the apartheid government in
South Africa in the 1970s and 1980s, particularly when it was
“inconvenient” for Washington to be seen openly supporting
the racist regime. In the mid-1970s, Israel built an electrified
fence along the Namibian-Angolan border. Namibia was then
a colony of South Africa, and the liberation movement, the
Southwest Africa People’s Organization, was waging an
armed struggle to free the country. The SWAPO guerrillas had
bases in Angola, a country that had just achieved its
independence from Portugal.

Israeli-South African collaboration led to South Africa
testing a nuclear bomb in the South Atlantic in 1979. From
Washington’s point of view, this was a very positive
development, one that the U.S. leaders fully supported. The
South African apartheid regime not only ruthlessly oppressed
the African people inside its own borders and in Namibia, it
also served as the enforcer of U.S. and other imperialist
interests in all of Africa below the equator. Apartheid South



Africa’s counterrevolutionary role in Africa was much like
that of Israel’s in the Middle East.

During the 1980s, Israel trained and armed the
Guatemalan army when it was carrying out genocide against
the Indigenous peoples of that country. The U.S. Congress had
cut off direct aid to Guatemala’s extreme right-wing
government, but the White House and Pentagon were
dedicated to destroying the revolutionary movement. This was
at the height of the U.S. proxy wars in El Salvador and
Nicaragua.

The Israeli secret police joined with the CIA to train
torturers in Chile and other countries of Latin America after
CIA-coordinated military coups in the 1970s. Israel gave
military aid to Taiwan, and supported right-wing dictatorships
in Africa.

Nowhere has Israel’s role as a watchdog for imperialist
interests more benefited its sponsor than in the Middle East.
Israel has been an ever-menacing hammer against the Arab
countries—especially more progressive governments—that
won real independence in the two decades after World War II.

Israel joined with the British and French imperialists in
attacking Egypt and the new Nasser government in 1956. The
thwarted aims of the war were to: (1) overthrow Nasser and
return Egypt to the status of a British neo-colony; (2) expand
the Israeli state to the Suez Canal at the expense of Egypt; and
(3) undermine the Algerian Revolution. The 1956 War
occurred before the U.S.-Israeli relationship was fully
cemented. At this time, Israel relied primarily on France and
Britain for arms and funding, although the U.S. government
supported it as well. In this rare case, Tel Aviv and Washington
were not on the same side, but things soon changed. Israel
became a satellite for U.S. imperialist interests in the region.

Israel’s victory in the 1967 Six-Day War was a major
blow to the more progressive nationalist forces, especially in
Syria and Egypt. It was after this war that the U.S.-Israel
alliance became what it is today.



In the mid-1970s, Israel intervened to support the
fascist elements in Lebanon’s civil war. In 1978 and 1982,
Israel invaded Lebanon. In 1982, Israel occupied Beirut and
carpet-bombed the capital throughout the summer. In 2006,
Israel’s five-week assault on Lebanon deliberately destroyed
much of the infrastructure, which had just been rebuilt after
years of civil war that Israel helped fuel.

Israeli bombers destroyed an Iraqi nuclear power plant
that was under construction at Osirak in 1981. This was at a
time when the Iran-Iraq War was raging. The U.S. government
was publicly “supporting” Iraq in its war against Iran—where
the U.S.-installed Shah had been overthrown in 1979—and did
not want to take responsibility for such an extremely hostile
act. As the Iran-Contra affair later revealed, the United States
was supporting Iran as well as Iraq in the hopes that they
would destroy each other.[9]

In a thousand different ways, the existence of the state
of Israel as an artificial and colonial state in the heart of the
Arab world has profoundly distorted regional development for
the benefit of imperialism, and to the detriment of the Arab
and other peoples of the region.

The leaders in Washington are above all
businesspeople or their representatives. They are investors,
who do not hand out money based on sentimentality or
generosity. Sentimentality and imperialist diplomacy are
mutually exclusive categories. As it has often been said: “The
great powers have no permanent friends, only permanent
interests.”

U.S. leaders have sent hundreds of billions of dollars to
Israel. Most of them view the money as being well spent.
Because they are hard-headed investors, that assessment is
subject to revision at any time. The possibility of a shift in the
U.S.-Israeli relationship cannot be dismissed. U.S. and Israeli
interests in the region are complimentary but not identical.

Events that have occurred since 2006 have complicated
the U.S.-Israeli alliance. The U.S.-backed Israeli wars on
Lebanon in 2006 and on the Palestinians in Gaza in 2008-2009
failed to achieve their essential objectives. They did, however,



cause immense death, destruction and suffering for the Arab
people.

Israel’s continued inability to destroy the Lebanese and
Palestinian resistance movements, combined with the failure
of U.S. interventions in Iraq, Iran, Syria and elsewhere to
achieve their goals, could lead to a tactical shift in U.S. policy
under the Obama administration. Given Israel’s essential role
in the Middle East vis-à-vis U.S. imperialism, the White
House will not put a long-term strategic shift on the table. But
even a tactical shift has the potential to cause serious conflict
between Washington and Tel Aviv.

Having an understanding of Israel’s basic relationship
with U.S. imperialism is key for partisans in the struggle
against Zionism and imperialism today. It is also important to
know the conflict’s colonial roots, the origin and development
of Zionist thought, and the dynamics of the ongoing
Palestinian struggle for liberation.

These are some of the points this book will attempt to
address and explain.



Then-presidential candidate Barack Obama addresses the
American Israel Public Affairs Committee, Washington, D.C., June
4, 2008. Photo: AFP/Nicholas Kamm



Section II: Recolonizing Palestine



Dividing the Middle East
At the start of the 20th century, much of what is known

today as the Middle East was still part of the Ottoman Empire
based in Turkey. What later became Syria, Lebanon, Jordan
and Palestine were until 1918 part of the vilayets (provinces)
of Syria and Beirut and the independent sanjak (sub-province)
of Jerusalem. The vilayets of Mosul, Baghdad and Basra,
which together form modern Iraq, were also under Ottoman
rule.

Egypt and the Arabian Peninsula were still formally
under Ottoman administration, but Ottoman influence was
declining and rival British power was growing in both areas.
The Suez Canal, which runs through Egypt, was Britain’s vital
lifeline to its richest colonies in Asia. British troops occupied
key parts of Egypt in 1882.

During World War I, which began in 1914, the British
sent a military emissary, T.E. Lawrence, to enlist the support
of Arab leaders, particularly the Hashemite King Hussein bin
Ali, who ruled the Hejaz region of the western Arabian
Peninsula.[10] The British promised support for an independent
Arab state in return for Arab military participation in the war
against Turkey.

At the same time as these promises were being made,
the foreign ministers of the British, French and Russian
empires, along with their allies in Italy and Greece, were
secretly drawing up a plan to divide the Ottoman Empire in the
aftermath of the war. The 1916 Sykes-Picot Agreement
became public only after the Russian Revolution of November
1917.[11] The new Soviet Commissariat of Foreign Affairs
published the secret treaties signed by the ousted Czarist
government, including Sykes-Picot. The new Soviet state, led
by Vladimir Ilyich Lenin’s Bolshevik party, also renounced all
territorial ambitions against other nation-states.

That same month, more than a year before the war’s
end, and while Palestine was still nominally under Ottoman
rule, Britain’s foreign secretary, Arthur Balfour, sent a letter to
Lord Rothschild, a member of the British House of Lords and



one of the world’s richest men. The infamous Balfour
Declaration of Nov. 2, 1917, read:

Dear Lord Rothschild:

I have much pleasure in conveying to you, on behalf
of His Majesty’s Government, the following declaration
of sympathy with Jewish Zionist aspirations which has
been submitted to, and approved by, the Cabinet:

“His Majesty’s Government view with favour the
establishment in Palestine of a national home for the
Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to
facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly
understood that nothing shall be done which may
prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-
Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and
political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country.”

I should be grateful if you would bring this
declaration to the knowledge of the Zionist Federation.

Yours sincerely

Arthur James Balfour[12]

Underlining the colonialist character of the note is the
phrase: “nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil
and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in
Palestine.” The “existing non-Jewish communities”—the
Palestinian Arabs—went unnamed, despite comprising 92
percent of the population at the time. While national rights
were emphasized for the tiny settler minority, no mention was
made of the same rights for the indigenous majority.

As Palestinian scholar Dr. Ismail Zayid wrote about the
Balfour Declaration:

It is interesting to note that the four-letter word
“Arab” occurs not once in this document. … To refer to
the Arabs who constituted 92 percent of the population of
Palestine and owned 89 percent of its land, as the non-
Jewish communities, is not merely preposterous but
deliberately fraudulent. … Palestine did not belong to
Balfour to assume such acts of generosity.[13]



The Balfour Declaration sparked great outrage,
particularly among the rapidly growing urban populations,
which were the centers of political activity in the region. The
Balfour Declaration and the Sykes-Picot Agreement were
widely viewed by the Arab masses as a double betrayal by
Britain. Instead of liberation, Arabs from Jerusalem to
Damascus to Baghdad found themselves as colonial subjects
under the domination of the world’s two largest empires. What
made the new colonialism even worse was that the imperial
rulers had designated their land as a “national home” for
another people.

The resistance against these new colonial realities
would decisively shape the struggle in the Middle East for
decades to come.

New colonial masters
At the end of World War I, the British army occupied

Jerusalem in Palestine, Damascus in Syria, Iraq and
Transjordan (now Jordan). French troops occupied Beirut in
Lebanon.

Expecting the British to keep their wartime
commitments, Hussein sent one of his sons, Faisal, to
Damascus. On July 2, 1919, the General Syrian Congress, with
delegates elected from areas throughout present-day Palestine,
Lebanon and Syria, met in Damascus. The delegates
unanimously repudiated the Sykes-Picot Agreement, the
Balfour Declaration and the Zionist project. They asked:

How can the Zionists go back in history two
thousand years to prove that by their short sojourn in
Palestine they have now a right to claim it and return to it
as a Jewish home, thus crushing the nationalism of a
million Arabs?[14]

Within the emerging Arab nationalist movement, the
creation of a Greater Syria was a very popular idea. The
people were organizing in preparation for independence.

The leaders of this movement were also encouraged by
the rhetoric of U.S. President Woodrow Wilson. Point 12 of
Wilson’s famous “14 Points,” enunciated in a speech to the



U.S. Congress on Jan. 8, 1918, while war was still raging, read
in part:

The Turkish portions of the present Ottoman Empire
should be assured a secure sovereignty, but the other
nationalities which are now under Turkish rule should be
assured an undoubted security of life and an absolutely
unmolested opportunity of autonomous development.[15]

In a follow-up speech on July 4, 1918, Wilson called
for:

[T]he settlement of every question, whether of
territory or sovereignty, of economic arrangement, or of
political relationship, [should be determined] upon the
basis of the free acceptance of that settlement by the
people immediately concerned, and not upon the basis of
material interest or advantage of any other nation or
people which may desire a different settlement for the
sake of its own exterior influence or mastery.[16]

The following month, however, Wilson completely
contradicted his public statements. He wrote to Rabbi Stephen
S. Wise, an American Zionist leader, in a message titled,
“Rebuilding Palestine”:

I welcome an opportunity to express the satisfaction
I have felt in the progress of the Zionist movement in the
United States and in the Allied countries since the
declaration by Mr. Balfour.[17]

The aspiring state of Greater Syria had a very short
life. In 1920, the British made good on their Sykes-Picot
commitments and allowed the French army to enter Damascus,
overthrow the new government headed by Faisal, and occupy
present-day Syria and Lebanon.

The oppressed peoples of the region responded with a
widespread revolt in 1920. This engulfed the region in
response to the imperialist takeover. Eventually, the revolt was
suppressed. In the aftermath, Greater Syria was dismembered.
One part, Palestine—it was known as Southern Syria at the
time—was designated for Zionist settlers from Europe. The
French imperialists developed Lebanon into the Western



banking center and entertainment capital of the region. Puppet
monarchs were placed on the thrones of Transjordan, Iraq and
Syria. The petroleum resources of Iraq and the entire region
were reserved exclusively for the benefit of the U.S., British,
French and Dutch oil monopolies.

The chopping up of Greater Syria, the creation of new
statelets like Kuwait and other tiny Gulf kingdoms, and the
drawing of new borders across the region were intended to
thwart Arab nationalism and to benefit the dominant
imperialist powers.

As a consolation for being ousted in Syria, the British
crowned Faisal in 1922 as king of their new colony, Iraq. His
brother, Abdullah, was made emir (monarch) of another new
British colony, Jordan. For the masses of people there was no
consolation, only new colonial masters. Faisal and Abdullah
would soon show themselves to be compliant collaborators
with both British colonialism and its newly- anointed project,
Zionism.





Zionism: A colonial project
Modern political Zionism—the idea of creating an

exclusively Jewish state—began to gather momentum in the
late 19th century as a response to the anti-Semitic bigotry that
prevailed in so much of Europe and the United States. In
Eastern Europe, particularly the Russian Empire, horrific anti-
Jewish pogroms, or massacres, were commonplace.

Small numbers of Zionist settlers began arriving in
Palestine in 1882. Like the first European settlers in North
America nearly three centuries earlier, the early Zionist settlers
survived only thanks to the assistance of the indigenous
Palestinian Arab population. These settlers in Palestine
comprised a tiny part of the Jewish population that emigrated
from Europe due to oppression and poverty during the late
19th and early 20th centuries. More than a million Jewish
immigrants arrived in the United States during the same
period.

In the 1890s, the Zionist movement began to take on a
more organized form. Theodore Herzl, an Austrian Jewish
journalist, emerged as the movement’s preeminent leader.
Herzl reportedly became a Zionist after covering the 1894 trial
of a Jewish junior military officer, Alfred Dreyfus, in France.
Using anti-Semitism, Dreyfus’ superiors framed him, which
resulted in his conviction of treason and being sent off to the
notorious Devil’s Island prison.

In 1896, Herzl published “The Jewish State,” generally
regarded as the founding manifesto of the Zionist movement.
The first Zionist congress was held the next year. While the
Zionist project, headed by Herzl, was a response to European
anti-Semitism, it was at the same time thoroughly European.
Its leaders fully subscribed to the colonialist and racist outlook
pervasive among the European ruling classes.

The early Zionists considered a number of possible
sites for their projected homeland including Uganda and
Argentina, as well as Palestine. They soon settled on Palestine,
the site of the biblical kingdoms of Israel and Judah, small
states that existed in ancient times.



The first Jewish kingdom came into being around
1,000 BCE when an Israelite army led by David conquered the
Canaanites. The Canaanites had built Jerusalem as a fortified
city with a sophisticated water system more than eight
centuries earlier.[18] The last of the ancient Jewish kingdoms,
Judah, fell in 586 BCE—nearly 25 centuries before the
modern Zionist project was launched.[19]

Since the seventh century CE, Palestine has been
predominantly Arab and Muslim. Over time, many of the
Canaanites, Israelites and other peoples who lived in the
region in earlier generations intermarried with the Arabs, who
came originally from the Arabian Peninsula, as well as others
who arrived later from Europe, Africa and East Asia.

Using the Bible as a real estate deed, or going back
thousands of years in history to determine who has the right to
what territory is unworkable to say the least. As Jewish writer
Erich Fromm said many years ago, “If all nations would
suddenly claim territory in which their forefathers had lived
two thousand years ago, this world would be a madhouse.”[20]

From the beginning of the Zionist movement, the
leaders—most of whom were secular rather than religious—
had a common goal: the establishment of an exclusively
Jewish state. In the early 20th century, the state they
envisioned, Eretz Israel (Greater Israel), included parts of what
is today Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Iraq, Egypt, the West Bank
and Gaza, as well as the present state of Israel.

In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, Zionism
represented a small minority among Jewish people. It was
mainly a movement of the middle class, with support from a
few wealthy sponsors, particularly the Rothschild oil and
banking interests.[21]

Jewish workers and intellectuals of that time played a
vital role in the socialist, communist and other progressive
movements in Europe and the United States. They fought for
equality rather than separation. Prior to World War II, political
Zionism was widely regarded as a reactionary nationalist and
dangerous ideology in progressive circles, Jewish and non-
Jewish alike.



‘Married to another man’
The goal articulated by the First World Zionist

Congress, held in Basel, Switzerland, in 1897 and presided
over by Herzl was, “to create for the Jewish people a home in
Palestine secured by public law.”

The use of the word “home” instead of “state” was
both deliberate and deliberately misleading. In his diary, Herzl
wrote: “At Basel I founded the Jewish State. If I said this out
loud today, I would be answered by universal laughter.
Perhaps in five years, and certainly in 50, everyone will know
it.”[22]

Following its meeting, the World Zionist Congress sent
an investigatory delegation of two Austrian rabbis to Palestine.
The delegation’s telegrammed report to the Congress was brief
and telling: “The bride is beautiful, but she is married to
another man.”[23] In other words, another people already
inhabited Palestine. As a British report two decades later
emphasized, there was virtually no arable land in Palestine that
was not already under cultivation.[24]

This undeniable reality did not deter the Zionist
leaders. They were imbued with the predominant colonialist
attitudes of the day toward the peoples of the Middle East and
all of Asia, Africa and Latin America. Nor did it prevent the
Zionists from relentlessly propagating the racist slogan that
Palestine was “A land without people for a people without a
land.” For the Zionists and most other European leaders, “a
land without people” meant a land without Europeans.

In the early 1900s, British Colonial Secretary Joseph
Chamberlain proposed to Herzl that the Zionists should
colonize Uganda, another already inhabited land. The British,
French and other colonizing powers favored the establishment
of European settlement in their far-flung colonies as a means
of fortifying control. Herzl argued in favor of Uganda as the
site of the projected Zionist state at the Sixth World Zionist
Congress in 1903. The proposal was defeated at the Seventh
Zionist Congress in 1905, one year after Herzl’s death.



From its very beginnings, political Zionism was a
colonial-settler project. When European settlers began arriving
in Palestine in the early 1880s, Jews comprised about 5
percent of the Palestinian population. About 20 percent of the
population was Christian, and 75 percent was Muslim.
Regardless of whether their religion was Muslim, Christian or
Jewish, nearly the entire population was Arab. A large
majority of the indigenous Jewish population opposed Zionist
settlement, as did most Arab Jews in other countries of the
Middle East, fearing that it would lead to conflict.

The settler movement raised funds in Europe and the
United States to purchase land. The land was acquired mostly
from absentee feudal landlords, evicting Palestinian peasants
in the process. Much of the countryside was still feudal or
semi-feudal and many of the peasants were tenant farmers.
The owners of large landed estates often lived in Beirut,
Damascus or Jerusalem. While the Ottoman Empire had
divided the region into different provinces, much of the
population did not recognize these distinctions.

Land evictions led, as the indigenous Palestinian
Jewish population had feared it would, to friction between
religious groups, which previously had been minimal. Middle
East scholar Don Perez described the percolating hostility:

Tensions began after the first Zionist settlers arrived
in the 1880s … when [they] purchased land from
absentee Arab owners, leading to dispossession of the
peasants who had cultivated it.[25]

In a 1921 Atlantic Monthly article, renowned
archeologist Albert T. Clay, who had just returned from
visiting Palestine, wrote:

Political Zionism is strongly opposed by many
orthodox Jews in Palestine; especially because they
recognize that, through the fanaticism of the Zionist
leaders, it has become most difficult for them to maintain
their former amicable relations with the other natives.[26]

Contrary to Zionist propaganda claims, Palestinian
Arab resistance to Zionist settlement was not motivated by



anti-Semitism any more than Native people’s resistance in the
Americas, or African people’s resistance to apartheid South
Africa was anti-white. In all three situations, the indigenous
peoples were fighting against dispossession—the theft of their
homelands.

‘Because it is something colonial’
Herzl and the other early Zionist leaders were well

aware that settlement alone could not bring their colonial
project to fruition. In 1902, Herzl solicited Cecil Rhodes, the
arch-racist symbol of British colonialism. Herzl wrote to
Rhodes:

You are being invited to help make history. That
cannot frighten you nor will you laugh at it. … It doesn’t
involve Africa but a piece of Asia Minor, not Englishmen
but Jews. But had this been on your path, you would have
done it by now. … How then do I happen to turn to you?
Because it is something colonial.[27]

Essential to the success of the Zionist project was
obtaining the sponsorship and protection of one of the great
powers of the day. To several of the European empires, Herzl
offered a variety of propositions, all of which boiled down to
this: “Support our project and the resulting state will serve
your interests.” This quid pro quo was necessary. After all, the
European empires had colonized much of the world and were
not in the habit of doing favors for any oppressed people.

Herzl and his associates shopped their project around
to the German, French, Italian, British, Russian and Ottoman
empires.

In 1904, shortly before his death, Herzl met with the
Russian Minister of the Interior, Vyacheslav von Plehve. The
discussion between Herzl and von Plehve reveals much about
the counterrevolutionary nature of political Zionism.

The viciously anti-worker, anti-Semitic von Plehve
was notorious for orchestrating pogroms. These violent, Ku
Klux Klan-like terrorist attacks against Jews often involved
rape, torture, burning and lynching. Pogroms were a favored
instrument of the Russian imperial government as a means of



social control, a way to deflect the anger of the oppressed
peasants away from their real oppressors—the Russian ruling
class.

Major pogroms were not spontaneous affairs. On
Easter 1903, the year before his meeting with Herzl, von
Plehve organized a particularly infamous pogrom in Kishinev,
Bessarabia, which left at least 45 Jews dead and more than 500
injured.

Von Plehve agreed to meet with Herzl in the hope that
the Zionists could help pull Jewish youth away from the
rapidly growing socialist movement in Russia. “The Jews have
been joining the revolutionary parties,” von Plehve told Herzl.
“We were sympathetic to your Zionist movement as long as it
worked toward emigration. You don’t have to justify the
movement to me. You are preaching to a convert.”[28]

Afterwards, Herzl explained the “deal” he had struck
with von Plehve to Chaim Zhitlovsky, a leader of the mainly
peasant Russian Social-Revolutionary Party. Herzl wrote:

I have just come from Plehve. I have his positive,
binding promise that in 15 years, at the maximum, he will
effectuate for us a charter for Palestine. But this is tied to
one condition: the Jewish revolutionaries shall cease their
struggle against the Russian government. If in 15 years
from the time of the agreement Plehve does not effectuate
the charter, they become free again to do what they
consider necessary.[29]

Zhitlovsky responded by informing Herzl that the
Social-Revolutionary military organization was already
planning to assassinate the murderous von Plehve. Zhitlovsky
went on to tell him:

We Jewish revolutionaries, even the most national
among us, are not Zionists and do not believe that
Zionism is able to resolve our problem. To transfer the
Jewish people from Russia to Eretz-Israel is, in our eyes,
a utopia, and because of a utopia we will not renounce the
paths upon which we have embarked—the path of the
revolutionary struggle against the Russian government,



which should also lead to the freedom of the Jewish
people.[30]

Lenin, leader of the Bolshevik Party, wrote in 1903:
“[T]his Zionist idea is absolutely false and essentially
reactionary.”[31]

Herzl’s meeting with von Plehve appalled the Russian-
born Chaim Weizmann, who was soon to succeed Herzl as the
preeminent Zionist leader. Weizmann recognized that if the
meeting became known, it could fatally discredit Zionism in
the eyes of the masses of the oppressed Jews in the Russian
Empire.

But Weizmann, who had immigrated to England, was
as eager to seek the support of the imperialists as was Herzl.
Weizmann focused on gaining the support of the British
Empire, then the most powerful in the world. Weizmann
emphasized both the value that a future Israeli state could have
for British imperialism and his movement’s Euro-supremacist
outlook in a 1914 letter:

Should Palestine fall within the British sphere of
influence and should Britain encourage Jewish settlement
… [we could] develop the country, bring back civilization
to it, and form a very effective guard for the Suez Canal.
[32]

The British conquest of most of the Middle East in
1918, combined with the Balfour Declaration issued the
previous year, set the stage for the Zionist project to take off.





Theodore Herzl, the father of political Zionism



Russian workers protest unemployment under the Czar.



Building a settler state American-
style

With British sponsorship and new sources of funding
from the United States, the Zionist project gained momentum
after World War I. Jewish settlements and land acquisition in
Palestine rapidly grew. Though Palestine was now a British
colony, the Jewish Agency was set up as a de facto
government in the Zionist-controlled areas. The Agency began
building its own militia and, later, a regular army.

In the post-World War II period, the Zionist leaders
would seek to legitimize their cause in the eyes of the world
by painting it as “anti-colonial”—in opposition to the British
Mandate. But, in truth, it was always purely colonial. The
Zionist project could not have succeeded without British
imperial patronage.

While there were inevitable and sometimes serious
clashes between the British sponsors and the Zionist
leadership, the nature of the relationship was unlike any other
in the far-flung British Empire. It was not one between the
colonizer and the colonized, but instead between two
colonizers, one much stronger than the other, but both
colonizers nonetheless.

The nature of the relationship was highlighted by a
meeting that took place July 22, 1921, at the home of British
Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour to discuss the situation in
Palestine. In addition to Balfour, the attendees were Zionist
leader Chaim Weizmann, British Prime Minister Lloyd
George, and Colonial Secretary—and future prime minister—
Winston Churchill.

Describing the meeting, Israeli historian Tom Segev
wrote, with considerable understatement:

It is doubtful that there were many other national
leaders [leaders in other British colonies] able to arrange
such a high-level meeting. Weizmann led the discussion;
Lloyd George and Balfour went out of their way to please



him. … The encounter was extraordinary from every
point of view.[33]

It would have been inconceivable for any leader of a
genuine national liberation movement to be treated with such
deference and respect by the top officials of the British
Empire. Certainly no Palestinian Arab leaders were invited to
London to meet with the prime minister at the foreign
secretary’s home.

The British government was at the time the chief
organizer of the international imperialist campaign to
overthrow the Russian Revolution. How this related to their
heightened interest in Zionism was explained in a virulently
anti-Semitic, anti-revolutionary and pro-Zionist feature article
written by Churchill for London’s Illustrated Sunday Herald in
1920. Following a section simply headlined “Good Jews and
Bad Jews,” Churchill offered his true point of view:

From the days of Spartacus-Weishaupt to those of
Karl Marx, and down to Trotsky (Russia), Bela Kun
(Hungary), Rosa Luxembourg (Germany), and Emma
Goldman (United States), this world-wide conspiracy for
the overthrow of civilization … has been steadily
growing. It played, as a modern writer, Mrs. Webster, has
so ably shown, a definitely recognizable part in the
tragedy of the French Revolution. It has been the
mainspring of every subversive movement during the
Nineteenth Century; and now at last this band of
extraordinary personalities from the underworld of the
great cities of Europe and America have gripped the
Russian people by the hair of their heads and have
become practically the undisputed masters of that
enormous empire.

He continued in the section titled, “Terrorist Jews”:

There is no need to exaggerate the part played in the
creation of Bolshevism and in the actual bringing about
of the Russian Revolution, by these international and for
the most part atheistical Jews. It is certainly a very great
one; it probably outweighs all others. With the notable
exception of Lenin, the majority of the leading figures are



Jews. Moreover, the principal inspiration and driving
power comes from the Jewish leaders.

But then the future prime minister of the British
Empire offered what he saw as a saving grace:

Zionism offers the third sphere to the political
conceptions of the Jewish race. In violent contrast to
international communism, it presents to the Jew a
national idea of a commanding character. It has fallen to
the British government, as the result of the conquest of
Palestine, to have the opportunity and the responsibility
of securing for the Jewish race all over the world a home
and a center of national life. The statesmanship and
historic sense of Mr. Balfour were prompt to seize this
opportunity. Declarations have been made which have
irrevocably decided the policy of Great Britain.

Zionism has already become a factor in the political
convulsions of Russia, as a powerful competing influence
in Bolshevik circles with the international communistic
system. Nothing could be more significant than the fury
with which Trotsky has attacked the Zionists generally,
and Dr. Weizmann in particular. The cruel penetration of
his mind leaves him in no doubt that his schemes of a
world-wide communistic state under Jewish domination
are directly thwarted and hindered by this new ideal,
which directs the energies and the hopes of Jews in every
land towards a simpler, a truer, and a far more attainable
goal. The struggle which is now beginning between the
Zionist and Bolshevik Jews is little less than a struggle
for the soul of the Jewish people.[34]

Whether meeting with high-ranking imperial officials
or expanding their colonial foothold on the ground, the Zionist
leaders made their aims crystal clear. They took lessons from
their colonial predecessors, in Britain and elsewhere. Similar
to the colonial-settler pattern in North America against the
Native peoples, when the Zionists acquired an area, their goal
was to make it exclusively Jewish. They wanted to rid the land
of the indigenous population altogether.



Zionist settlements and businesses were urged or
required to hire only Jewish labor. Jewish-owned businesses
that disobeyed—often in the interest of garnering greater
profits by hiring Palestinians at lower wages—were subjected
to boycott or violence by other Zionists.

As the settler population increased from about 10
percent in the early 1920s to nearly 30 percent by the end of
the 1930s, the discussion about “transfer” intensified among
Zionist politicians. “Transfer,” in the Zionist discourse, was a
code word for expelling the indigenous Arab population from
Palestine to make way for the envisioned state. It is beyond
question that this was the intention of the main Zionist leaders
from the beginning.

In 1919, the U.S.-based King-Crane Commission
traveled to Syria and Palestine to investigate the situation.
Their report stated, in part:

The commissioners began their study of Zionism
with minds predisposed in its favor. … The fact came out
repeatedly in the Commission’s conferences with Jewish
representatives that the Zionists looked forward to a
practically complete dispossession of the present non-
Jewish inhabitants of Palestine, by various forms of
purchase. …

If that principle [of self-determination] is to rule,
and so the wishes of Palestine’s population are to be
decisive as to what is to be done with Palestine, then it is
to be remembered that the non-Jewish population of
Palestine—nearly nine-tenths of the whole—are
emphatically against the entire Zionist program. … To
subject a people so minded to unlimited Jewish
immigration, and to steady financial and social pressure
to surrender the land, would be a gross violation of the
principle just quoted. …

The initial claim, often submitted by Zionist
representatives, that they have a “right” to Palestine based
on occupation of two thousand years ago, can barely be
seriously considered.[35]



It became clear to the Zionist leaders that the only way
to achieve their objective of “transfer” was through military
superiority. As they were well aware, the Palestinians were not
about to give up their land voluntarily.

‘Labor Zionists’ and revisionists
The building up of Zionist armed forces was not a

controversial subject, but how to talk about it publicly was.
This led to a split in the Zionist movement. In the early 1920s,
David Ben-Gurion, who had emigrated from Poland in 1906,
emerged as the central Zionist leader inside Palestine. Another
key leader was Vladimir Jabotinsky, who wrote two articles
titled “The Iron Wall,” published in Ha’aretz in 1923.
Jabotinsky argued that the Zionists should be honest with
themselves and the world by saying outright that theirs was a
settler project that could only be achieved by overwhelming
force—what he called the “Iron Wall”:

Settlement can thus develop under the protection of
a force that is not dependent on the local population,
behind an IRON WALL which they will be powerless to
break down. … A voluntary agreement is just not
possible. As long as the Arabs preserve a gleam of hope
that they will succeed in getting rid of us, nothing in the
world can cause them to relinquish this hope, precisely
because they are not a rubble, but a living people. And a
living people will be ready to yield on such fateful issues
only when they give up all hope of getting rid of the
Alien Settlers.

The Arabs loved their country as much as the Jews
did. Instinctively, they understood Zionist aspirations
very well, and their decision to resist them was only
natural. … There was no misunderstanding between Jew
and Arab, but a natural conflict. … No agreement was
possible with the Palestinian Arab; they would accept
Zionism only when they found themselves up against an
“iron wall,” when they realize they had no alternative but
to accept Jewish settlement.[36]

Jabotinsky continued his “honesty” in a letter to Jewish
lawyer and friend Oscar Grusenberg: “We Jews are Europeans.



… What do we have in common with the ‘Orient?’ And
everything that is ‘oriental’ is doomed.”[37]

Ben-Gurion and mainstream leaders, such as
Weizmann, Golda Meir and other “Labor Zionists” wanted to
pursue a more diplomatic course. They publicly disavowed
Jabotinsky’s open advocacy of racism and terrorism. The fact
that this disagreement was more rhetorical than substantive
was clarified by subsequent developments. But it led to a
major split in the Zionist movement at the time. Ben-Gurion
and his Labor and other “socialist” Zionists would go on to
form the pseudo-left Labor Party (Mapai) that dominated the
Israeli government for the first three decades of its existence
as a nation-state.

While Ben-Gurion and many of the founders of Israel
spoke in the name of “socialism,” this had more to do with the
popularity of socialism among the working class and petit-
bourgeoisie of the time than with any Zionist principles. The
irreconcilable nature of Zionism—really a form of reactionary
nationalism—and socialism is best explained in the analysis of
a real revolutionary, V.I. Lenin:

Marxism cannot be reconciled with nationalism, be
it even of the “most just,” “purest,” most refined and
civilized brand. In place of all forms of nationalism,
Marxism advances internationalism, the amalgamation of
all nations in the higher unity, a unity that is growing
before our eyes with every mile of railway line that is
built, with every international trust, and every workers’
association that is formed (an association that is
international in its economic activities as well as in its
ideas and aims).

The principle of nationality is historically inevitable
in bourgeois society and, taking this society into due
account, the Marxist fully recognizes the historical
legitimacy of national movements. But to prevent this
recognition from becoming an apologia of nationalism, it
must be strictly limited to what is progressive in such
movements, in order that this recognition may not lead to



bourgeois ideology obscuring proletarian consciousness.
[38]

While making clear his view on the relationship
between nationalism and Marxism, Lenin advocated an
alliance between the working class in the imperialist countries
and the genuine national liberation movements struggling
against colonialism. Both face the same main enemy, the
imperialist ruling classes.

At the same time, Lenin and the Bolsheviks fought
against narrow nationalism—advocating internationalism
instead. The British especially relied upon pitting one
oppressed nationality—whose leaders would receive favors
and benefits—against other oppressed nationalities in their far-
flung empire. The practice has been perpetuated by the United
States in Vietnam, Iraq and other countries, ever since it
became the dominant global power.

The Bolsheviks, whose top leadership apart from Lenin
was largely of Jewish descent, were adamantly opposed to
Zionism as a reactionary ideology. They believed that anti-
Semitism could only be ended through socialist revolution.[39]

One of the first decrees of Bolshevik government after the
October 1917 revolution banned discrimination against Jews
and other oppressed peoples in the former czarist empire.

The Jews of the Russian, German and Austro-
Hungarian empires—all three of which included parts of
Poland with its large Jewish population—and other European
countries were a persecuted and subjugated people. But, the
Bolsheviks maintained, although European Jews shared a
common religion, and in some areas a common language and
culture, they lacked a contiguous territory and did not
constitute a nation.

The Zionists, while aiming to create a Jewish nation-
state, did not seek to acquire territory in Eastern Europe where
most of the European Jewish population was concentrated and
most violently repressed. Instead, the Zionists offered to make
themselves available to be transported as settlers to any
number of places in the colonized continents of Asia, Africa
and Latin America, before settling on Palestine.



Political Zionism was thus a unique form of narrow
nationalism. Lacking its own indigenous land base, it could
only hope to succeed as an extension of European colonialism.
Unlike any genuine national liberation movement, Zionism
was always completely dependent on imperialist sponsorship.

This reality shaped the Zionist movement and its
political alliances. The priority of Ben-Gurion and the Labor
Zionists was never really socialism nor the well-being of the
workers. In his 1954 book, “Rebirth and Destiny of Israel,”
Ben-Gurion tellingly looked back on the earlier days of
settlement: “We were not just working—we were conquering,
conquering, conquering a land. We were a company of
conquistadors.”[40]

Their modus operandi was clear. Ben-Gurion and the
Labor Party were simply reactionary bourgeois nationalists
posing as socialists. Their support for trade unionism—
specifically as leaders of the Histadrut (the Zionist labor
federation)—both before and after the founding of Israel was
aimed at only winning the support of Jewish workers. This
kept the Palestinian workers both separate and unequal. And it
succeeded in imbuing Jewish workers with chauvinism and
racism toward the colonized Palestinians. The Labor Party’s
collaboration—in fact, complete integration—with Zionism
had the effect of channeling the radical leanings of Jewish
workers into a narrow and backward ideological framework. It
was a necessary ingredient to the Zionist project.

Ben-Gurion candidly addressed the need for a Zionist
“workers’ movement” in December 1922:

How can we run our Zionist movement in such a
way that [we] will be able to carry out the conquest of the
land by the Jewish worker, and which will find the
resources to organize the massive immigration and
settlement of workers through their own capabilities? The
creation of a new Zionist movement, a Zionist movement
of workers, is the first prerequisite for the fulfillment of
Zionism. … Without a new Zionist movement that is
entirely at our disposal, there is no future or hope for our
activities.[41]



Zionism gained strength in the aftermath of World War
I, a period that was fertile ground for the growth of reactionary
nationalist and fascist movements in Europe, such as those in
Germany, Italy, Hungary, Poland and a number of other
countries. It was also a time of emerging progressive national
movements against imperialism in the colonized world of
Asia, Africa and Latin America.

Though it had its own distinct roots, Zionism shared
some of the characteristics of the reactionary European
movements. It fiercely opposed the anti-colonial and genuine
national liberation movements. Zionism’s opposition to true
liberation movements is well documented in “Israel: Base of
Western Imperialism.”[42] It could not have been otherwise,
due to both the Zionists’ dependence on the world’s largest
empire, Britain, and its character as a European colonial
phenomenon.

Vladimir Jabotinsky did not conceal his connections to
the most reactionary nationalism of his time. His political
faction was known as the Revisionists, because they wanted to
“revise” the Balfour Declaration to include both banks of the
Jordan River in their projected state—in other words, they
wanted at least all of present-day Palestine and Jordan. The
Revisionists formed the Betar Party, which included avowed
supporters of the Italian fascist dictator, Mussolini. Jabotinsky
was himself photographed proudly wearing an Italian fascist
officer’s uniform.

Betar gave birth to the self-identified terrorist
paramilitary organizations Irgun and Lehi (Stern Gang) in the
1930s and 1940s. Among their leaders were two future Israeli
prime ministers, Menachem Begin and Yitzhak Shamir. After
1948, Betar became the Herut party, and two decades later
Herut, in turn, served as the core of the Likud bloc, which
became the dominant force in Israeli politics in the late 1970s.

When Menachem Begin visited America soon after the
creation of the Israeli state in 1948, a letter to the New York
Times signed by 28 Jewish liberals and progressives, including
Albert Einstein and Hannah Arendt, denounced him as a
“terrorist, right-wing chauvinist.” His movement, the letter



stated, was “closely akin in its organization, methods, political
philosophy, and social appeal to Nazi and Fascist parties. …
Within the Jewish community they have preached an
admixture of ultranationalism, religious mysticism, and racial
superiority. Like other Fascist parties they have been used to
break strikes, and have themselves pressed for the destruction
of free trade unions. In their stead, they have proposed
corporate unions on the Italian Fascist model.”[43]

Because Israel was a colonial implantation that could
only succeed by crushing the indigenous population, the “Iron
Wall” doctrine eventually triumphed and, along with it, the
politics of Revisionist Zionism. It is today an integral part of
Israeli state ideology and strategy. Overwhelming military
force has long been accepted as essential across the entire
Zionist political spectrum. The dispossession of an entire
people has never been possible anywhere except by extreme,
often genocidal, violence. Palestine is no exception.

While Jabotinsky is less well-known in the United States
than his Labor Zionist counterparts, and although his followers
were treated as marginal figures in the early decades of Israel’s
existence, his brutal doctrine has dominated Israeli politics
since the state was formed.[44]



Agriculture plays a key economic and cultural role in Palestinian
society. Here, women harvest crops, Galilee, 1900. Photo: John F.
Jarvis



Zionist settlers construct a settlement, Tel Aviv, 1920.



The Palestinian revolt of 1936-
1939

The aim of the Zionists to dispossess Palestinians of
their land and rights was no mystery to the Palestinian
population. Throughout the 1920s and 1930s there were
numerous uprisings against British colonialism and Zionist
settlements, the most famous and protracted of which was the
1936-1939 revolt.

In 1936, Palestinians launched a general strike that
lasted six months—the longest general strike in history. The
strike was followed by a guerrilla war that lasted nearly three
and a half years. It was mainly based in the countryside among
poor peasants. The war tied down a large part of the British
army. It was not until September 1939—the same month that
World War II began in Europe—that the British finally
succeeded in crushing the rebellion by brute force.

The Palestinian fighters were hampered by the lack of
a revolutionary party to lead the struggle. Despite this critical
problem and a lack of sufficient arms and equipment, they
carried on an intense and protracted struggle against the
world’s most powerful empire.

During the revolt, the British occupiers imposed
repressive laws, called Emergency Regulations, on the Arab
population. Many of the regulations are still used today by the
Israelis against Palestinians in the West Bank. These
“emergency” measures legalized a number of the colonial
government’s arbitrary actions, including detention and
imprisonment without charge and house demolitions.

The revolutionary writer and leader Ghassan Kanafani,
who was assassinated by the Israeli secret service in 1972,
elaborated on this point in his pamphlet, “The 1936-39 Revolt
in Palestine”:

The British Emergency Regulations played an
effective role. [A] group of sentences passed at the time
[shows] how unjust these regulations were: “six years’
imprisonment for possessing a revolver; 12 years [for]



possessing a bomb; five years with hard labor for
possessing 12 bullets; eight months on a charge of
misdirecting a detachment of soldiers; nine years on a
charge of possessing explosives; five years for trying to
buy ammunition from soldiers; two weeks’ imprisonment
for possessing a stick” … etc.

According to a British estimate submitted to the
League of Nations, the number of Palestinian Arabs
killed in the 1936 revolt was about 1,000, apart from
wounded, missing and interned. The British employed the
policy of blowing up houses on a wide scale. In addition
to blowing up and destroying part of the city of Jaffa (on
June 18th, 1936) where the number of houses blown up
was estimated at 220 … and the number of persons
rendered homeless at 6,000. In addition, one hundred huts
were demolished in Jabalia, 300 in Abu Kabir, 350 in
Sheikh Murad and 75 in Arab al-Daudi.

It is clear that the inhabitants of the quarters that
were destroyed in Jaffa, and of the huts that were
destroyed in the outskirts were poor peasants, who had
left the country for the town. In the villages … 143
houses were blown up for reasons directly connected with
the revolt. These houses belonged to poor peasants, some
medium peasants and a very small number of feudal
families.[45]

In the course of the struggle, the British had aided—
and were aided by—the armed police of the Jewish Agency,
which became a training ground for thousands of troops in the
Zionists’ main army, the Haganah. Also weighing in on the
side of the British Empire was its puppet monarch in Jordan,
King Abdullah.

One of the tactics of the Palestinian resistance was to
blow up the oil pipeline the British built from Kirkuk, Iraq to
Haifa, Palestine. After a number of these attacks, the British
assigned the Zionist police to guard the pipeline inside
Palestine. Abdullah’s forces were assigned a similar role in
Jordan.



The reactionary triple alliance of imperialism, Zionism
and Arab reaction first clearly appeared in opposition to the
revolutionary movement in Palestine in this period. That
counterrevolutionary alliance—with the United States taking
Britain’s place as the lead imperialist power in the 1950s—has
confronted all revolutionary movements in the region ever
since.

The Palestinian defeat in the 1936-1939 Intifada
(uprising) had a profound effect on the future shape of the
conflict. When World War II broke out in Europe in 1939, the
Zionist forces were greatly strengthened, while the
Palestinians were decimated. As Kanafani concluded his
pamphlet:

Thus in 1947 circumstances were favorable, for it
[the Zionist movement] to pluck the fruits of the defeat of
the 1936 revolt, which the outbreak of the war had
prevented it from doing sooner. Thus the period taken to
complete the second chapter of the Palestinian defeat—
from the end of 1947 to the middle of 1948—was
amazingly short, because it was only the conclusion of a
long and bloody chapter which had lasted from April
1936 to September 1939.[46]

Both the justice of the Palestinian resistance and
colonial nature of Zionism had been admitted in the midst of
the revolt by none other than the central Zionist leader, Ben-
Gurion:

In our political argument abroad we minimize Arab
opposition to us. But let us not ignore the truth among
ourselves. … A people which fights against the
usurpation of its land will not tire so easily.[47]

Ben-Gurion also said:

When we say that the Arabs are the aggressors and
we defend ourselves—that is only half the truth. As
regards our security and life we defend ourselves. … But
the fighting is only one aspect of the conflict, which is in
its essence a political one. And politically we are the
aggressors and they defend themselves.[48]



Such candid admissions—which were quite common
from Zionist leaders before the state of Israel was established
—in no way deterred the Jewish Agency leadership from its
colonizing course.

What the Zionists were planning was captured in the
words of Joseph Weitz, director of the Jewish National Land
Fund, in 1940:

Among ourselves it must be clear that there is no
room for both people in this country … and there is no
way besides transferring the Arabs from here to
neighboring countries, to transfer them all; except maybe
for Bethlehem, Nazareth and Old Jerusalem, we must not
leave a single village, a single tribe.[49]

This extreme racism was deeply embedded in the
Zionists’ logic. In the midst of the Palestinian revolt in 1937,
the British Peel Commission recommended the partition of
Palestine and the creation of a small Jewish state. Many
Zionist leaders opposed the proposal because it did not meet
their goals. Ben-Gurion argued for accepting it, though only as
a short-term solution. He viewed the proposal as merely a first
step toward taking over all of Palestine in the name of
Zionism:

Just as I do not see the proposed Jewish state as a
final solution to the problems of the Jewish people, so I
do not see partition as the final solution of the Palestine
question. Those who reject partition are right in their
claim that this country cannot be partitioned because it
constitutes one unit, not only from a historical point of
view but also from that of nature and economy.[50]

Just years later, the Zionists would implement the most
bloody means in an attempt to realize their goal.



David Ben-Gurion (front row, 2nd from left), Israel’s first
prime minister, with members of the Haganah, 1947.



World War II: Anti-Semitism and
genocide

In 1939, the Nazi armies invaded Poland, signaling the
start of World War II in Europe. By mid-1941, Germany, Italy
and their fascist allies occupied nearly all of continental
Europe west of the Soviet Union; on June 22 of that year they
launched an all-out attack on the USSR.

David Ben-Gurion, who was to become Israel’s first
prime minister, wrote in 1939 that while World War I had
brought the Balfour Declaration, the Second World War would
result in the creation of a Zionist state.[51]

The capitalist governments of Western Europe and the
United States paid scant attention to the mass murder of Jews
and other peoples at the hands of the Nazis as they were taking
place.

Suffused with anti-Semitism themselves, many in the
U.S. ruling class in the 1930s viewed Nazi Germany as a
weapon against their main enemy of the time—the Soviet
Union. A number of U.S. capitalists regarded Nazi Germany
as having an ideal business climate. The Nazis had smashed
the powerful German labor unions and had fused German
corporations closely with the state. Among those who shared
Nazi sympathies and business connections were Henry Ford,
Joseph Kennedy Sr. (father of John, Robert and Ted Kennedy),
and Prescott Bush (father and grandfather of U.S. presidents).

In November 1938, the “Kristillnacht” Nazi pogrom
killed more than 1,300 Jewish people in Germany and
destroyed 7,000 businesses in one night. It was followed by
the start of the large-scale deportation of Jews to concentration
camps.

The following year, the Wagner-Rogers bill was
submitted to the U.S. Congress. It called for 20,000 German
Jewish children to be admitted to the United States, outside of
the existing quota. The bill died after then-President Franklin
D. Roosevelt refused to support it. Typifying the anti-



Semitism so prevalent in U.S. ruling circles at that time,
Roosevelt’s cousin, Laura Delano Houghteling, the wife of the
U.S. commissioner of immigration, explained her opposition
to the bill. Houghteling said: “20,000 charming children would
all too soon grow into 20,000 ugly adults.”[52]

One month after the Kristillnacht pogrom, Ben-Gurion
expressed his calculated perspective on the relationship
between what was happening in Germany and the Zionist
project in Palestine:

If I knew it was possible to save all [Jewish]
children of Germany by their transfer to England and
only half of them by transferring them to Eretz-Israel, I
would choose the latter—because we are faced not only
with the accounting of these [Jewish] children but also
with the historical accounting of the Jewish People.[53]

His words expose the cold pragmatism of Zionism. To
the Zionist leaders, it was preferable to have an exclusivist
state controlled by them than to benefit Jewish people.

The imperialists’ compassion was no greater. Even
after entering the war and being informed of the mass murder
underway in the fascist concentration camps, there was little
sign of concern from ruling circles in Washington and London.
The U.S. high command was so indifferent to people suffering
in the Nazi death camps that they refused to bomb the rail
lines, which brought the boxcars crammed with victims into
the camps and the gas chambers that were used for mass
murder.[54]

U.S. Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau Jr.
was the only Jewish member of President Roosevelt’s cabinet.
Like most Treasury secretaries, Morgenthau was a
representative of Wall Street and a conservative. On Jan. 13,
1944, he issued a report that was highly unusual for someone
in his position. In it, Morgenthau protested how his own
government was failing to respond to the Nazi genocide,
which was then in full swing:

One of the greatest crimes in history, the slaughter
of the Jewish people in Europe, is continuing unabated.



This Government has for a long time maintained that its
policy is to work out programs to serve those Jews of
Europe who could be saved.

I am convinced on the basis of the information
which is available to me that certain officials in our State
Department, which is charged with carrying out this
policy, have been guilty not only of gross procrastination
and willful failure to act, but even of willful attempts to
prevent action from being taken to rescue Jews from
Hitler.

I fully recognize the graveness of this statement and
I make it only after having most carefully weighed the
shocking facts which have come to my attention during
the last several months. Unless remedial steps of a drastic
nature are taken, and taken immediately, I am certain that
no effective action will be taken by this government to
prevent the complete extermination of the Jews in
German controlled Europe, and that this Government will
have to share for all time responsibility for this
extermination.[55]

The U.S. imperialists took no remedial steps. During
the Nazi genocide, six million Jews were murdered. Millions
of Roma and Slavic people, lesbians and gays, disabled
people, communists and anyone who resisted fascism also
were killed. Among the Jewish survivors who wanted to leave
Europe, as many as 80 percent hoped to go to the United
States.[56]

It would not have been difficult for the United States to
absorb 400,000 Jewish refugees, particularly since the U.S.
mainland had suffered no damage during the war and its
economy was booming. But U.S. corporate and government
leaders opposed opening the doors to the survivors of Nazi
persecution, fearing that many were influenced by communist
and socialist ideas.

The Zionist leaders were also well aware of the desire
of the European Jewish survivors to come to the United States.
They were equally opposed to the notion because it threatened
the realization of their core goal. As Chaplain Klausner, a



Zionist organizer put it: “I am convinced that the [Jewish
refugees] must be forced to go to Palestine.”[57] To build a
Jewish state, the Zionists needed to get as many refugees as
possible to Palestine.

Although the U.S. government had done little before or
during World War II to aid the Jewish victims of fascism, it
quickly used the very real horrors of Hitler’s death camps to
rally public opinion in favor of establishing the state of Israel.
The Zionists succeeded in this regard as well, building support
for their colonial project among otherwise progressive Jewish
organizations, church groups and labor unions throughout the
United States and Europe.

Once the war was over, the gathering momentum
behind the plans to create Israel became seemingly
unstoppable.



Nazi troops march through Warsaw after the invasion of Poland,
which triggered the start of World War II, September 1939.



Illegal U.N. partition
The conflict in Palestine intensified following World

War II. The British government, bankrupt and seeking to hold
on to their most profitable colonies, announced in the spring of
1947 it was turning over its Palestine “mandate” to the
recently formed United Nations. Britain set May 15, 1948, as
the date on which it would withdraw its troops.

After months of debate, the U.N. General Assembly set
Nov. 29, 1947, as the date for a vote on partitioning Palestine.

The Palestinians—who had had nothing to do with
European anti-Semitism or genocide—were not consulted
before the U.N. vote. There was no plebiscite or vote of the
people to determine how the indigenous people felt. If there
had been, the outcome would not have been in doubt: One
unitary state in Palestine would have been the overwhelming
choice. The U.N. partition vote was an illegitimate act, a
violation of the Palestinians’ right to self-determination.

The two-thirds majority required to pass Resolution
181 was only achieved through intense U.S. pressure. The vote
ended up 33-to-13 with 10 abstentions. The administration of
President Harry S. Truman leaned heavily on its neo-colonies
and client states, particularly the Philippines, Liberia, Haiti
and Thailand, all of which initially opposed the resolution and
subsequently switched their votes. Without those four votes,
the resolution would have failed.

The Soviet Union and its allies, who later became key
supporters of the Arab liberation struggles, also provided
crucial votes without which the partition resolution would
have failed. What was behind this decision?

The Soviet leadership mistakenly believed that Israel
would be a friendly state. The Soviet Red Army, after all, had
been the main force that defeated Nazism and liberated the
concentration camps in Poland and eastern Germany.

The Soviet Union had borne the full fury of the Nazi
war machine beginning in June 1941. In the four years that
followed, more than 27 million Soviet soldiers and civilians



died at the hands of the fascists. Much of the country’s
infrastructure was destroyed. The heroic Soviet Red Army
fighters broke the back of the Nazi war machine, leading
directly to its historic defeat. In contrast, the United States
suffered around 400,000 killed in the war in both the European
and Pacific theaters, and no internal destruction. There was
great goodwill among the Jewish survivors of the Nazi
Holocaust toward the USSR.

Soviet support for Resolution 181 was an unmitigated
disaster for the Palestinians and the Arab anti-colonial
struggle, as well as for the communist parties in the Arab
world. All of the communist parties in the Arab world, with
the exception of the Iraqi party, unfortunately supported the
Soviet position, which compromised them—and communism
—in the eyes of the Arab masses. In the United States, the
Communist Party, then the largest left organization, also
supported the creation of Israel.

Israel received crucial political and military support
from the Soviet Union and its allies in 1947 and 1948. At that
time, much of the Israeli population was pro-socialist and pro-
Soviet. But neither of those facts mattered. Israel’s
fundamental relationship to the imperialist West could not be
altered. After all, without imperialist patronage, the Zionist
project never would have gotten off the ground.

The early support of the Soviet leadership and many
communist parties for Israel contributed greatly to disorienting
the progressive movement, especially in the United States,
with long-lasting effect. Zionism was not understood for what
it really is—an ideology rooted in colonialism and racism.[58]

The U.N. partition vote led to celebration among the
Zionists. Despite owning just 6 percent of the land and
constituting 35 percent of the population, Resolution 181
granted the soon-to-be state of Israel 55 percent of Palestine.
The Palestinian Arabs were to receive 44 percent of the
territory, with the remaining one percent to be an
“international zone.” The zone included Jerusalem. On the
Palestinian side, there was justified anger and rebellion. All
parties knew ahead of time that partition meant war.



1948 War
Fighting broke out immediately. Contrary to one of

Israel’s creation myths, the Zionist military forces possessed
superior equipment, training and numbers from the start of the
war. This advantage only increased over the following year.
Since the defeat of the 1936-1939 revolt, Palestinians had been
forbidden—often under penalty of death—to possess weapons.
Many of the leaders, organizers and fighters of the 1936-1939
Intifada had been killed or exiled.

On the other side, the Haganah had grown much
stronger, as had the Irgun and Lehi (Stern Gang). Most
Haganah soldiers had military training, having joined the
British army during World War II. Funds from the United
States, England and other countries were pouring in to support
what became the state of Israel.

The British still held state power in Palestine when the
fighting started. They declared an arms embargo. The poorly
equipped Palestinian paramilitary forces were largely
prevented from being re-armed. Nevertheless, the Haganah
received a major weapons shipment from Czechoslovakia.

Ben-Gurion and his military commanders were
determined not to accept “merely” 55 percent of Palestine and
immediately began to carry out military operations to seize as
much territory as possible, including Jerusalem. But as a
number of Israeli and Palestinian historians have documented,
their aim was not just to take control of land. The other equally
essential goal of the Zionist leaders was to uproot and expel as
much of the Arab population as possible from all of Palestine.

Addressing the Central Committee of the Histadrut on
Dec. 30, 1947, Ben-Gurion made it clear that he had no
intention of accepting a significant Arab presence—even with
a subjugated status—in his projected state:

In the area allocated to the Jewish state there are not
more than 520,000 Jews and about 350,000 non-Jews,
mostly Arabs. Together with the Jews of Jerusalem, the
total population of the Jewish State at the time of its
establishment will be about one million, including almost



40 percent non-Jews. Such a [population] composition
does not provide a stable basis for a Jewish state. This
[demographic] fact must be viewed in all its clarity and
acuteness. With such a [population] composition, there
cannot even be absolute certainty that control will remain
in the hands of the Jewish majority. … There can be no
stable and strong Jewish state so long as it has a Jewish
majority of only 60 percent.[59]

The “ethnic cleansing” of Palestinians that began
almost immediately after partition delighted Ben-Gurion.
Speaking to the council of his Labor Party on Feb. 8, 1948, he
said:

From your entry into Jerusalem, through Lifta,
Romema [East Jerusalem Palestinian neighborhood] …
there are no [Palestinian] Arabs. One hundred percent
Jews. Since Jerusalem was destroyed by the Romans, it
has not been Jewish as it is now. In many [Palestinian]
Arab neighborhoods in the west one sees not a single
[Palestinian] Arab. I do not assume that this will change.
… What had happened in Jerusalem … is likely to
happen in many parts of the country … in the six, eight or
10 months of the campaign there will certainly be great
changes in the composition of the population in the
country.[60]

But what so delighted Ben-Gurion in early 1948 was
not yet reflected in most of the country. In the first months of
fighting, while the Zionists generally prevailed in battle, the
objective of driving out the Palestinian population was not
being achieved. Palestinian villagers would retreat, but only to
nearby villages, waiting for the fighting to stop. Until March 1,
1948, the population had been driven out from less than 5
percent of Palestinian villages. This constituted a serious
problem from the point of view of the Zionist leaders; one that
threatened their entire plan.

Two additional factors made the problem a potential
crisis for the Zionists. One was a shift in Washington. While
the Truman administration had played a key role in pushing
the partition plan through the U.N. General Assembly, it was



now evidencing second thoughts. The partition plan had not
brought a settlement or peace, and the war raging in Palestine
had angered the entire Arab world. Much of that anger was
directed at Washington. The U.S. government began floating
other alternatives in hopes of pacifying the situation. One idea
floated by the State Department called for scrapping the
partition plan and replacing it with a five-year U.N. trusteeship
over the area. The Zionist leaders rejected it outright, but were
acutely conscious of the fact that they were losing critically
needed support.

The approach of May 15, 1948—the date for British
withdrawal—was the other factor creating a crisis atmosphere
for the Zionist commanders.

On March 10, 1948, Ben-Gurion and his inner circle
began to implement a new doctrine, “Plan Dalet.” Under the
plan, the Haganah, along with its supposed rival, the Irgun,
began staging attacks on “quiet” Palestinian villages—those
not involved in fighting.[61]

Israeli historian Ilan Pappe asserts that Ben-Gurion and
his cohorts actually saw “quiet” villages as a bigger problem
than those that resisted. Resistance provided the Zionists with
a pretext for carrying out harsh repression and removal.[62]

Plan Dalet escalated the level of violence directed
against the Palestinian civilian population to the extreme. A
typical operation carried out by Haganah and Irgun units
would plant explosives around Palestinian houses in the
middle of the night, drench them with gasoline and then open
fire. The point was to terrorize and drive out the Palestinian
population. Arbitrary executions became routine, particularly
directed against men and boys who were designated as being
of fighting age—whether they were involved in resistance or
not. But the Zionist leaders decided that more was needed.







U.N. Resolution 181, passed Nov. 27, 1947, granted over half
of Palestine to the Zionist colonizers.





Born of massacres and ethnic
cleansing

Deir Yassin, on the outskirts of Jerusalem, was a
“quiet” village, in which there was no apparent resistance
activity. There was even reported cooperation with the Jewish
Agency. The Jewish Agency had transformed itself in May
1948 into the new Israeli government.

On April 9, 1948, the Irgun nearly wiped out the entire
population of Deir Yassin. The Irgun soldiers arrived in the
village and announced that the residents had 15 minutes to
leave. Then the attack began. The Zionist soldiers blew up
homes with their inhabitants still inside, fired at will and at
close range, and committed other atrocities. When it was over,
more than 200 lay dead. Many of the women in the village
were raped before being killed.[63]

An 11-year-old Deir Yassin survivor described the
horrors committed by the Zionists:

As soon as the sun rose, there was knocking at the
door, but we did not answer. They blew the door down,
entered and started searching the place; they got to the
store room, and took us out one-by-one. They shot the
son-in-law, and when one of his daughters screamed, they
shot her too. They then called my brother Mahmoud and
shot him in our presence, and when my mother screamed
and bent over my brother, carrying my little sister
Khadra, who was still being breast fed, they shot my
mother too. We all started screaming and crying, but were
told that if we did not stop, they would shoot us all. They
then lined us up, shot at us and left.[64]

Despite attempts by the Jewish Agency to stop him,
Jacques de Reynier of the International Red Cross visited Deir
Yassin a few days later. He found Irgun soldiers in the midst of
“cleaning up.” De Reyier wrote:

I found some bodies cold. Here the “cleaning up”
had been done with machine guns, then hand grenades. It



had been finished off with knives, anyone could see that.
… As the [Irgun] gang had not dared to attack me
directly, I could continue. I gave orders for the goodies in
this house to be loaded on the truck, and went to the next
house, and so on. Everywhere it was the same horrible
sight. I found only two more people alive.[65]

The Irgun paraded the few Palestinian survivors
through the streets of Jerusalem where they were jeered and
spit on.

With Deir Yassin, Plan Dalet had been raised to a new
level of brutality. The massacres in Deir Yassin, Tantura and
other villages were meant as warnings to all Palestinians.
While the Jewish Agency officially condemned the Deir
Yassin massacre in words, on the same day it brought the
Irgun into the Joint Command of the military with the
Haganah.

Twelve days after the Deir Yassin massacre, on April
21, 1948, the British commander in Haifa—a city in the north
with a mixed population—advised the Zionist forces that he
would immediately begin withdrawing his forces. He did not
inform the Palestinians. The same day, joint Irgun-Haganah
forces launched a lethal attack on the Palestinian areas of
Haifa. They rolled barrel bombs filled with gasoline and
dynamite down narrow alleys in the heavily populated city
while mortar shells pounded the Arab neighborhoods from
overhead.

Haganah army loudspeakers and sound cars broadcast
“horror recordings” of shrieks and screams of Arab women,
mixed with calls of: “Flee for your lives. The Jews are using
poison gas and nuclear weapons.” The Irgun commander
reported that many Palestinians cried “Deir Yassin, Deir
Yassin,” as they fled.[66]

Within a week, similar terror tactics led 77,000 of
80,000 Palestinians to flee the port city of Jaffa. Comparable
operations were repeated many times.

By May 15, 1948, when Israel’s independence was
proclaimed, 300,000 Palestinians were living and dying in



abominable conditions of exile in Lebanon, Gaza, Syria and
the Jordan Valley.

By the end of that year, the number of dispossessed
Palestinians had grown to over 750,000.

Without the tactic of massacre, the ethnic cleansing of
Palestine would not have been possible. Without massacres,
the Israel that its creators envisioned could not have come into
being.

None of the Palestinians who were driven out were
allowed to return to their homes, despite U.N. Resolution 194,
passed in December 1948. The resolution states unequivocally
that all refugees must be allowed back and compensated for
any damages suffered.[67]

To justify this illegal refusal, the Israeli authorities
claimed that the refugees had left “voluntarily.” This was
another of Israel’s contradictory creation myths—
contradictory because it collides with another historical
fabrication. After all, if Palestine was truly a “land without
people,” why would anyone have had to leave? The myth that
the Palestinians “left voluntarily” has been demolished. It is
today undeniable that Palestinians who fled did so because of
a deliberate campaign of terror.

But whether refugees leave due to violence, the threat
of violence or for any other reason, their right to return to their
homeland remains inalienable according to international law
and any sense of justice.

Al-Nakba’s wake
The people of Palestine and the entire Arab world

remember the year 1948 as al-Nakba—the Catastrophe. The
Palestinian historian Walid Khalidi wrote about al-Nakba and
its physical remnants today:

By the end of the 1948 war, hundreds of entire
villages had not only been depopulated but [also]
obliterated, their houses blown up or bulldozed. While
many of the sites are difficult to access, to this day the
observant traveler of Israeli roads and highways can see



traces of their presence that would escape the notice of
the casual passer-by: a fenced-in area, often surmounting
a gentle hill, of olive and other fruit trees left untended, of
cactus hedges and domesticated plants run wild. Now and
then a few crumbled houses are left standing, a neglected
mosque or church, collapsing walls along the ghost of a
village lane, but in the vast majority of cases, all that
remains is a scattering of stones and rubble across a
forgotten landscape.[68]

After the 1948 war, the remaining 22 percent of
Palestine was divided. Jordan annexed the West Bank—named
after the west bank of the Jordan River; Gaza came under
Egyptian administration. More than 750,000 Palestinians were
dispossessed of their farms, shops and homes and forced into
wretched concentration camps. The expropriated Palestinian
land, workplaces, houses and public buildings constituted an
essential material basis for the new Israeli state and its
economy.

The Palestinians had seemingly disappeared, at least
for much of the world. In the United States press they lost all
nationality, becoming only “refugees.”

The process of “disappearing” the Palestinians was
very important to Israel. The post-war period was the epoch
not of rising colonialism, but of its opposite—decolonization.
The imperialist powers were all being confronted by national
liberation struggles in Asia, Africa, Latin America and the
Middle East.

Under these circumstances, the Israeli leaders and their
U.S. patrons did not want Israel to be perceived as a colonial-
settler state. Their way out was simply to proclaim that
Palestine had been an empty, barren land. The fact that tens of
thousands of Israelis were now living in the homes of
Palestinians, working their fields and harvesting the fruit of
century-old trees was conveniently forgotten in the glowing
accounts of how Israel had “made the desert bloom.” This
fiction appeared as the dominant narrative in most U.S. media
outlets.

Israel seeks a ‘second round’



Despite having taken control of most of Mandate
Palestine, Israeli leaders, including Ben-Gurion, were far from
satisfied with their new state.

Moshe Dayan, a young military officer and Ben-
Gurion protégé, was quoted by a Tel Aviv-based U.S. diplomat
in 1949 as saying: “Boundaries-Frontier of Israel should be on
Jordan [River]. … Present boundaries ridiculous from all
points of view.”[69]

As events would soon show, it was not just the West
Bank to which Dayan was referring. Parts of neighboring
Lebanon, Egypt, and Syria were also in the Zionist leaders’
expansionist dreams.

The leaders of the new Israeli state did not rely on
dreams to fulfill their aspirations. No sooner did Israel come
into being than Ben-Gurion and his ruling cabal began looking
for a new war. They were ready for a second round of battle to
realize their goals. A key figure in Israel’s aggressive policy
was the war criminal and future prime minister, Ariel Sharon.
Sharon’s half-century-long bloody trail of massacres—from
Qibya to Gaza, from Sabra and Shatila to Jenin—parallels the
history of Israel itself. Sharon and his cohorts always hid their
mass murders behind the pretext of “retaliation.” This soon
became Israel’s unnamed policy when it would employ mass
violence or provoke a war with its hostile neighbors.

In the first years after their expulsion, Palestinians
frequently crossed the illegal and artificial border established
by the Zionist state, usually to return to their stolen lands and
homes. Most often this happened during the planting and
harvest season. Smaller numbers returned as groups of
fighters, or fedayeen, seeking to continue the struggle.[70]

Israeli army—Israeli Defense Forces—orders were to kill any
“infiltrators,” including those who were unarmed.

In response to any fedayeen attack, the Israeli army
would often carry out large-scale attacks and massacres. The
aim was not only to punish. “Retaliation” really meant
provocation; the intent was to get Jordan or Egypt to react
militarily to the massacres, which could then be used by Israel



as a pretext for a new war of conquest. Israeli writer, Benny
Morris explained in his book, “Righteous Victims”:

Major Ariel (“Arik”) Sharon, the Israeli officer who
came to embody the “retaliatory policy,” was placed in
charge of the new Unit 101, designed especially for such
actions. On Oct. 14, 1953, Unit 101 attacked Qibya, a
small border village, and wiped out its population of
more than 60 people. Many of the villagers were burned
alive inside their homes. There were no IDF casualties.
[71]

Sharon was then the favorite officer of Israeli Gen.
Moshe Dayan. The general, who later became defense
minister, was a major proponent of the “retaliation” policy.
The Qibya massacre elicited world condemnation, but not the
new war with Jordan that Israeli leaders were seeking as a
pretext to seize the West Bank.

Israel and its backers in the United States have
continued to make use of the “retaliation” doctrine up to the
present. The word “retaliation” implies an act of self-defense.
When Israel launches devastating assaults on the Palestinians
or any other country or people, the corporate media and
politicians universally describe them as “retaliation.”

There is nothing new about this kind of propaganda. In
similar ways, newspapers justified the response to the 1831
Nat Turner slave revolt in Virginia, the extermination
campaigns against the Native nations of this continent and the
U.S. war on Korea in the early 1950s. The oppressors are
always magically transformed into victims, the oppressed into
the aggressors. Such descriptions are patently false. They turn
the true narrative of history upside down.

The Israeli government continued its policy of
provocation, cloaked as “retaliation,” leading up to the 1956
Suez war against Egypt. In that war, Israel made a temporary
alliance with the British and French imperialists. They
temporarily conquered the Gaza Strip and Sinai Peninsula.



Zionist soldiers invade an Arab village.



Palestinians remember the victims of the Deir Yassin massacre,
Jerusalem, April 7, 2005. Photo: Atta Hussein/Getty Images



Section III: Israeli Expansion,
Palestinian Resistance



Watchdog for the West
From its beginnings, Israel has required vast amounts

of outside aid—economic and military—to survive. In 1950,
its imports exceeded its exports by a ratio of 10-to-1. No
economy can endure under those circumstances without
massive assistance. Because its population was
overwhelmingly made up of European immigrants, many of
whom would have gone to the United States if given the
choice, the Israeli leaders were very aware that European-like
living standards had to be maintained. Otherwise, much of the
population would have soon departed. Their problem was that
Palestine was not in Europe and did not have a developed
industrial economy.

Israel survived these first years thanks to a non-stop
infusion of aid on an extraordinary scale, combined with the
takeover of Palestinian private and personal property. As an
artificial state, this was the only way to ensure Israel’s
existence. In 1952, Ben-Gurion’s government consummated
an agreement to receive “reparations” from West Germany for
the following 15 years. The “reparations” agreement caused a
huge controversy among Jews, but was deemed essential by
Ben-Gurion and associates.[72]

In 1951, an editorial appeared in Ha’aretz, a leading
Israeli newspaper, outlining how the new state could repay the
aid:

Therefore, strengthening Israel helps the Western
powers to maintain equilibrium and stability in the
Middle East. Israel is to be a watchdog. … If for any
reason the Western powers should sometimes prefer to
close their eyes, Israel could be relied on to punish one or
several neighboring states whose discourtesy toward the
West went beyond the bounds of the permissible.[73]

An early opportunity for Israel to demonstrate its
watchdog role came in 1956. On July 26 of that year, the
nationalist Egyptian government led by Gamal Abdel Nasser
nationalized the Suez Canal, the strategic waterway
connecting the Mediterranean Sea to the Indian Ocean. Under



Nasser, Egypt was a leading force in the decolonization
struggle in the Middle East. In October 1956, Britain, France
and Israel launched a surprise attack on Egypt.

The 1956 Suez War was the product of a secret plot
hatched by top officials of the three aggressor states. The
French and British imperialists were frantically seeking to
retain their colonies and neocolonies in the Middle East. Their
posture brought them into conflict not only with the peoples of
the region, but also their senior ally, the United States.

Like most real conspiracies, details of this one did not
stay secret for long. As is almost always the case when more
than a handful of people are involved, participants in the
planning for the 1956 Suez War soon leaked information to the
media. Time Magazine printed the plot’s details and how it
had come about a week after it ended.

France, Britain and Israel—the invading powers—had
separate, but complementary reasons for launching the war,
and they shared a common enmity toward Egypt.

Egypt’s old colonial order was overthrown along with
King Farouk in 1952. The Free Officers Movement sought to
free the country from British domination and embark on a
course of modernization.

By 1954, Nasser had emerged as the leading figure of
both the new government and the Pan-Arab national
movement that was sweeping the region. By 1955, his
government was providing assistance to Algeria’s National
Liberation Front in its struggle against French colonialism.

With the Suez War, the British wanted to reassert their
control over the recently nationalized Suez Canal and restore
their domination over their former colony, Egypt.

France’s priority was crushing the Algerian
Revolution, which had begun two years earlier. The French
imperialist government, then headed by the Socialist Party,
believed that the Algerian FLN would collapse without
Egyptian support.[74] Success against Egypt also would have
meant the restoration of the French share in the Suez Canal



and adjoining Canal Zone, which it had previously co-owned
with the British.

Israel’s main objective was to vastly expand its
territory by conquering the entire Sinai Peninsula.

The leaders of all three aggressor countries agreed that
Nasser’s nationalist government should be overthrown and
replaced by a puppet regime. They essentially sought a repeat
of what the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency had done three
years earlier in Iran. In 1953, the CIA engineered the
overthrow of Iran’s first elected government led by
Mohammed Mossadegh and put the shah (king) back in power.

By 1955, France had become Israel’s main state ally
and arms supplier. France agreed in October of that year to
provide warplanes, artillery and other weapons to the Israeli
army. At the time, much of the Middle East was still governed
by pro-Western regimes, and neither the U.S. nor the British
government wished to appear too closely tied to Israel. Israel
had turned to France for arms in the early 1950s after the
Eisenhower administration declined to provide them.

In 1956, France greatly increased its military aid to
Israel. It sent 72 high-tech Mystère fighter-bombers as well as
other advanced weapons. By early summer, joint planning for
an attack was moving forward, involving at first France and
Israel. Both governments sought to bring Britain into the plan,
in order to provide additional cover for them and to strengthen
their alliance.

When Nasser announced the nationalization of the
Suez Canal in July, the British ruling class’ reaction was rabid
fury. The canal was a central symbol of British imperial
power. It was also the key economic route to the British
colonies and neocolonies in Asia and East Africa.

Nasser’s takeover of the Suez Canal Company was
done within the bounds of bourgeois legality. The share
owners were compensated. But this did nothing to calm the
hysteria in the British, French and other capitalist media. A
typical reaction was exemplified by the New York Daily News’
full-page headline that branded Nasser as “Hitler of the Nile.”



Inside Egypt, meanwhile, huge crowds celebrated the
country’s break with imperialism and restoration of
sovereignty.

Ben-Gurion’s ‘fantastic proposal’
From Oct. 22 to 24, 1956, a secret conference was held

in Sèvres, near Paris, to put the final touches on the war plans.
Ben-Gurion surprised the other leaders in attendance by
presenting what he called a “fantastic proposal” for the
complete reorganization of the Middle East. Jordan, he
suggested, was not a viable state and should become part of
Iraq—which was still under British domination—with one
condition: The new Iraq would have to agree to resettle all the
Palestinian refugees from 1948 on the East Bank of the Jordan
River. The West Bank, minus the Palestinians living there,
would become part of Israel.

Next, Ben-Gurion proposed, Israel would take over
southern Lebanon up to the Litani River. The rest of Lebanon
would become a “Christian state” with the restoration of
French domination. Lebanon had been a French colony until
1943.

The Nasser government would be overthrown, the
Suez Canal would be “internationalized,” and British influence
would be restored in Egypt. This would mean, in effect,
British control of the canal. Israel would take over the Sinai
Peninsula, the Straits of Tiran, and the Gulf of Aqaba leading
to the Red Sea.

The downfall of Nasser, according to the Israeli plan,
would undermine both the Pan-Arab movement and the
Algerian Revolution, to the benefit of all three conspiring
states.

Israel’s territory would be tripled in size by this plan.
And while Ben-Gurion himself called the plan “fantastic,” he
was dead serious about it.[75]

Ben-Gurion’s proposal was too overreaching for the
imperialist leaders of Britain and France. The plan they agreed
on, however, was only slightly less ambitious. On Oct. 24,



they signed a seven-point document known as the Protocol of
Sèvres.

According to this plan, on Oct. 29, 1956, Israel would
launch a full-scale invasion of Egypt, seeking to reach the
Suez Canal as quickly as possible. The pretext for the invasion
was to be the familiar excuse of “retaliation”—Israel was
striking back against a fabricated Egyptian attack. Then, as the
Israelis neared the canal, the British and French would issue an
“appeal” to Israel and Egypt to both withdraw their forces to
10 miles from the canal, so as to “protect” the waterway.

To make sure that Egypt could not accept this, an
additional and insulting demand was made that British and
French troops be allowed to occupy the Canal Zone, again in
the interests of “protection.” Finally, if Egypt failed to accept
this ultimatum within 12 hours, there would be a joint Anglo-
French attack on Egypt on Oct. 31, including the bombing of
Egyptian cities and a ground invasion.

Outside the formal negotiations, the Israelis offered the
French a joint oil venture in the to-be-conquered Sinai. France
agreed to provide Israel with the technology to launch a
nuclear power and weapons program.

The plan of attack was implemented beginning Oct. 29,
but the collusion between the three attackers was immediately
transparent. For one thing, the so-called appeal to protect the
Suez Canal was issued before the Israeli troops even got close
to the canal.

Facing off against overwhelming military superiority,
the Egyptian army and civilians inside the Canal Zone fought
fiercely against the British and French invaders. An estimated
2,700 Egyptians were killed and wounded in the battle for Port
Said. Numerous Egyptian military and civilian facilities were
destroyed, especially in the cities near the Suez Canal.

Euphoric in what at first seemed a victory, Ben-Gurion
wrote that the newly conquered lands would become “part of
the third kingdom of Israel.” But it was not to be.

Soviet Union, U.S. intervene—for different reasons



The ostensible British-French-Israeli victory did not
stand. There was worldwide outrage at the invasion. The 1956
Suez War was seen widely as a blatant attempt to resurrect
colonialism—especially in the Middle East, but also across the
world. Israel was widely condemned as a pawn of imperialism.

Both the United States and Soviet Union responded
swiftly and strongly to the Tripartite Invasion—but for very
different reasons. The Eisenhower administration reacted
furiously for not having been informed in advance by either its
imperialist allies or Israel. On Oct. 30, 1956, the United States
introduced a U.N. Security Council resolution condemning the
invasion. Britain and France both used their veto power to
defeat it.

More fundamental than any emotion was the U.S.
ruling class’ opposition to the restoration of British and French
imperial power in the strategically key and oil-rich Middle
East. From World War II to the present day, every
administration—including Eisenhower’s—has held U.S.
domination of the region as a central objective.

Nor would Washington tolerate Israel serving as proxy
for other imperialist powers. The message was sent to the
Israeli government that if it did not withdraw from Egypt, all
aid from official sources as well as private fundraising efforts
in the United States would be cut off. Further, the United
States would allow Israel to be expelled from the United
Nations.[76]

Soviet premier Nikolai Bulganin warned the British,
French and Israeli governments that his country would unleash
rocket attacks on their cities if they did not immediately
withdraw. These warnings had to be taken very seriously,
particularly because Eisenhower had ordered the withdrawal
of the U.S. protective nuclear shield over the three countries.

The Soviet leadership also stated that if the war
continued, Soviet volunteers would join the fight on the side of
the Egyptians. Egypt and the Soviet Union had just entered
into their first economic and military relations in the months
before the invasion. Those relations were vastly expanded
after the 1956 Suez War.



Facing such irresistible pressures, the invading powers
were forced out. As they withdrew, the Israelis waged a
scorched-earth campaign, destroying every road, railroad and
structure of any value in Egypt.

The outcome of the war was a humiliating defeat for
the aggressors, especially the British and French.

For the Israelis, while their “third kingdom” would
have to be put on hold, significant gains were made from the
episode. Israel acquired both vital military aid and the
beginning of a nuclear weapons program.

The 1956 Suez War led within a very short time to
Israel being brought fully into the U.S. camp. By its next war
against the Arab world in 1967, Israel was closely aligned with
and supplied by the U.S. military.

The 1956 Suez War, rather than defeating the Arab
national liberation movement, propelled it forward. The
prestige of Nasser and Egypt was greatly enhanced.

Less than two years later, on July 14, 1958, the Pan-
Arab movement scored another victory when another
movement of nationalist military officers overthrew the pro-
British monarchy in Iraq. The Iraq Revolution was a huge
blow to both the United States and Britain. Iraq was the center
of the Baghdad Pact—a military alliance organized by
Washington against both the Soviet Union and the rising tide
of radical Arab nationalism.

U.S. leaders had been working to build up Iraq
militarily as a counterweight to Syria and Egypt in the Arab
world. The July 1958 Iraq Revolution shocked both
Washington and London. President Eisenhower called it “the
gravest crisis since the Korean War.” It ended British-U.S.
domination of that country. Within months, the British air
bases were forced to close, the Baghdad Pact collapsed and
Iraq began the nationalization of its rich oil resources. Up until
1958, 100 percent of Iraq’s petroleum was foreign-owned, 95
percent of it by U.S., British, French and Dutch oil companies.

The revolution energized revolutionary movements in
other Arab countries. Without the intervention of 20,000 U.S.



Marines in Lebanon and 6,600 British paratroopers in Jordan
in the days immediately following July 14, the pro-Western
governments in those countries likely would have fallen as
well. Military intervention to overturn the Iraq Revolution was
contemplated by U.S. and British leaders, but plans had to be
abandoned—for the time being—because of its mass popular
base and international support.

It is hardly a coincidence that, 45 years later, the same
imperialist powers invaded Iraq and returned it to its former
colonial status.



Egypt’s Gamal Abdel Nasser (rear, second from left) earned the
respect of Arabs and the hatred of imperialists.



The National Liberation Front of Algeria led the 1954 to 1962
independence war against the French colonial power. Photo: Juergen
Corleis



Fortifying the U.S.-Israeli alliance
In the late 1950s and early 1960s, significant U.S.

military aid began arriving in Israel. With the invaluable
assistance of France and the United States, Israel developed
nuclear weapons.

Then, in a lightning strike in 1967, Israel achieved its
goal of conquering the remainder of historic Palestine and
more. The June 1967 War—the Six-Day War—was another
watershed event in the history of the Middle East.

It signaled the end of one phase of the post-World War
II national liberation struggle in the region, and the start of a
new phase, led by a resurgent and revolutionary Palestinian
movement.

The 1967 Six-Day War convinced U.S. leaders that
Israel could be a highly effective weapon against the Arab
liberation struggle, and should be supplied with nearly
unlimited quantities of economic and military aid.

After a period of rising tensions and deepening
radicalization in the Arab world, the Israeli military, using
U.S. equipment and intelligence data, launched coordinated
strikes against Egypt, Syria and Jordan on June 5, 1967. The
U.S. Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean Sea and the 82nd
Airborne Division, among other military units, were on alert,
ready to intervene in the name of “protecting American lives”
if the surprise attack by the IDF went awry.[77]

Most of the mainstream media, along with Israel’s
apologists in the United States, propagated the notion that the
war was a rerun of the biblical David versus Goliath battle.
Israel was pictured as the heroic underdog, with God once
more on its side. The misnamed, U.S.-based “Anti-Defamation
League,” which has long served as propagandist for the Israeli
regime, said that “Israel launched a preemptive strike against
Egypt,” suggesting that it only did so to avert annihilation.[78]

None other than the extreme right-wing Israeli Prime
Minister Menachem Begin later exposed the utter falsity of the
renewed “retaliation” claims. Fifteen years after the war, in an



Aug. 2, 1982 speech to the Israeli National Defense College,
Begin said: “We must be honest with ourselves. We decided to
attack him [Egyptian President Gamal Abdul Nasser].”[79]

It was not just Begin who exposed the myth. Ten years
earlier, Gen. Mattiyahu Peled, one of the Israeli commanders
in the 1967 Six-Day War, told the Israeli newspaper Ha’aretz:
“The thesis that the danger of genocide was hanging over us in
June 1967 and that Israel was fighting for its physical
existence is only a bluff, which was born and developed after
the war.”[80]

Three decades later, Israel’s minister of defense at the
time of the 1967 Six-Day War, Moshe Dayan, talked to The
New York Times about the events leading up to the war on the
Syrian-Israeli front. He stated that the Israeli kibbutz
(cooperative farm) residents in the area wanted to take over
the rich farmland of Syria’s Golan Heights: “They didn’t even
try to hide their greed for that land.”[81]

Describing Israel’s by now familiar use of provocation
disguised as retaliation, Dayan recounted:

We would send a tractor to plow some area where it
wasn’t possible to do anything, in the demilitarized area,
and knew in advance that the Syrians would start to
shoot. If they didn’t shoot, we would tell the tractor to
advance further, until in the end the Syrians would get
annoyed and shoot. And then we would use artillery and
later the air force also, and that’s how it was. … The
Syrians, on the fourth day of the war [June 9, 1967], were
not a threat to us.

Israel succeeded in achieving its long-held objective of
expanded territory through the war. The remaining 22 percent
of historic Palestine—the West Bank and Gaza—was
conquered by Israel’s surprise attack, along with Syria’s Golan
Heights and Egypt’s Sinai Peninsula.

More than 35,000 Arabs were killed, many of them
burned to death by Pentagon-supplied napalm bombs.
Thousands more were wounded. Most of the Egyptian, Syrian
and Jordanian air and armored forces were destroyed in the



opening days of the surprise attack. The Israeli army drove
more than 90,000 Syrians and Palestinians out of the Golan
Heights, an agriculturally rich region north of the Sea of
Galilee.

Many of the Syrian villages and Golan’s main city,
Quneitra, were bulldozed by the Israeli military. Israeli settlers
began arriving in Golan in July 1967. In 1981, the Israeli
Knesset (parliament) passed a law annexing the Golan
Heights. The continuing occupation of Golan, as well as the
West Bank and Gaza, defies scores of U.N. resolutions.

Possessing overwhelming technological superiority,
Israeli casualties were low. Officially, around 1,000 Israelis
were killed.

More than 300,000 Palestinians were made refugees in
the war—many of them for the second time in two decades.

U.S. imperialism—the big winner
In addition to Israel, Washington was the other big

winner of the 1967 Six-Day War. Gerald Ford, who was then
House of Representatives minority leader and later president,
said while the war was still raging, “Israel has done a pretty
good job of bailing out U.S. interests in the area.”[82]

Ford meant that Israel had dealt a major blow to rising
Arab nationalism in the oil-rich Middle East, at a time when
the U.S. military was preoccupied with its war on Vietnam.

The Egyptian Cairo Radio expressed the sentiments of
anti-imperialist and nationalist forces throughout the region.
“Our battle today is against the United States firstly, secondly
and thirdly; lastly it is against the Zionist [Israeli military]
bands, very much lastly.”[83]

A 1987 Library of Congress Country Study of Syria
summed up the meaning of the war to the states attacked by
Israel: “The traumatic defeat of the Syrians and Egyptians in
the June 1967 war with Israel discredited the radical socialist
regimes of Nasser’s Egypt and Baathist Syria. … The defeat
strengthened the hands of the moderates and the rightists.”[84]



This was exactly the outcome sought by U.S. political
leaders and the oil, banking and military-industrial interests
who employ them. According to Rita Freed in her 1972
pamphlet “War in the Mideast,” officials in Washington
regarded Syria—where the left wing of the Baath Party had
taken over the government six months earlier—as “the Cuba
of the Middle East.”[85]

The West Bank and Golan Heights remain under Israeli
occupation today. So does Gaza. Although Israeli military
forces withdrew in 2005, Gaza remains militarily surrounded
and cut off from the world. A demilitarized Sinai went back to
Egypt under the terms of a 1979 peace treaty with Israel,
which was rooted in the 1978 Camp David Accords between
the Israel, Egypt and the United States. The 1979 agreement
removed Egypt from the Arab military alliance and brought it
into the U.S. government’s orbit.

The Nixon doctrine means massive aid
The 1967 Six-Day War signaled a definitive shift in the

U.S.-Israeli relationship. It also marked the beginning of a
truly massive flow of U.S. military and economic assistance to
the Zionist state. Since then, Israel has received aid unlike that
granted to any other country in the world—and with far fewer
strings attached. Most of the hundreds of billions of dollars
sent to Israel have been in the form of non-repayable grants.
[86] Many of what were originally called “loans” were later
forgiven.

Shortly after the war, Israel and Iran—then ruled by the
U.S.-installed Shah Reza Pahlavi—became the linchpins and
enforcers of the counterrevolutionary Nixon Doctrine.

The Nixon Doctrine outlined a strategy for control and
policing of the Middle East that was premised on a U.S.-
Israeli-Iranian axis. Of course, this was a partnership based on
hegemonic control by one of the three “partners.” Essentially,
Washington relied on proxy Israeli and Iranian forces to
control the oil-rich Middle East.

The doctrine was necessitated by the fact that more
than 550,000 U.S. troops were tied down in a losing war in



Vietnam. Washington and Wall Street were extremely worried
about revolution in the Middle East, a region of the world
looked upon by corporate interests as far more strategically
important than Indochina.

U.S. aid to Israel increased exponentially from about
$151 million in 1967, to $3.3 billion in 1971, to $11.4 billion
in 1974 and to $14.4 billion in 1979.[87] Two-thirds of this
amount was officially military aid. The astronomical military
assistance, which included high-tech weaponry not available
to any other state, enabled Israel to become the world’s fifth-
ranked military power, despite its population of less than 5
million people.

Israel has repaid this aid in many ways—doing
Washington’s dirty work in the Middle East and other parts of
the world.



The Israeli occupation of Palestinian land would not be possible
without U.S. backing. Here, two U.S.-made tanks used in the Six-
Day War occupy East Jerusalem. Photo: Pierre Gilaud/AFP





The Palestinian struggle takes
center stage

With the 1967 conquest of the remaining 22 percent of
Palestine, it appeared that the fate of the Palestinians was
sealed. This was certainly the dominant view in Israel. But in a
seeming paradox, the 1967 Six-Day War led to a dramatic
revival of the Palestinian movement and a new wave of
popular radicalization across the region.

The defeat suffered by the Egyptian and Syrian armies
was indeed a crushing one. But while it weakened the more
radical bourgeois nationalist forces in favor of more
conciliatory or comprador ones in both countries, it had a very
different effect on the people of the Middle East.

In describing the impact of the June 1967 Six-Day War
on popular consciousness in the region, the September 1967
issue of Fortune magazine reported, “Not since the Boxer
Rebellion [1899 in China] has there been as rapid a revulsion
against a foreign power as against the United States in the
Middle East.”[88]

Revolutionary fervor swept across much of the Middle
East, spearheaded by remarkable developments in Palestine
and among Palestinian refugees in Jordan, Lebanon and
elsewhere.

Until 1967, radical Palestinian groups such as the
Palestine National Liberation Movement (Fatah), founded
under the leadership of Yasser Arafat and others, and the Arab
National Movement, led by George Habash, had placed their
main hopes for the restoration of lost lands and rights with
Nasser and the other Arab leaders. Many believed the Arab
armies would liberate Palestine.

The outcome of the 1967 Six-Day War brought that
period to a close.

Out of the ashes of defeat arose an independent
Palestinian revolutionary movement that transformed the
region’s politics. In both the West Bank and Gaza, the brutal



Israeli occupation met with armed resistance, beginning with
actions by Fatah in August 1967.

In December 1967, the Palestinian wing of the ANM
together with a number of smaller organizations formed the
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine and declared its
adherence to Marxism-Leninism.[89] A number of other
fedayeen organizations followed.

The Arab League established the Palestine Liberation
Organization in 1964 with an appointed leader named Ahmed
Shukeiry. During the 1967 war, Shukeiry, who had no base in
either the Palestinian population or militant organizations,
gave bombastic radio broadcasts, vowing to “drive the Jews
into the sea.”

Arafat’s Fatah denounced Shukeiry’s comments and
anti-Semitism:

[Palestinian military] operations … are in no way
aimed at Jewish people. Nor do they intend to “drive
them into the sea.” … [O]n the day the flag of Palestine is
hoisted over their freed, democratic peaceful land, a new
era will begin in which the Palestinian Jews will again
live in harmony, side by side, with the original owners of
the land, the Palestinian Arabs.[90]

Shukeiry soon was ousted for making “misleading
statements,” condemned by Fatah, the PFLP, the General
Union of Palestinian Students and other organizations. The
leadership of the PLO then passed into the hands of the
Palestinian revolutionary organizations. The movement
expanded rapidly.

In 1968, the PLO re-emerged as an independent entity
and began a multi-faceted struggle against Israel. Over the
following years, the PLO and its constituent organizations like
Fatah, the PFLP, the Democratic Front for the Liberation of
Palestine—a 1969 split from the PFLP—and others organized
trade unions, women’s and youth organizations as well as
armed resistance.

The PLO issued a charter that proclaimed its aim to be
the creation of a democratic, secular state in Palestine with



equal rights for all in place of the state of Israel. The PFLP and
the smaller DFLP called for the establishment of a
“democratic, secular and socialist” state.

The Israelis used the most brutal forms of repression to
try to crush the bourgeoning struggle. Shootings, arbitrary
arrests, wholesale and systematic torture of all arrested for
political activity, expulsions, house demolitions, massive
uprooting of fruit and olive trees, and extreme economic
deprivation—these were the tools of the occupiers.

The repression in the newly occupied West Bank and
Gaza took a heavy toll on the early resistance movement,
which was forced to concentrate its military forces in Jordan
and Lebanon—the other two states with the largest refugee
populations. The refugee camps, both inside and outside
occupied Palestine, became the most indomitable centers of
resistance, a reality that persists today.

Victory, defeat in Jordan
The battle of Karameh, Jordan, on March 21, 1968, had

a transformative impact on the resistance.[91] Approximately
200 Palestinian fighters, backed by elements of the Jordanian
army, fought off a far larger and more powerful Israeli force
equipped with tanks and planes.

“Many of our men who had run out of ammunition
hurled themselves under the tanks, carrying explosives,” said
Taher Saadi, a Palestinian guerrilla who fought in the battle.
“The first martyr to do that was Rarbi; he threw himself under
a tank. I knew him well. We stuck it out that day, so as to wipe
out the memory of June 1967.”[92]

The effect of the Battle of Karameh was electrifying,
especially in contrast to the devastating defeat suffered by the
Arab states nine months earlier. Newspapers across the region
featured photos of burned out Israeli tanks. Thousands of
young Palestinians, including women, lined up in the streets of
cities and camps in Jordan and Lebanon to join the resistance
organizations.

The Palestinian resistance presence in Jordan grew
exponentially and threatened the regime of King Hussein, who



had succeeded his collaborator grandfather Abdullah after his
assassination in 1951 by a Palestinian refugee. Hussein was on
the CIA payroll for at least two decades, starting in the 1950s.

Palestinian refugees made up two-thirds of Jordan’s
population. Jordan’s defeat in the 1967 Six-Day War meant
that it lost control of East Jerusalem—the third-holiest site of
Islam—and the entire West Bank, the richest part of the
kingdom.

The rapidly growing power of the Palestinian
movement led Hussein to offer Yasser Arafat the position of
prime minister in 1970, in an attempt to co-opt the resistance.
Arafat declined. In the summer of the same year, heavy
fighting broke out, with the wing of the resistance led by the
PFLP attempting to seize power. The U.S.- and British-
supplied Jordanian army and air force answered by bombing
and shelling the Palestinian refugee camps. The Israeli military
was on stand-by to intervene if Hussein’s forces faltered.

Syria, then governed by the left-wing of the Arab
Baath Socialist Party led by Salah Jadid, sent tank columns
across the border to support the resistance fighters. The Syrian
forces could have been a decisive factor, but were withdrawn
under threat of destruction by Israeli bombers. The pullback
weakened Jadid, who was overthrown the following year by
the more centrist Baath party leader Hafez al-Assad. This
episode was one more dramatic example of Israel’s service to
imperialism and its destructive impact on the Arab world.

In the end, the Jordanian military prevailed, massacring
more than 15,000 PLO fighters and civilians in what came to
be known as “Black September.” As the wholesale killing,
torture and repression of the Palestinians raged on, the PFLP
seized three international airliners and commanded the pilots
to fly to Jordan. At the Amman airport, PFLP fighters emptied
the airplanes of passengers and blew them up on the runway.
The PFLP’s objective was to draw world attention to the
slaughter taking place. Among those who carried out the
operation was a young Palestinian revolutionary whose family
was expelled from Haifa in 1948, Leila Khaled.



After the defeat in Jordan, the center of the Palestinian
resistance shifted to Lebanon, where hundreds of thousands of
Palestinians live in destitute refugee camps.

1973 war: Israel not invincible
Out of all of Israel’s many wars, the only one that it did

not initiate took place in October 1973. This war also came
close to becoming a nuclear conflict.

On Oct. 6, 1973, Egypt and Syria launched
simultaneous offensives, seeking to regain the territory they
had lost in 1967. In the first days of the war, the Arab forces—
which had been greatly strengthened since the 1967 defeat
through aid from the Soviet Union and its allies—inflicted
heavy casualties on Israel and made territorial gains.

On Oct. 8, Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir ordered
that 13 atomic bombs be fitted on missiles aimed at targets in
Egypt and Syria.[93]

During the three weeks the war lasted, the U.S.
government sent more than 55,000 tons of weapons and
ammunition to Israel. Included were weapons systems so new
that the United States dispatched military advisors to provide
crash training for the Israeli soldiers. The United States also
provided vital high-altitude intelligence information for the
Israeli military’s counterattack.

The Israeli military soon regained the offensive and
recaptured all of the Sinai and Golan Heights, and then drove
further into Syria. Iraqi and Jordanian forces entered the war,
and a joint Iraqi-Syrian tank force turned back the Israelis who
were driving toward Damascus. Algerian and Cuban units also
entered the war on the side of Egypt and Syria. The Soviet
Union sent more than 60,000 tons of military supplies.

On Oct. 22, the U.N. Security Council passed
Resolution 338, calling for a ceasefire. The Israeli army
violated the agreement the next day. It surrounded the
Egyptian army instead, cutting it off from food, water and
ammunition. The Soviet Union responded by demanding that
the Israelis withdraw to their pre-ceasefire positions, and



threatened to send their own forces in support of the trapped
Egyptian military.

Two days later, the United States put its nuclear forces
on global alert, raising the threat of a nuclear world war.

Even though no territory changed hands during the
1973 War, the outcome was very different from 1967. The
early victories of the Arab armies showed that the Israeli
military was not invincible.

The war raised the stature of the al-Assad government
in Syria and the Anwar Sadat government in Egypt. Sadat was
the new president of Egypt, following Nasser’s death in
September 1970. After the 1973 Arab-Israeli War, Sadat
utilized his strengthened position to begin to move toward
Washington and away from the Soviet Union. This shift
culminated in the 1978 Camp David Accords and precipitated
a serious split in the Arab world.

The 1973 Arab-Israeli War also brought a boycott by
the Arab oil-producing states against the United States and
other imperialist countries that supported Israel. The boycott,
and the manipulation of it by the oil monopolies to increase
their profits, caused the 1973-74 energy crisis. Gas and home
heating prices doubled and tripled, and many gas stations in
the United States and Europe went dry for a time.

‘Sole legitimate representative’
Two developments in the wake of the 1973 Arab-

Israeli War greatly advanced the Palestinian cause.

In October 1974, the Arab Summit Conference
meeting in Rabat, Morocco, voted to recognize the PLO as
“the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people.”
The following month, PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat became
the first representative of the organization to address the U.N.
General Assembly.

Arafat gave one of the most noted speeches in the
history of the United Nations on Nov. 13, 1974. His speech
was greeted with great enthusiasm, especially by
representatives of states that had won independence from



colonialism in the years since World War II. Arafat’s speech
concluded:

I know well that many of you present here today
once stood in exactly the same resistance position I now
occupy and from which I must fight. You once had to
convert dreams into reality by your struggle. Therefore,
you must now share my dream. … I have come bearing
an olive branch and a freedom fighter’s gun. Do not let
the olive branch fall from my hand.[94]

By a vote of 105 to 4, the General Assembly voted to
recognize the Palestinian people’s right to self-determination
and to grant the PLO observer status at the United Nations.
Two of the dissenting votes were predictably cast by the
United States and Israel, the other two by Dominican Republic
and Bolivia, two countries that were the recent victims of
U.S.-backed coups.

Following this diplomatic recognition, the United
Nations passed a series of resolutions reaffirming the right of
Palestinians to return to their traditional homes (the right of
return), to recover occupied East Jerusalem, to eliminate
illegal Israeli settlements, to gain freedom from occupation
and to struggle by all means necessary, including “military
resistance,” to secure these rights.

Gaining recognized legitimacy on the world stage was
a major victory for the Palestinian resistance movement.



George Habash founded the Popular Front for the 
Liberation of Palestine. The PFLP fights for a democratic, 
secular and socialist Palestine. Photo: Balkis Press

Women fighters train in Jordan, 1970.



Yasser Arafat was an international representative of the Palestinian
desire for liberation. He is seen here addressing the U.N. General
Assembly, New York, Nov. 13, 1974.



Lebanon: Civil war and occupation
In the early 1970s, political polarization in Lebanon

was accelerating rapidly. Lebanon is a small country with a
very diverse population, including Arab Sunni and Shiite
Muslims, Catholic and Orthodox Christians, and Druze. More
than 10 percent of the population is made up of Palestinian
refugees, and there is also a significant Armenian population.
Many political parties and armed organizations had surfaced
by the 1970s.

On one side were the pro-Western and fascist elements,
grouped mainly around the Phalangist Party. The founders of
the Phalangist Party were Maronite Catholics, but not all
Lebanese Christians—or even all Maronites—followed them.
The Phalangist Party based itself on a fascist ideology and
their “special relationship” with the French former colonizers.
They copied their party name from that of the Falangists in
Spain, led by the dictator Gen. Francisco Franco. The
Phalangists liked to portray themselves as “Phoenicians,” not
Arabs. Their fascist tendencies notwithstanding, the
Phalangists were armed, supplied and embraced by the Israeli
government, who wished to make them the rulers over all of
Lebanon.

On the other side were the progressive forces,
comprised of the rapidly growing Lebanese National
Movement, with representatives from all the numerous
religious and ethnic communities in the country, and their
allies in the Palestinian resistance movement. After the
repression in Jordan, the Palestinian refugee camps in Lebanon
had become the main base of the PLO.

The LNM called for an end to the “confessional
system” and its replacement with a democratic government.
The French colonizers created the confessional system before
Lebanon achieved formal independence in 1943. Under this
system, which still exists, the president must always be a
Maronite Catholic, the prime minister a Sunni Muslim, the
speaker of the parliament a Shiite Muslim, and so on.
Christians were guaranteed a majority in the parliament—



since amended to 50-50—and the Maronites were given
control of the army.

Among other points, the LNM program called for
universal conscription to build a strong army against Israel. It
emphasized the right of the Palestinian resistance to carry out
the liberation struggle from Lebanese territory. The Arab
League also officially endorsed the right of the Palestinians to
conduct armed resistance from inside Lebanon.

On April 13, 1975, a Phalangist massacre of 30 people,
most of them Palestinians, was the spark that ignited full-scale
civil war. In 1976, at the height of the Lebanese Civil War, the
progressive alliance of the LNM and the PLO was on the brink
of defeating the U.S./Israeli-backed Lebanese fascist/right-
wing alliance.

Then in May 1976, the Syrian army entered Lebanon
with the blessing and backing of the United States, thereby
blocking the victory of the progressive forces. While it was
opposed to Israel and imperialist domination of the region,
Syria’s bourgeois nationalist government, led by the centrist
al-Assad, was fearful that: (1) a revolutionary victory in
Lebanon could promote a similar development inside Syria;
and (2) such a victory would lead to a U.S.-backed Israeli
invasion of Lebanon and possibly a new attack on Syria.

A particularly horrendous episode in the war was the
siege of the Tal al-Zaatar refugee camp, home to more than
30,000 Palestinians and some Lebanese. In June 1976, the
Syrian military gave the green light to the fascist militias to
launch an all-out attack on the camp, which was a center of
resistance. The fascists blockaded the camp. Syrian army
forces proceeded to prevent Palestinian fighters from
reinforcing the camp and lifting the siege. Despite
deteriorating conditions and lack of food and medicine, camp
defenders held out for six weeks, until trickery using the
International Red Cross allowed the Phalangists to gain entry.
The fascists executed every male they could find between the
ages of 14 and 40 years, and many other people. More than
2,000 people were murdered; 4,000 wounded and thousands
more once again displaced.[95]



The Syrian intervention was disastrous for the working
class and poor peasants of Lebanon, and for the country as a
whole. Blocking the LNM-PLO alliance from achieving a
decisive victory did not bring an end to the struggle. Instead,
the conflict dragged on with shifting alliances until 1990,
destroying much of the country and particularly its capital,
Beirut.

Syria’s actions also did not prevent Israel—with full
U.S. backing—from invading and occupying Lebanon in
1982.

Camp David brings new war
Following the death of Nasser in 1970, Anwar Sadat

became Egypt’s president. Sadat broke Egypt’s alliance with
the Soviet Union, and soon after the 1973 Arab-Israeli War
entered into a negotiating process that led to the 1978 Camp
David Accords. U.S. President Jimmy Carter brokered the
accords. Carter was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize along with
President Sadat and Prime Minister Menachem Begin of
Israel. Under the agreements and the “peace” treaty that
followed, Egypt recognized Israel and the two states
exchanged ambassadors. Sadat even traveled to Jerusalem and
addressed the Israeli Knesset.

While hailed in the West, the Camp David Accords
were widely viewed in the Arab world—including by most
Egyptians—as a betrayal of the Palestinian and Arab cause.

The accords detached the most populous and militarily
powerful state from the Arab camp. Rather than bringing
“peace,” they paved the way for Israel’s devastating 1982
invasion and 18-year occupation of Lebanon, which took tens
of thousands of Lebanese and Palestinian lives. No other Arab
country had the power to challenge Israel’s U.S.-funded and
supplied military.

The accords also had the effect of pulling Egypt firmly
into Washington’s orbit. Egypt soon became the second largest
recipient of U.S. aid—next to Israel. But unlike the military
aid sent to Israel, which could be and was used for offensive



purposes, “security assistance” to Egypt was intended for use
primarily against the Egyptian population.

Military officers assassinated Sadat in 1981 in response
to Camp David. His successor, Hosni Mubarak, has followed
Sadat’s policies, despite mass opposition. Mubarak remains a
dependent and dependable U.S. ally to the present.

The same year that Carter was being hailed as a
“Middle East peacemaker” his administration was doing
everything in its power to help the murderous shah of Iran
rollback the rising revolutionary tide in that country. Tens of
thousands of Iranians were slaughtered in the streets with
U.S.-supplied weapons, but the revolution could not be
stopped. In February 1979, the shah fled the country.

Israel’s 1982 invasion
In June 1982, using the pretext of the assassination of

Israel’s ambassador to Britain, Israel launched a long-planned
invasion of Lebanon. Israel had occupied a large part of
southern Lebanon since 1978, but the 1982 invasion was of a
much greater scope and magnitude than any previous Israeli
attack. The invasion had the full backing of the U.S.
administration headed by President Ronald Reagan.

Within a few days, the Israeli army reached Beirut and
occupied more than half the country. For the following three
months, Israel—supplied by the Pentagon—rained bombs non-
stop on West Beirut and the Palestinian refugee camps. The
Israeli occupation had the dual objective of creating a new
Lebanon under the leadership of the Phalangists and its leader
Bashir Gemayel, and the complete destruction of the PLO in
its main bases. Israeli leaders hoped to liquidate the
Palestinian struggle once and for all.

After the bombing, Beirut was in ruins. More than
20,000 Lebanese and Palestinian civilians were killed, and
many more were wounded or made homeless. An agreement
was signed. PLO and Fatah Chairman Yasser Arafat agreed to
evacuate the PLO military forces to Tunisia, far from Palestine
in North Africa.



In return, according to the accord brokered by a U.S.
diplomat, Philip Habib, the Palestinian refugee camps would
be “guaranteed” protection by the military forces of several
countries, including the United States. The PLO aimed to
prevent the fascist militias from murdering Palestinian
civilians. These were the same militias that had carried out the
Tal al-Zaatar massacre just six years earlier.

The PFLP opposed the evacuation of the PLO military
forces, arguing that it posed a grave danger to the resistance
and that there was no basis for putting any faith in the
imperialists’ “security guarantees.”

In early September 1982, PLO military forces left and
U.S. Marines and French army and other forces came ashore
in Lebanon. On Sept. 14, the leader of the Phalangist Party,
also the newly anointed president of Lebanon, Bashir
Gemayel, was killed in a bombing carried out by an opponent
who was also a Lebanese Maronite. Gemayel was the
presidential pick of Washington and Tel Aviv.

Despite the U.S. “guarantee” of safety for the camps,
on Sept. 16, 1982, the Israeli military surrounding the Sabra
and Shatila refugee camps allowed the Phalangist militia to
enter the camps. Ariel Sharon, who was then Israeli minister
of defense, was kept “fully informed” throughout the 48-hour
massacre that followed. More than 2,000 Palestinians and
Lebanese—nearly all children, women and elderly men—were
slaughtered.

For the next year, U.S. forces waged war against a
rising Lebanese resistance movement. U.S. warships off
Lebanon’s Mediterranean coast lobbed shells, which President
Reagan bragged about being “the size of Volkswagens,” into
unsuspecting Lebanese mountain towns, sometimes entirely
obliterating small villages.[96]

The U.S occupation ended following an Oct. 23, 1983,
truck bombing of the Marines’ Beirut barracks, killing 241
U.S. troops. A similar attack killed 58 French occupation
soldiers. The Marines evacuated soon afterwards.



Over the next 17 years, the Lebanese resistance gained
strength, finally forcing the Israeli occupiers to withdraw from
nearly all of the country in 2000. The resistance encompassed
several organizations, with Hezbollah (the Party of God),
based mainly in Lebanon’s large Shiite community, emerging
as the central force.

Palestinian resistance after Lebanon
The 1982 war exacerbated the already existing

differences within the PLO over strategy, tactics and
objectives. This was hardly surprising, since the major
organizations represented different class forces within the
national liberation movement.

Fatah was the largest resistance organization and
encompassed fighters and militants from all social classes. It
represents the Palestinian bourgeoisie, or capitalist class. This
class was and still is oppressed by imperialism and Israel, but
it is also an exploiting class that wishes, like all such classes in
the world, to gain control over a national territory where it can
rule.

The PFLP is a Marxist party. It too has attracted
militants from different social classes. Its program represents
the interests of the national liberation movement as a whole,
with particular emphasis on the interests of the working class
and other oppressed sectors, both inside Palestine and among
the Palestinian Diaspora. The Palestinians living in the 59
refugee camps inside and outside Palestine suffer some of the
greatest oppression and deprivation.

Beginning in 1974, Fatah—with the support of the
DFLP and other groups—began openly advocating for a “two-
state solution” to resolve the conflict with Israel. The two-state
solution means the creation of a Palestinian state in the West
Bank and Gaza. Given the extreme repression inflicted on the
Palestinians by the Israeli occupation, any relief from Israeli
rule would be welcomed by all Palestinians. All the major
forces were in agreement that truly liberating any Palestinian
territory would be a step forward.



But a final agreement that accepted a Palestinian state
on 22 percent or less of Palestine would: (1) create an entity
that was dominated by its highly militarized “neighbor,”
Israel; and (2) ignore the right of return for the millions of
Palestinians expelled in 1948 and their descendants. It would
deny their right to come back to their homes and land inside
what is Israel today. The most adversely affected would be the
most impoverished, particularly those living in the camps in
surrounding Arab countries.

At the same time, gaining economic and political
control over even a relatively small area was very appealing to
many in the tiny Palestinian bourgeoisie.

The PFLP opposed the two-state proposal, viewing it
as renunciation of the Palestine National Charter[97] and the
historic aims of the PLO.

Despite numerous political and strategic differences,
there was a reunification of the PLO in early 1987. A few
months later, Gaza and the West Bank erupted in a new
Intifada, the most massive in Palestinian history.



The expulsion of Palestinians from their homeland resulted in
hundreds of thousands of refugees living in camps like this one,
Shatila, in Beirut. Photo: Rainer Jensen

A Palestinian woman grieves for dead relatives after the Sabra and
Shatila massacre in Lebanon, Sept. 19, 1982. AFP Photo



Intifada, ‘Peace Process,’ Intifada
The 1987 Intifada began in the Gaza refugee camps in

December after four Palestinians working inside Israel were
killed when an Israeli tank transporter hit their vehicle. Within
days, hundreds of thousands of Palestinians in the West Bank,
inside the 1948 borders of Israel and in Gaza took to the
streets in the largest demonstrations in Palestinian history.

Hundreds of thousands more marched and protested in
the Palestinian camps in Lebanon, Jordan and Syria. Solidarity
demonstrations erupted in countries around the world. An
underground “National Unified Leadership” was formed,
made up of representatives of Fatah, PFLP, DFLP, the
Palestine Communist Party, other organizations within the
PLO and independents. The NUL issued flyers calling for
various actions, including demonstrations, strikes and
boycotts.

Out of the Intifada and the NUL came a new
generation of Palestinian leaders, including Marwan Barghouti
of Fatah and Ahmed Saadat of the PFLP, who today are both
among the most popular Palestinian leaders. They are both
elected members of the Palestinian Legislative Council, and
both were illegally convicted and imprisoned inside Israeli
jails.[98]

The Israeli military used the most vicious means to
attempt to crush the Intifada. Early in the uprising, Israeli
troops employed CS, a highly lethal brand of tear gas, firing
multiple canisters into homes and other enclosed areas,
causing many deaths. The CS gas, produced by Federal Labs
in western Pennsylvania, had an especially deadly effect on the
very young and very old.[99]

Israeli army Chief of Staff Yitzhak Rabin, who would
later become prime minister, proclaimed a policy of “breaking



bones” of demonstrators, which was taken up by the
occupation forces. Video images of Israeli troops holding
down and breaking the hands, arms and legs of Palestinian
children and youth inflamed world public opinion.

Despite the savage repression, which included the
arrest, systematic torture and imprisonment of tens of
thousands of Palestinians, the Intifada could not be defeated. A
situation of dual power existed for nearly four years, pitting
the Israeli occupiers against the organized resistance under the
leadership of the NUL.

Palestinian American activist Muna Coobtee
characterized the importance of the Intifada in the January
2005 issue of Socialism and Liberation:

The Palestinian Intifada had few precedents in
history. It was an ongoing general strike of an entire
people. As a consequence of their heroism, many
Palestinians were deprived of employment, education and
access to the essential necessities of life.

The image of school children confronting Israeli
tanks with nothing more than stones became emblematic
of a people whose very survival and identity was
dependent on their capacity to struggle.[100]

The 1987 Intifada transformed the situation in
Palestine. It put to rest any and all versions of what was
referred to as the “Jordanian option”—proposals for
Palestinian “autonomy” of some parts of the West Bank linked
to the regime of the U.S. client, King Hussein. Seeing the
writing on the wall, Hussein renounced Jordanian ambitions to
rule over the West Bank in 1988.

The breadth, depth and intensity of the uprising proved
to the world that there could be no solution to the conflict
without self-determination for the Palestinian people.

The prolonged 1987-1991 Intifada forced the U.S.
leaders to rethink their position. It became clear that all the
killing, bone-breaking, torture, house demolitions and
economic deprivation that the Israelis inflicted had not
succeeded in crushing the Palestinians.



Relationship of forces changes
The year 1991 marked a qualitative shift in the world

relationship of forces. Early that year, the U.S.-led military
coalition delivered a smashing blow to Iraq and the Arab
world as a whole, in the first Gulf War. Iraq had been the
strongest of the Arab countries militarily for years. Then, late
in the year, the Soviet Union, which had been a strategic ally
of the Palestinian and Arab liberation movements, was
overthrown and dissolved.

So, although the Palestinians had proven through
determined struggle that they could not be disregarded or
wished away, their position in 1991 was seriously weakened
by developments over which they had no control. This
combination of factors, and the understanding that the Arafat
leadership was now willing to come into the U.S. orbit, made
the time ripe for “peace” negotiations in Washington’s view.

The negotiating process began in Madrid, Spain, and
culminated in the Oslo (Norway) Accords of 1993. On Sept.
13, 1993, President Clinton forced Israeli Prime Minister
Yitzhak Rabin to shake Yasser Arafat’s hand at a much-
celebrated White House signing ceremony. Rabin’s reluctance
was not just personal, but symbolic of the opposition of all
Israeli leaders to giving up any Palestinian territory.

The Oslo Accords called for an interim agreement.
During the “interim,” the PLO would take over the
administration of Jericho and most of Gaza, to be followed by
the eight largest cities in the West Bank and small surrounding
areas. The areas in which the PLO had both civilian and
security responsibility never increased to more than about 12
percent of the West Bank.

Under the terms of Oslo, within five years there were
to be “final status” negotiations on the following issues: (1)
The status of Jerusalem; (2) the status of Palestinian refugees;
and (3) the status of Israeli settlements in the West Bank and
Gaza. A phased turnover of land to full Palestinian control
would supposedly take place during that time. But Israel
immediately stonewalled, blocking implementation on all
main points.



The Palestinian left organizations vehemently opposed
Oslo—with good reason. So too did Hamas, the Islamic
Resistance Movement, which formed in 1987. Hamas, an
offshoot of the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood, had in the
beginning been allowed by the Israeli authorities to operate its
social services quite freely in the West Bank and Gaza. Hamas
was not part of the PLO, and Israel originally saw it as a
vehicle for drawing forces away from the resistance
organizations.

But as the 1987-1991 Intifada progressed, Hamas
transformed into an active resistance organization. Hamas was
not negatively impacted by the 1991 developments in the way
that the secular leftist organizations were.

After Oslo, disillusionment over the accords set in as it
became clear that Israel was tightening its hold on the West
Bank, not turning it over as promised. Hamas grew very
rapidly in the immediate post-Oslo years. It became the largest
organization opposing Oslo and carrying out armed resistance.

Rabin was assassinated by a more extreme Zionist in
1995. But by the time the Oslo “process” collapsed in 2000,
Israel was far more entrenched in the West Bank than it had
been in 1993. While most of the world—and certainly the
Arafat leadership—expected that Oslo would lead to the
emergence of a Palestinian state, however limited, successive
Israeli leaders undermined any such possibility.

As soon as Oslo was ratified, the Israeli leaders began
breaking the agreement. Of particular significance were the
Israeli violations of Article 31, Clause 8, which stated in part:
“[T]he two parties view the West Bank and Gaza Strip as a
single territorial unit, the integrity and status of which will be
preserved during the interim report.”

Israel set out on an accelerated settlement and Jewish-
only road-building campaign in the West Bank. Between 1993
and 2001, the number of Israeli settlers in the West Bank,
including Jerusalem, increased from about 150,000 to 370,000.
Today, the number stands at more than 500,000.[101]



In October 1998, Palestinian American writer Fawaz
Turki described the magnitude of Oslo’s failure:

The five years have passed and the Palestinians are
not a jot closer to independence, or even the trappings of
independence. They have little control over their land,
and none over their borders, water resources, trade,
customs, population mobility and the rest of it. In fact,
Israeli authorities have continued to treat the Palestinians
like a conquered people rather than, as one would have
assumed after the Oslo Accords were signed at the White
House lawn, as peace partner.[102]

When Clinton’s last-ditch attempt to reach a final
agreement at Camp David in summer 2000 collapsed, U.S.
leaders blamed the Palestinians for having rejected Israel’s
“best and most generous offer.” In reality, it was a joint U.S.-
Israeli proposal. During the course of the talks, U.S.
negotiators, led by Clinton’s Middle East envoy Dennis Ross,
often posed as “neutral” when in reality they were delivering
Israeli proposals.

In the deal, all the details of which were not revealed
until years later, the Palestinians would have received Gaza
and about 75 percent of the West Bank, with Israel annexing
the remainder. The Palestinian West Bank was to be broken up
into four chunks of land completely surrounded by Israeli
settlements and soldiers. The U.S.-Israeli team demanded that
the Palestinians renounce the right of return for refugees. The
Palestinian “state” was to be demilitarized, with Israel in
control of its borders, airspace and water resources.

There was nothing generous about this offer.

Al-Aqsa Intifada breaks out
Seven years of declining living standards, relentless

repression and great frustration led to the 2000 Al-Aqsa
Intifada, which began Sept. 28, 2000. The event that triggered
the new uprising was a “visit” by Ariel Sharon to the Al-Aqsa
mosque in Jerusalem. It was no ordinary visit. Sharon was
surrounded by 1,500 armed police for his provocative



intrusion into one of the world’s most important Muslim
religious sites.

Another factor in the new Intifada was the withdrawal
of Israeli troops from south Lebanon after 22 years of
occupation. It was clear that what ended the occupation of
Lebanon was not negotiating, but armed resistance led by
Hezbollah and its allies.

The new Intifada began with massive street
demonstrations and thousands of young people throwing
stones at Israeli troops. The Israelis were positioned in their
tanks and armored vehicles in the Palestinian cities, towns and
refugee camps that were supposedly under Palestinian
Authority control. As this writer witnessed first-hand, the
Israeli soldiers fired tear gas, so-called rubber bullets—steel
bullets with a hard plastic coating—live ammunition without
plastic coating, and tank shells into the Palestinian crowds.

Within a few weeks, the Israelis began using airpower
—F-16s and attack helicopters. Israel’s hugely superior
firepower was deployed indiscriminately against Palestinian
civilian areas in the West Bank and Gaza.

Thousands of Palestinians were killed, thousands more
wounded and imprisoned, and immense damage was
deliberately inflicted on civilian buildings, businesses,
hospitals, homes, schools, churches and mosques. It was clear
to this writer, who participated in a delegation to the West
Bank and Gaza a month after the Al-Aqsa Intifada began, that
Israeli troops sought to cause maximum damage to the civilian
infrastructure. New housing developments that had been
constructed recently in impoverished Gaza were damaged or
destroyed by Israeli fire. These new buildings had been built
with international funding and were meant to help relieve the
acute housing problems in Gaza, where 70 percent of the
population are refugees.[103]

Having no tanks, air force or regular army, the
Palestinian resistance forces responded with a variety of
tactics, including a wave of suicide bombings inside Israel.
Hamas carried out the great majority of these operations, but
other organizations, including the PFLP, the Islamic Jihad, the



Popular Resistance Committees and the DFLP, also engaged in
armed resistance.

Only the Palestinian actions were labeled “terrorism”
by the U.S. corporate media. Between 2001 and 2004, the
suicide bombings caused significantly more casualties on the
Israeli side than were seen in the 1987-1991 Intifada. Still, the
Palestinian death toll between 2000 and 2008 was far higher
that the Israeli: 4,907 on the Palestinian side, 1,062 on the
Israeli side.[104]

The lightly armed PA security forces attempted to
defend the cities against Israeli assault, but were soon
overwhelmed by the massively superior firepower on the
Israeli side. All PA security positions were destroyed. But the
resistance did not stop.

In March 2002, a number of Arab governments
proposed a settlement plan: Israel would withdraw from the
West Bank and Gaza, which would then become a Palestinian
“state.” In exchange, all the Arab countries would recognize
Israel. The Ariel Sharon-led Israeli government reacted in
predictable fashion by launching a series of new assaults on
the Palestinians, leading to the full re-occupation of all the
West Bank and Gaza cities and towns. PA President Yasser
Arafat’s Mukataa compound in Ramallah was bombed and
bulldozed; he was forced to live in what remained of the
compound until his death in 2004.

Particularly devastated was the Jenin refugee camp in
the northern West Bank. After several days of bombing and
shelling, Israeli militarized bulldozers—supplied by the U.S.-
based Caterpillar Corp.—worked day and night for 72 hours to
demolish the camp. Dozens of Palestinians died, many laid
under piles of rubble for weeks undiscovered.

The extraordinary brutality of the Jenin Massacre was
condemned worldwide. But once again, the United States, this
time under the administration of President George W. Bush,
protected Israel from suffering any type of international
sanction despite its ongoing and obvious violations of
international law.



The Israeli military also launched a campaign of
“targeted assassinations” against the leaders and cadres of
resistance organizations. Those who were not killed were
arrested. Today, more than 9,000 Palestinian activists remain
locked away in Israeli prisons.

In 2002, the Sharon government began building an
“Apartheid Wall” inside the West Bank. The wall separates the
main Israeli settlement blocs from the Palestinians, while
effectively annexing large chunks of the West Bank. The wall
separated many Palestinian villages from their agricultural
land. The International Court of Justice—the U.N.’s highest
judicial authority—declared the wall illegal in 2004, opining
that it should be torn down. Israel and the United States
ignored the ruling, decrying it as unfairly biased.

In fact, the second Bush administration made no
attempts to disguise its unequivocal support for Israel. The
murderous Sharon—Israel’s prime minister from 2001 to 2006
—visited the White House more than any other foreign leader.
Only in Bush’s last year in office was the president of the
Palestinian Authority, Mahmoud Abbas, invited to
Washington, and then only for symbolic talks.



The Palestinian people heroically resist occupation despite Israel’s
overwhelming military superiority. Photo: Eyepress/Osama Silwadi



Attempts to legislate away the Palestinian Revolution have failed.
Here, Israeli Foreign Minister Shimon Peres signs the Oslo Accords,
as Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin (left), U.S. President Bill
Clinton (center) and PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat (right) watch,
Washington, D.C., Sept. 13, 1993. Photo: AFP/Menahem Kahana



The Zionist occupation has created an apartheid society. Lavish
Jewish settlements in the West Bank overlook Palestinian refugee
camps.  Photo: AFP/Menahem Kahana





Imperialist failure: The ‘New
Middle East’

From the start in 2001, the Bush administration was
determined to create a “New Middle East” through war and
threats of war. Israel played a central role in its calculations.
Bush and his top “national security” advisers, Vice President
Dick Cheney, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, Deputy
Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, and others, saw Israel as an
invaluable ally. This view of Israel was not dissimilar to that
of prior administrations.

Also central to the Bush administration’s goals was
toppling independent regimes and defeating resistance
movements in the region. This put Iraq in the crosshairs
immediately. The unprovoked U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003
followed nearly 13 years of Democratic and Republican Party
support for genocidal sanctions and bombing campaigns.
Attacking Iraq was on the agenda at the first meeting of the
Bush cabinet, Jan. 29, 2001—more than seven months prior to
the Sept. 11 attacks in New York and Washington, D.C. The
U.S. government wanted to overthrow the Saddam Hussein-
led government and replace it with a puppet regime.
Washington wanted to dominate this strategically located
country with its massive oil reserves. But the Hussein
government refused the role of neocolonial subservience.

Knowing full well that Iraq posed no threat to the
United States, the Bush administration—with key support
from leading Democrats in Congress—carried out its “Shock
and Awe” invasion in March-April 2003. Much of Iraq’s
infrastructure was destroyed, along with its sovereignty.

For the neoconservatives who dominated Bush’s
foreign policy, Iraq was meant to be a crucial first step in
extending U.S. hegemony over the entire Middle East.

Baghdad fell to the invaders April 9, 2003. The same
day, Rumsfeld triumphantly warned Iran, Syria and North
Korea to draw the “appropriate lesson” from Iraq.[105] Based
on what the United States had done in Iraq over the previous



13 years—criminal sanctions and bombings that killed over
1.5 million Iraqis—Rumsfeld’s words could only be
understood as a terrorist threat, which translated: “Obey the
dictates of Washington or we will bomb your cities, starve
your people and reduce you to the status of colony, as we have
done to Iraq.”

Rumsfeld was not speaking off-handedly. Over the
next four years, the U.S. government carried out sustained
efforts to bring about regime change in Iran, Syria, Sudan and
Lebanon. In Lebanon, they used the guise of the pro-
imperialist “Cedar Revolution.” At the same time, Washington
sought to marginalize all Palestinian forces except its preferred
leader, Mahmoud Abbas.

The brutal invasion and occupation of Iraq was meant
not only to subjugate that country and seize its oil—previous
to 1990, Iraq was the most developed of the Arab states—but
also to have a “demonstration effect.” The invasion and
occupation, the idea went, would “demonstrate” the supposed
invincibility of U.S. power and, conversely, the futility of any
attempt to resist. So confident was the Bush administration
that on May 1, 2003, three weeks after the fall of Baghdad,
they arranged to have the president land on an aircraft carrier
off the coast of San Diego under a banner reading, “Mission
Accomplished.”

Their triumph was short-lived. Instead of bowing
before the new empire, the fierce resistance that had
characterized Iraq’s fight against British colonialism from
1920 to 1958 reignited. What was demonstrated in Iraq was
the exact opposite of what the Washington war planners
anticipated. Despite its vast superiority in weaponry and
ability to inflict massive casualties, the occupation army was
shown to be vulnerable to a determined, popular resistance.
Far from being a demonstration of invincibility, Iraq came
very close to being a catastrophic defeat for the United States.
Although the armed resistance is not at the levels of 2005-
2006 for a number of reasons, Iraq is very far from being
“pacified.”



The extreme aggressiveness of the Bush regime did not
succeed in gaining its objectives in Iran, Syria, Sudan or
Lebanon. In Lebanon, despite the U.S.-backed 2005 “Cedar
Revolution,” which forced Syrian troops to leave the country,
the alliance of popular forces led by Hezbollah gained
strength.

A hole in the ‘Iron Wall’
The failure of Washington’s attempt to control

Lebanon led directly to Israel’s attack in summer 2006. This
war should really be called a U.S.-Israeli war. That’s what it
was. While the Israeli army, air force and navy carried out the
assault, the U.S. government supplied arms, money, and
political and diplomatic cover. Using the capture of two Israeli
soldiers as the pretext, Israel launched six weeks of air attacks
on Lebanese apartment buildings, hospitals, bridges, roads,
power, water and sewage treatment plants, and more. It waged
war on Gaza at the same time, using the same pretext of a
“kidnapped” Israeli occupation soldier.

Over 1,200 Lebanese were killed and thousands more
wounded. Much of what had been rebuilt after decades of a
destructive civil war was destroyed again. In the midst of the
war, it was revealed that U.S. and Israeli leaders had met
months earlier to discuss a new war, and that Israeli war plans
had been in the works for over a year.

In the early stages of the war, with its many Lebanese
civilian casualties, U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice
rejected a ceasefire proposal by the U.N. Security Council.
Rice arrogantly dismissed the Israeli assault and its casualties
as “the birth pangs of a new Middle East.” It seemed then that
Israel was bound to prevail because of its overwhelming
military advantage, as it had in earlier wars.

But that did not happen. The death and destruction
inflicted on Lebanon was horrendous, but the war was not the
one-sided affair anticipated by Israel, the United States and
much of the world. The Israeli military was never able to
suppress rocket and missile fire into northern Israel that was a
response to Israel’s bombing campaign. When the Israeli
infantry and armored forces invaded Lebanon, they were



repelled, suffering relatively heavy casualties of 119 soldiers
killed and 450 wounded.[106] Israeli civilian casualties were
reported at 43 killed, around 100 seriously wounded and 1,400
lightly wounded. On the Lebanese side, about 320 fighters and
900 civilians were killed, and more that 4,400 wounded.[107]

After a ceasefire agreement—vigorously sought by
Israel and Washington—was reached on Aug. 12, 2006, the
Israeli military scattered more than a million cluster bomblets
across southern Lebanon. This calculated act of terrorism
continues to take the lives and limbs of Lebanese children and
adults today. But even that could not alter the outcome:
Hezbollah and its allied popular resistance forces had
unmistakably punched a hole in Israel’s much-vaunted “Iron
Wall.”

The Gaza massacre
Two years later, in the Bush administration’s closing

days, Israel launched another U.S.-backed assault, this time
solely on besieged and densely populated Gaza. Israel pulled
out its forces and settlements from inside Gaza in September
2005, but since that time it has maintained the occupation by
surrounding and blockading the 1.5 million people inside.

In time-honored fashion, U.S. politicians and media
assigned all blame for Israel’s war on Gaza to the Palestinian
side. Rep. Howard Berman (D-Calif.) authored House
Resolution 34. Pushed through Congress by Speaker Nancy
Pelosi (D-Calif.) Jan. 8, 2009, it read in part:

(5) Calls on all nations—

(A) to condemn Hamas for deliberately embedding its
fighters, leaders, and weapons in private homes, schools,
mosques, hospitals, and otherwise using Palestinian
civilians as human shields, while simultaneously
targeting Israeli civilians; and

(B) to lay blame both for the breaking of the “calm”
and for subsequent civilian casualties in Gaza precisely
where blame belongs, that is, on Hamas.



The resolution passed by a vote of 390-5, with 16
abstentions. It contained not one word of criticism of Israel,
which by then had been heavily bombing and shelling civilian
areas for more than 10 days.

The congressional resolution was a complete
falsification of history. After Hamas won the Palestinian
parliamentary election in January 2006, Israel resolved to
starve the people in Gaza as a form of collective punishment.
Collective punishment—like West Bank and Golan Heights
settlements, the imprisonment of Palestinians inside Israeli
jails, the systematic torture of prisoners, house demolitions
and many other routine Israeli practices—violates
international humanitarian law. But because of U.S. protection,
Israel has been immune from suffering consequences for its
wanton criminality.

Israeli newspaper Ha’aretz reported in February 2006
on a meeting of top Israeli officials shortly after the
Palestinian elections. Dov Weisglass, a top advisor to Israeli
Prime Minister Ehud Olmert told those assembled: “It’s like an
appointment with a dietician. The Palestinians will get a lot
thinner but won’t die.” Among those who reportedly “rolled
with laughter” at this grotesque “joke” were Israeli Foreign
Minister Tzipi Livni, the army chief of staff and the head of
the secret police.[108]

For the next nearly three years, Israel severely
restricted and often completely blocked supplies and people
from coming into Gaza, while also blocking commodities and
people from going out. Because it is a tiny area with a large
refugee population, food, medical supplies and other
necessities must be brought into Gaza continually. The United
Nations Relief and Works Agency trucks in food, medicine
and educational materials.

Since it supposedly ended the occupation of Gaza, the
Israeli military has regularly carried out targeted assassinations
and other attacks inside Gaza by means of F-16 fighter-
bombers, “Apache” attack helicopters and special operations
forces.



Responding to the blockade, bombings and killings,
Palestinian fighters fired homemade rockets from Gaza into
Israel. Again, only the Palestinians actions were labeled as
“terrorism” in the U.S. and European corporate media. Not
once were Israel’s grave crimes called acts of state terrorism.

A six-month ceasefire agreement was negotiated in
Cairo on June 19, 2008, between the Hamas-led government in
Gaza and the Israeli government. Israel regularly violated the
agreement by continuing the blockade, and on Nov. 4, Israel
killed six people inside Gaza. It followed this attack by sealing
off Gaza altogether. The resistance forces inside Gaza resumed
rocket fire. The Bush administration and Democratic Party
leaders, including Senate leader Harry Reid and House
Speaker Nancy Pelosi, condemned the Palestinians and
proclaimed their full support for Israel.

This sequence of events should be understood for what
it was: a worked-out war plan again using Israel’s favorite
pretext of “retaliation”—the word that magically transforms
the aggressor into victim and vice-versa.

One month later, on Dec. 27, Israel launched massive
air strikes all over Gaza, which intensified over the next three
weeks. Israel also initiated a massive land invasion of Gaza. In
the assault, 1,417 Palestinians were killed and over 5,500
wounded.[109] The casualties were overwhelmingly civilian.

The Israeli military used some of the most horrific anti-
personnel weapons—such as white phosphorous and the new
Dense Inert Metal Explosive—in one of the most crowded
areas of the planet. These weapons cause death and severe
disfigurement in exceedingly cruel ways. Physicians noted the
pattern of wounds they were treating during the assault on
Gaza often were unusual. Patients came to them with severed
limbs that showed signs of extreme heat at the point of
amputation, but no metal shrapnel.[110]

Destitute before the Israeli assault, Gaza suffered over
$2 billion in damage. Tens of thousands of homes, along with
hospitals, schools and food warehouses, including U.N.
facilities, were targeted for destruction. The sheer scale of
destruction forced the mass media, spearheaded by Arab-



language and European outlets, to document some of the
atrocities being committed by the Zionists and endorsed by
their U.S. backers. But Israel refused to allow reporters into
Gaza; thus, most of the damning footage came out after the
assault ended. Still, the reports coming out of Gaza helped
reveal to the world the war crimes and crimes against
humanity committed by the Israeli state.

On the Israeli side, there were 13 people reported
killed, and 120 wounded. But while Israel suffered far fewer
casualties than it had in Lebanon in 2006, the Gaza war also
failed to achieve its real objective—the destruction of Hamas
and other Palestinian resistance forces. All throughout the
Gaza assault, resistance fighters continued to fire rockets into
Israel and defend the civilian population as best they could. It
was a lesson of courage to the world. The resolve of the
Palestinian people did not waver in the face of a most
powerful and brutal enemy.



Massive worldwide protests leading up to the Iraq war also called
for Palestinian liberation. Photo: Bill Hackwell



Israel’s colonial reality breeds widespread anti-Arab chauvinism.
Here, Israeli girls write messages on artillery shells used to kill
Lebanese, July 2006. Photo: Pedro Ugarte/AFP/Getty Images



U.S.-Israeli relations after Bush
With all the death, misery and destruction it caused, the

Bush regime clearly failed to achieve its strategic objective of
pacifying and reshaping the Middle East. And Israel—the
recipient of massive U.S. financial, military and diplomatic
support—failed in its key strategic tasks: the destruction of the
popular resistance movements in Lebanon and Palestine.

Over the past four decades and more, collaboration has
been the central feature of the U.S.-Israeli relationship.
Generally speaking, mainstream politicians and the corporate
media have nothing but positive things to say about Israel. The
aid, collaboration and political proclamations can make it
appear that the interests and outlook of Washington and Tel
Aviv are one and the same.

But while the aims of the two countries’ leaders may
appear identical, they are not. The effort of the Obama
administration to resurrect the “Oslo Peace Process” of the
1990s, or something like it, is bringing to the forefront some
key differences between U.S. and Israeli leaders.

As the last 60-plus years have irrefutably
demonstrated, Israel’s leaders, whether on the “right” or the
“left,” are united in seeking to expand the country’s territory at
the expense of the Palestinians. Israel also continues its illegal
annexation of Syria’s Golan Heights and a piece of Lebanese
territory known as Shebaa Farms.

The Israeli government formed in the spring of 2009,
led by the extreme right-wing prime minister Benjamin
Netanyahu and his fascistic foreign minister Avigdor
Lieberman, has adamantly refused to even pay lip service to
the creation of a viable Palestinian state. In order to avoid
global isolation due to its far-right makeup, Netanyahu
brought former prime minister Ehud Barak, leader of the -
misnamed Labor Party, into his government. The payoff for
Barak was being allowed to retain his post as defense minister.

The bloc between Netanyahu, Lieberman and Barak
could appear to be an unholy alliance, since Barak is



supposedly from the Israeli left. But when Barak was prime
minister in the late 1990s through early 2001, settlement
expansion in the West Bank reached record levels. As Barak
was allegedly seeking a “peace” agreement with the
Palestinians in 2000, he was working to undercut the
minimum basis for an accord based on two states by
expanding settlements.

When U.S. envoy George Mitchell traveled to Israel to
meet with Netanyahu and Lieberman in April 2009, he
expressed the official U.S. position of support for two states.
What Mitchell and the United States mean by this is a
demilitarized and dependent Palestinian state covering most,
but not all, of the West Bank and Gaza.[111]

Under U.S. proposals going back more than a decade,
Israel would retain major settlement blocs in the West Bank
and the roads connecting them to pre-1967 Israel. The Israeli
army would patrol the settlements and roads. That would mean
a Palestinian “state” without contiguous territory. Instead, the
state would consist of several separated pieces of land,
reminiscent of the tiny bantustans apartheid South Africa
attempted to impose on the African people in the name of
“self-determination.” Israel would also retain control over the
borders, airspace, water and mineral rights of the Palestinian
state. Under this plan, Palestine would be a weak and divided
neocolonial entity under the economic, military and political
domination of its neighboring mini-superpower. Palestinian
aspirations for self-determination are not part of this equation.

These were the terms offered to the late Palestinian
Authority President Yasser Arafat in 2000 in the Camp David
negotiating session with then-Israeli Prime Minister Ehud
Barak and U.S. President Bill Clinton. Arafat and the
Palestinian Authority leadership could not accept the deal,
which would also have entailed renouncing the Palestinian
right of return. But the new Israeli leaders oppose even this
deal.

When Netanyahu and Lieberman met with Mitchell in
April 2009, they refused to utter the word “state” in relation to
the Palestinians. Instead, they launched into complaints about



how earlier so-called concessions had allegedly damaged
Israel.[112] After considerable pressure from Washington,
Netanyahu delivered a “major” speech about “peace
prospects” with the Palestinians. Although he mentioned the
creation of a Palestinian “state,” there were so many
preconditions and restrictions that the possibility of talks was
rendered impossible.[113] Washington recognized this,
although the White House called the hard-right speech, an
“important step forward.” It is clear that the Netanyahu
government has no intention of accepting even the idea of a
Palestinian state at this time.

From 1967 until the 1991 Gulf War, the United States
also had opposed the creation of anything called a Palestinian
state. The fear in U.S. ruling circles during those years was
that any Palestinian state, even a very small one, could quickly
become a center of revolutionary activity for the entire Arab
world.

But as explained previously, the 1987-1991 Intifada
and Israel’s inability to crush it, forced a policy re-evaluation
by Washington. Another key factor in the U.S. reassessment
was the understanding that—based on the changed
international situation after the overthrow of the Soviet Union
—it might be possible to bring the central PLO leaders,
including Arafat, into the U.S. orbit.

Imperialism’s ‘softer’ approach
The Bush I and Clinton administrations understood the

centrality of the Palestinian issue to the conflict in the Middle
East. Without in any way altering the long-established U.S.
strategic objective of dominating the Middle East, Washington
made a tactical shift in 1991-1993 and accepted the idea of
establishing some sort of very weak Palestinian state. The
Bush I and Clinton administrations pressured Israel to go
along with them, but not without strong protests.

The second Bush administration reversed this course in
2001-2008. It gave the Israeli government of Ariel Sharon a
blank check. No amount of Israeli violence toward the
Palestinians was considered “too much.”



It appears that Obama is picking up where Clinton left
off. Bush I, Clinton and, apparently, Obama hope that by
establishing a dependent, Palestinian-run, mini-state or
bantustan, they will be able to finally put an end to the
Palestinian resistance movement. Such an agreement would,
they hope, dampen the anger toward the United States and
other imperialist-dependent governments in the Middle East.

Mass anger in the Arab world against Israel, the United
States and its client states in Egypt, Jordan and Saudi Arabia
has been rising for years. It reached new heights during the
assault on Gaza in early 2009. The reactionary Arab regimes
did nothing to support the Palestinians under attack—a replay
of their immutable silence during the 2006 U.S.-Israeli war on
Lebanon. On the contrary, the government-controlled media in
all three countries put the blame for the conflicts, at least
initially, on the resistance forces. This did not play well
amongst the Arab masses. The growing internal unpopularity
of the pro-U.S. regimes is viewed as a potentially serious
problem in Washington, where the fate of Iran’s shah is well
remembered.

It is possible that the Obama administration could seek
what is sometimes referred to as the “Grand Bargain,” a
scenario or scenarios for a comprehensive Middle East
settlement. There can be little doubt, given the renewal of U.S.
talks with Syria and Mitchell’s repeated visits to the region,
that something along this line is under consideration.

Key elements in any “bargain” envisioned by the
imperialists would have to include the establishment of a
Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza, and the return of
all or most of the Golan Heights to Syria. In exchange, the
United States would demand that Syria stop supporting what
Washington calls “terrorism”—meaning an end to support for
Hezbollah in Lebanon and the Palestinian resistance
movements with offices in Damascus. Other U.S. demands
would include the Palestinians recognizing Israel as a “Jewish
state” and renouncing the right of return for millions of
refugees. In this possible scenario, a key U.S. aim would be to
break the alliance between Syria and Iran in order to isolate
the latter.



A broader version of the “bargain” could conceivably
bring in Iran as well. For either scenario to really go forward,
the United States would have to end its official ban on
negotiations with Hamas and Hezbollah. All of the parties
mentioned would certainly be willing to enter into negotiations
with Washington. That such talks did not take place in recent
years has been due to U.S. intransigence, often expressed in
the form of pre-conditions deliberately designed to be
unacceptable.

Many liberals here in the United States are eagerly
anticipating such an initiative. They argue that moving in this
direction would reach out to and strengthen the region’s pro-
U.S. elements.

This “softer” approach of negotiations is no less
dangerous to the liberation struggle than the “harder” one of
war. The liberal imperialists are no less committed to
achieving longstanding U.S. objectives of pacification and
domination than the conservatives. There are differences in
approach, but the entire establishment spectrum can and will
support military as well as diplomatic initiatives depending on
the circumstances.

The Israeli ruling class has different priorities. While
it, too, wants to subjugate the region for U.S. domination and
exploitation—and it hopes to share in the spoils—its priority is
land. It would be hard to imagine a government more
aggressively determined to take over Palestinian land than the
Netanyahu-Lieberman-Barak coalition.

This difference in priorities sets the stage for a serious
clash between the United States and Israel, regardless of all the
political rhetoric to the contrary. Of course, there is no
assurance that a major struggle will actually break out. For one
thing, the Obama administration is confronting multiple crises,
starting with the most severe economic depression in seven
decades, and also including health care and immigration
reform, and accelerating global warming.

There is also the danger, from the imperialist point of
view, that definitively curtailing Israeli expansionism could
lead to the unraveling of the Israeli state. The Zionist project



has been inherently expansionist from the beginning and
continues to be today.

Undertaking a significant tactical shift in U.S. Middle
East policy would require a major political struggle. But the
alternative—“staying the course”—is viewed by many in
Washington as potentially more dangerous to U.S. geostrategic
interests.

If the decision is made to press forward on a “Grand
Bargain,” or another form of Middle East settlement, it could
place the U.S. and Israeli governments on a collision course.



Section IV: No Justice, No Peace



Is Israel an apartheid state?
The term “apartheid” has wide acceptability as a way

to describe the situation facing Palestinians living in historic
Palestine. It is, of course, accurate. The success of the
Palestinian resistance, the people’s will to exist despite
seemingly insurmountable odds, and the growing international
solidarity movement for Palestine have successfully brought
the true facts to light for nearly the whole world. But in the
United States, the veil of silence about Israeli apartheid is just
beginning to be lifted.

Clarity is required when using the term—Palestinians
face apartheid not only in the West Bank and through the siege
of Gaza, but inside the Israeli state as well. This began in
1948, not 1967 or at some later date. And the contradictions of
the apartheid conditions are becoming more acute by the day.

An important document describing Israeli apartheid is
former President Jimmy Carter’s 2006 book “Palestine: Peace
Not Apartheid.”[114] It caused a huge controversy upon its
release. Pro-Israel organizations, politicians, academics and
media went into a frenzy about the book and its author. Carter
was hit with bogus charges of “anti-Semitism”—the routine
response to anyone in the United States who criticizes Israel.

Carter’s great sin, from much of the U.S. ruling class’
point of view, was that he had pulled back the curtain on a
subject generally treated as taboo in this country: the
systematic, colonial oppression of the Palestinian people at the
hands of the Israeli state.

The book only touches on the brutal reality of
occupation and the abuse of the population in the West Bank
and Gaza—particularly in the chapter titled “The Wall as a
Prison.” He uses the term “apartheid” to describe conditions in
those areas. That it is discussed at all is a major departure for
an author of Carter’s mainstream standing. This reality is
something that most of the world knows about. It is only in the
United States and Israel where the undeniable is denied.



What really got under the skin of Israel’s leaders and
defenders was the word “apartheid” in the book’s title.
Apartheid was the form of institutionalized racist rule
practiced in South Africa for many decades. Its literal
translation is “apartness.”

Under apartheid, all people in South Africa were
categorized as either “White,” “Colored,” “Indian” or “Black”
in their identification papers. While apartheid supposedly
provided rights for all four groups, it was a system of legalized
white supremacy, much like the “separate but equal” Jim Crow
system that existed in the United States for a century after the
Civil War. Both the openly racist South African and U.S.
systems used legal and extralegal forms of terrorist violence
against the oppressed—like Israel uses against the Palestinians
today.

It is not just the negative association with the hated
South African apartheid system that so upset Israel’s
supporters. Apartheid is an international crime. The
International Convention on the Suppression and Punishment
of the Crime of Apartheid was ratified and became
international law Nov. 30, 1973.

That an apartheid system exists today in Palestine is
beyond question. Anyone who travels to the West Bank and
Gaza immediately confronts the blatant suppression of the
Palestinians under Israeli occupation. Occupation and its
attendant racist practices permeate every aspect of life.

In 2008, a delegation of South African veterans of the
anti-apartheid struggle visited the West Bank. They concluded
that the apartheid system forced on the Palestinians is even
more brutal and shocking than what had existed in South
Africa.

The July 10, 2008, Ha’aretz published an article about
the delegation, entitled “Worse than apartheid.” In it, South
Africa’s Sunday Times newspaper editor, Mondli Makhanya,
is quoted:

When you observe from afar you know that things
are bad, but you do not know how bad. Nothing can



prepare you for the evil we have seen here. It is worse,
worse, worse than everything we endured. The level of
apartheid, the racism and the brutality are worse than the
worst period of apartheid.

The apartheid regime viewed the [B]lacks as
inferior; I do not think the Israelis see the Palestinians as
human beings at all. How can a human brain engineer this
total separation, the separate roads, the checkpoints?
What we went through was terrible, terrible, terrible—
and yet there is no comparison. Here it is more terrible.
[115]

In the West Bank, the approximately 500,000 illegal
Israeli settlers live in relative luxury, with their own separate
modern housing, roads, schools and hospitals. The two million
Palestinians there live under harsh military occupation. Their
cities, towns and villages are isolated from each other by
hundreds of Israeli military checkpoints. The Israeli apartheid
wall has annexed large chunks of Palestinian land to Israel and
separated many Palestinian villagers from their farmlands,
schools and jobs.

The killing and wounding of Palestinians by the Israeli
occupation forces is a daily occurrence. Torture of Palestinian
detainees and prisoners by the Israeli police is commonplace,
as are home demolitions, of which there have been tens of
thousands.

As of 2006, the annual per capita gross domestic
product for Israelis has risen to around $25,000, and per capita
income is around $20,000. For Palestinians in the West Bank
and Gaza, per capita gross domestic product has fallen to
$1,200, and per capita income in Gaza has fallen to $700.[116]

In addition to the tens of thousands of Israeli
occupation troops, armed Zionist settlers constitute a Ku Klux
Klan-like paramilitary force. They are allowed to attack and
harass the Palestinian population with impunity. The lowest-
ranking Israeli army soldier can detain, question and abuse the
highest-ranking Palestinian official with impunity. To
paraphrase racist Chief Justice Roger B. Taney in the U.S.
Supreme Court’s infamous 1856 Dred Scott v. Sandford



Fugitive Slave Act decision: “Palestinians have no rights that
Israelis are bound to respect.”

Former Israeli Education Minister Shulamit Aloni
wrote an opinion piece in the Jan. 9, 2007 edition of Yediot
Aharonot, Israel’s largest circulation newspaper, at the height
of the controversy over Carter’s book. It was entitled, “Indeed
there is apartheid in Israel.” Interestingly, her column was
posted initially on the newspaper’s Hebrew website, but not on
its English-language site.

Aloni described the “Jewish only” roads in the West
Bank:

Wonderful roads, wide roads, well-paved roads,
brightly lit at night—all that on stolen [Palestinian] land.
When a Palestinian drives on such a road, his vehicle is
confiscated and he is sent on his way.[117]

She goes on to recount an incident she witnessed
between a Palestinian stopped for driving on one such
segregated road and an Israeli occupation soldier. Aloni asked
the soldier why he was confiscating the Palestinian’s car. The
soldier replied, “It’s an order—this is a Jews-only road.”

Aloni continued:

I inquired as to where was the sign indicating this fact
and instructing [other] drivers not to use it. His answer was
nothing short of amazing. ‘It is his responsibility to know it,
and besides, what do you want us to do, put up a sign here and
let some anti-Semitic reporter or journalist take a photo so that
he can show the world that apartheid exists here?’[118]

Not just the West Bank and Gaza
Carter has fervently denied that he is referring to pre-

1967 Israel with the explosive word “apartheid.” He defends
the state of Israel—although Israel has been a racist and
apartheid-style state since its formation in 1948.

Palestinians, who comprise about 20 percent of the
population inside the 1948 borders, are allowed to vote in
Israeli elections. But in every other respect—from jobs to
benefits to marriage and other civil, national and economic



rights—they are treated as third-class citizens. It is virtually
impossible for Palestinians, who are technically citizens of the
Israeli state, to buy or lease land.

Inside the 1948 borders, Israeli government ministries
in 2002 allocated just 7 percent of their budgets to the Arab
population. That same year, the Ministry of Education
appropriated 3.1 percent of its budget to Arab schools. There
are generally separate school systems and curricula for Arab
and Jewish students. The Palestinian unemployment rate is
twice the Jewish rate; salaries on average are less than 60
percent of what Jews earn.[119]

The foundation of Israel’s apartheid system is
grounded in who has the right to live inside the pre-1967
borders and who does not. Nothing is more fundamental than
who has and does not have the right to live in a society. Here,
the apartheid character of Israel is clear and indisputable.

Israel’s basic law defines the country as a “state of the
Jewish people.” The law accords the “right of return” to any
Jewish person living anywhere in the world. The
overwhelming majority of Jewish people have lived outside of
Palestine for nearly 20 centuries.

At the same time, Israel has blocked the return of the
750,000 Palestinians driven out of their homeland in 1948-
1949 and their more than 6 million descendants. Their homes,
farms, orchards, shops and other property were seized without
compensation. They have been denied the right of return
despite scores of U.N. resolutions upholding that right.

Israel has a number of basic laws, yet 61 years after its
“Declaration of Independence,” it does not have a constitution.
The reason for this is that a constitution presumably would
have to guarantee equal rights for all citizens. Such a
guarantee would be in contradiction with the idea of Israel as a
“Jewish state.” Palestinians and others, mostly “guest
workers,” comprise around a quarter of the Israeli population.

“Israeli Arabs” is the designation used by Israeli
authorities for the Palestinian population inside the 1948
borders. But mass protests in 2000 in solidarity with the



Intifada that erupted the same year affirmed once again the
unity of the Palestinian people. The Israeli police killed 13
Palestinian demonstrators in October 2000, the month after the
start of the Al-Aqsa Intifada. During that same period, there
were many violent, anti-Arab demonstrations by Israelis,
including numerous attacks on Palestinian mosques, shops,
homes and individuals. No Israelis were killed.

Over the next two years, Israeli security forces
“mistakenly” killed 14 more Palestinians inside 1948 Israel. In
that same period, no Israelis were reported killed by the police,
including in criminal situations.[120]

Racism and discrimination are intensifying inside
Israel, at both official and societal levels. One example at the
official level was a vote in late 2008 by the Central Election
Commission of the Knesset to ban parties based in the
Palestinian community from running candidates in the
February 2009 election. This ban was later overturned by the
Israeli High Court—at least in part due to concern for Israel’s
international standing. But it was an unmistakable sign of the
increasingly unconcealed racism that pervades Israeli society.

In May 2009, the new extreme right-wing cabinet and
Knesset approved a law making it a crime punishable by one
year in prison for anyone with Israeli citizenship to deny that
Israel is a “democratic and Jewish state.” There is an obvious
and glaring contradiction between the state being both
“democratic” and “Jewish,” in that one part of the population
is granted standing that is denied to the rest. Under the new
law, any Palestinian—or other non-Jewish citizen—can be
jailed for demanding a state based on equal rights for all.

Another 2009 law makes it a crime punishable by up to
three years in prison to commemorate al-Nakba, the forced
dispossession of the Palestinian people.

The equivalent here would be to demand that African
Americans, Latinos, Native Americans, Asians, Arabs and
everyone else recognize the United States as a “white and
democratic” state. Public events about the history of anti-
Indian genocide, slavery, land theft, legalized discrimination,



lynching, and so on—without which the United States as we
know it could not have come into being—would be outlawed.

Hajo Meyer, an anti-Zionist Jew and survivor of the
Nazi Auschwitz concentration camp, responded to the law
against commemorating al-Nakba:

It is so racist, so dreadful. I am at a loss for words. It
is an expression of what we already know. [The Israeli
Nakba commemoration organization] Zochrot was
founded to counteract Israeli efforts to wipe out the marks
that are a reminder of Palestinian life. To forbid
Palestinians to publicly commemorate the Nakba … they
cannot act in a more Nazi-like, fascist way. Maybe it will
help to awaken the world.”[121]

Deepening racism, fascism inside Israel
The reality of Israeli apartheid is least understood in

the United States, which is somewhat ironic. U.S. support and
aid, now totaling hundreds of billions of dollars, has been
crucial to Israel’s very survival over the past six decades.

The colonial character of Zionism, Israel’s history as
an occupying power, and its institutionalized racism have laid
the foundation for the deepening racist and fascist tendencies
manifesting in Israeli society in the 21st century. Israel was
founded as and remains a colonial-settler state. The effect of
this fact on Israelis—no matter the class to which they belong
—has been to infuse their consciousness with a colonial
mentality. This will continue so long as Israel remains a
Zionist state, so long as the Palestinians lack self-
determination.

Much like the French settlers in Algeria or the British,
Dutch and others in southern Africa, the settlers in Israel are
not merely immigrants, they are necessary agents—knowingly
or not—of the colonizing power and, in the case of Israel, its
imperialist backers. That the Israelis receive preferential
treatment over the Palestinians in all ways is a requirement of
maintaining their rule over the indigenous Arab inhabitants.

In 1971, Matzpen, a Marxist political current formerly
active in Israel, described the factors that have shaped Israeli



consciousness:

This society, including its working class, was shaped
through a process of colonization. … The permanent
conflict between settlers’ society and the indigenous,
displaced Palestinian Arabs has never stopped and it has
shaped the very structure of Israeli sociology, politics,
and economics.[122]

The Zionist colonial reality has cast a homogenizing
effect over the entire culture at all levels of society. This
material fact underscores the profoundly unscientific view
held by some on the U.S. left that the only way for justice to
prevail is for Palestinian and Israeli workers to unite and
overthrow the Israeli government and the Palestinian
Authority. It is a shortsighted view that misses the crux of the
Palestinian liberation struggle. The struggle is against
colonialism, imperialism and for national liberation. One
cannot ignore the sense of colonial privilege that Zionism has
used to infect the consciousness of the Israeli working class
and other class strata.

Other more liberal sectors of the U.S. left cast their
hope in the so-called Israeli peace movement and human rights
organizations. This argument also fails, but mainly because
these Israeli “peace” organizations, like Peace Now, adhere to
a liberal variant of Zionism, but Zionism nonetheless. They
believe that Israel can exist as a “Jewish state,” and also grant
equal rights, at least formally, to its Arab citizens. They
believe Israel can and should give Palestinians a state in the
West Bank and Gaza—the two-state solution. In essence, they
agree with the Obama peace plan. It is a chauvinist view of the
struggle, because it puts “what’s best for Israelis” above
winning self-determination for the Palestinians. Bowing even
one inch to Zionism cannot lead to a just solution to the
occupation of Palestine.

Believing in the efficacy of the liberal Zionist peace
movement is a road to nowhere. Auschwitz survivor Hajo
Meyer explained the problem:

Of course it is positive that parts of the Jewish
population of Israel try to see Palestinians as human



beings and as their equals. However, it disturbs me how
paper-thin the number is that protests and is truly anti-
Zionist. We get worked up by what happened in Hitler’s
Germany. If you expressed only the slightest hint of
criticism at that time, you ended up in the Dachau
concentration camp. If you expressed criticism, you were
dead. Jews in Israel have democratic rights. They can
protest in the streets, but they don’t.[123]

Moreover, liberal Zionism is a minority view among
Israelis. Even mildly liberal ideas contradict the aims of the
Israeli state and the ideology that sustains it. The current
makeup of the government is an expression of the deeply
racist convictions held by increasing numbers of Israelis.

In December 2007, the mainstream Association for
Civil Rights in Israel released a 70-page report documenting
the growth of racist views among the Israeli population. The
report’s findings included:

A 26 percent rise in anti-Arab incidents in the past
year.
Less than half of Jewish Israelis believe that Jews
and Arabs inside Israel should have equal rights.
55 percent think Arabs, who constitute about 20
percent of the 1948 Israel’s population, should be
“encouraged” to emigrate.
More than 75 percent of Jewish Israelis said that
they would not want to live in the same building or
neighborhood with Palestinian Arabs. 
74 percent of Jewish Israeli youth polled stated a
belief that “Arabs are unclean.”

Palestinians inside Israel are regularly denied entry
into bars, face unfair treatment at airports and
discrimination in job markets.[124]

In the aftermath of the murderous 23-day Israeli assault
on Gaza in December 2008 through January 2009, Ha’aretz
published a lengthy and startling article on the preferred attire
of Israeli army soldiers, entitled “Dead Palestinian babies and
bombed mosques—IDF fashion 2009.” Military service in



Israel is mandatory for all men and women, with exceptions
only for the most religious Jews. The article speaks for itself:

Dead babies, mothers weeping on their children’s
graves, a gun aimed at a child and bombed-out mosques
—these are a few examples of the images Israel Defense
Forces soldiers design these days to print on shirts they
order to mark the end of training or of field duty. The
slogans accompanying the drawings are not exactly
anemic either:

A T-shirt for infantry snipers bears the inscription
“Better use Durex [a condom],” next to a picture of a
dead Palestinian baby, with his weeping mother and a
teddy bear beside him. A sharpshooter’s T-shirt from the
Givati Brigade’s Shaked battalion shows a pregnant
Palestinian woman with a bull’s-eye superimposed on her
belly, with the slogan, in English, “1 shot, 2 kills.”

A “graduation” shirt for those who have completed
another snipers course depicts a Palestinian baby, who
grows into a combative boy and then an armed adult, with
the inscription, “No matter how it begins, we’ll put an
end to it.”

There are also plenty of shirts with blatant sexual
messages. For example, the Lavi battalion produced a
shirt featuring a drawing of a soldier next to a young
woman with bruises, and the slogan, “Bet you got raped!”

A few of the images underscore actions whose
existence the army officially denies—such as “confirming
the kill” (shooting a bullet into an enemy victim’s head
from close range, to ensure he is dead), or harming
religious sites, or female or child non-combatants.

In many cases, the content is submitted for approval
to one of the unit’s commanders. The latter, however, do
not always have control over what gets printed, because
the artwork is a private initiative of soldiers that they
never hear about. Drawings or slogans previously banned
in certain units have been approved for distribution
elsewhere. For example, shirts declaring, “We won’t chill



‘til we confirm the kill” were banned in the past (the IDF
claims that the practice does not exist), yet the Haruv
battalion printed some last year.

The slogan “Let every Arab mother know that her
son’s fate is in my hands!” had previously been banned
for use on another infantry unit’s shirt. A Givati soldier
said this week, however, that at the end of last year, his
platoon printed up dozens of shirts, fleece jackets and
pants bearing this slogan.

“It has a drawing depicting a soldier as the Angel of
Death, next to a gun and an Arab town,” he explains.
“The text was very powerful. The funniest part was that
when our soldier came to get the shirts, the man who
printed them was an Arab, and the soldier felt so bad that
he told the girl at the counter to bring them to him.”

Does the design go to the commanders for approval?

The Givati soldier: “Usually the shirts undergo a
selection process by some officer, but in this case, they
were approved at the level of platoon sergeant. We
ordered shirts for 30 soldiers and they were really into it,
and everyone wanted several items.”[125]

How can such extreme, institutional racism be
overcome? Only the victory of the Palestinian struggle and the
achievement of true self-determination can undercut the
material basis for the colonial mentality so pervasive in Israeli
society.

A just and lasting resolution of the colonial issue starts
with full, unqualified support for the Palestinian liberation
struggle. It is not simply about “democracy” or
“coexistence”—although both of those things can happen.
What first must happen is a dismantling of the Israeli apartheid
system and all of its racist mechanisms and institutions. The
imperialist domination of the region also must become a relic
of the past.



The separation wall enforces apartheid and seizes Palestinian land.
Photo: Ian Thompson

Israeli military checkpoints restrict Palestinian movement
throughout the West Bank. Photo: Rami
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IDF casual attire reveals soldiers’ true feelings about
Palestinians.



The Palestinian right of return
Another key issue in the Palestinian struggle today is

the right of return for refugees. The two-state solution
explicitly leaves the fate of millions of Palestinian refugees up
in the air. While it is clear that the United States and Israel will
not stand for its implementation, the struggle for return is at
the center of Palestinian consciousness.

The war that established the state of Israel in 1948 also
led to the expulsion of more than three-quarters of the
Palestinian population, or close to 750,000 people. Israel’s
1967 Six-Day War, when it seized the remainder of historic
Palestine—the West Bank and Gaza—created 300,000 more
refugees, many of them second-time exiles.

None of those driven out in 1948 and 1967, or their
descendants, now numbering more than six million people,
have ever been allowed back. None have been compensated
for their loss, despite the passage of U.N. General Assembly
Resolution 194 on Dec. 11, 1948:

Article 11. Resolves that the refugees wishing to
return to their homes and live at peace with their
neighbors should be permitted to do so at the earliest
practicable date, and that compensation should be paid
for the property of those choosing not to return and for
loss of or damage to property which, under principles of
international law or in equity, should be made good by
the Governments or authorities responsible;

Instructs the Conciliation Commission to facilitate
the repatriation, resettlement and economic and social
rehabilitation of the refugees and the payment of
compensation, and to maintain close relations with the
Director of the United Nations Relief for Palestine
Refugees and, through him, with the appropriate organs
and agencies of the United Nations.

Despite the clear and unambiguous language of
Resolution 194, and its reaffirmation many times over the
years, Israel and the United States have ignored its provisions.



Although Iraq was blockaded and starved for years,
supposedly for not adhering to U.N. resolutions, no sanctions
have ever been imposed on Israel for defying Resolution 194
or any other resolution.

Adding insult to injury for the Palestinians, the new
Israeli state proclaimed that any person living anywhere in the
world who could prove that he or she had one Jewish
grandparent regardless of whether they or their family ever
stepped foot in the Middle East, had the “right of return” to
Israel and would be granted citizenship in the new exclusivist
state.

More than six decades after al-Nakba, the right of
return remains a central demand of the Palestinian people’s
struggle. It is obvious why this issue is so vital to the
Palestinian cause. If a people are deprived of their land, their
very existence as a people is threatened. Defending the right of
return is a key element in the struggle to maintain the unity of
the Palestinian people between those who remain inside
historic Palestine and those who have been illegally and
unjustly expelled.

Why Israeli leaders and their U.S. backers are so
opposed is another matter altogether. It is not because there is
“no room” for the Palestinians in Palestine. That argument is
blatantly racist. It has been debunked by the Palestinian
demographer Dr. Salman Abu-Sitta, who has pointed out that
most of the more than 530 demolished Palestinian towns and
villages remain unoccupied today.[126] They were destroyed
and their residents driven away in 1948 for political purposes
—to create an exclusivist, settler state.

Nor is this some long-resolved issue buried in the
sands of time. Hundreds of thousands of people forcibly exiled
in 1948 and 1967 are still alive today. Many hold among their
dearest possessions keys to their homes in Palestine. Some of
those houses, particularly in the demolished villages, were
bulldozed into the ground. Many others, especially in cities
like Haifa, Jaffa, Jerusalem and elsewhere were expropriated
and turned over to Zionist settlers.



Today, 88 percent of the more than 6 million
Palestinian refugees either live: (1) inside historic Palestine—
with 46 percent in 1948 Israel, the West Bank or Gaza; or (2)
within 100 miles of its borders in Jordan, Lebanon and Syria.
[127] Put another way, nine out of 10 Palestinian refugees could
be home in the time it takes many people in the United State to
commute to work.

Hundreds of thousands of Palestinian families live in
extreme poverty in 59 refugee camps. For them especially, the
right of return is a vital everyday issue. The situation is
especially dire in the camps of Lebanon and Gaza, which are
home to more than one million people.

‘The refugees will return’
The return of the exiled Palestinians would not mean

that the Jewish population would be forced to leave. This is a
common claim made by the supporters of Israel.

But it would mean that Israel could not continue as an
apartheid state with special rights for one group. This goes to
the heart of why both Israeli and U.S. ruling circles are so
adamantly opposed to basic justice and the right of return for
the Palestinians.

In December 2003, Benjamin Netanyahu stated:

If the Arabs in Israel form 40 percent of the
population, this is the end of the Jewish state. … But 20
percent is also a problem. … If the relationship with these
20 percent becomes problematic, the state is entitled to
employ extreme measures.[128]

The words of Netanyahu, who returned to Israel’s top
office in 2009, were strikingly similar to ones spoken nearly
six decades earlier by the country’s first prime minister. From
Ben-Gurion to Netanyahu, all Israeli governments have shared
a common aim: to maintain and expand an exclusivist, racist
state that denies the rights of the indigenous population. The
Israelis want to maintain their domination of Palestine and its
land.



U.S. leaders care much less about Israeli expansionist
aims, but they too oppose both the Palestinian right of return
and one state with equal rights for all in Palestine. The United
States wants to maintain Israel as an instrument of imperialist
domination in the entire Middle East region. Israel’s role could
be negated if it ceased to be a colonial, apartheid state.

As an implanted settler entity, Israel is locked in
unending conflict with neighboring states and their peoples—
even those with which it has made “peace”—as well as with
the Palestinians it has dispossessed. This reality makes it
highly dependent on its one true “friend” in the world, the
United States.

When the apartheid system was dismantled in South
Africa in the early 1990s, it ceased to play the role of
imperialism’s cop in southern and central Africa. Israel is far
more important to the U.S. strategic aim of global supremacy
than was the former South African apartheid regime. The
return of the exiled Palestinians and an end to apartheid
Israeli-style would likely also end Israel’s role as a regional
enforcer.

The imperialists and the Zionists alone are not the
writers of history. Over more than 60 years, even longer, the
world has witnessed how the Palestinian masses have
intervened, drafting their own narrative of resistance and
unbending struggle. The central message has been clear: The
Palestinian right of return is inalienable, it is possible, and it
will happen. From refugee camps in Beirut, to Ramallah, Gaza
City and Haifa; from Damascus to Los Angeles—the phrase
that most often rings out at political meetings, protests and
rallies is also one of the truest: “The refugees will return!”



The key is an enduring symbol of the right of return. Kamleh
Kadada, 76, still carries the key to her former home in Gaza City,
May 8, 2008. Photo: AFP/Mohammed Abed



Subsidizing occupation: U.S. aid to
Israel

Over the past six decades, the United States has
provided the state of Israel with vast military and economic
aid—far surpassing that granted to any other country. U.S.
governmental aid to Israel has taken the form of a mix of
grants, loans and military hardware, cumulatively valued in
the hundreds of billions of dollars. The Congressional
Research Service report in 2008, “U.S. Foreign Aid to Israel,”
states in its summary: “Israel is the largest cumulative
recipient of U.S. foreign assistance since World War II.”[129]

With just 0.01 percent of the world’s population, Israel
has been the recipient of over 30 percent of all U.S. foreign
assistance in that period.

This aid is not because Jewish people have acquired a
special place in the hearts of U.S. policy makers. Rather, it is
an indication that Israel is seen as an extension of U.S. power
in the Middle East, an area so strategic that three of the four
top recipients of U.S. foreign aid are located there.[130]

In addition, the U.S. government has allowed and
encouraged private fundraising for Israel unlike that permitted
for any other foreign state. This private aid has included the
sale of tens of billions of dollars in Israel Bonds, which have
been purchased by labor unions, universities, other institutions
and private investors. Annual fund appeals from pro-Israel
organizations in the United States have raised additional
billions in tax-deductible donations. Such tax-deductible
support is not allowed for any other country.

The official figures for U.S. aid are misleading in a
number of respects. Unlike grants and loans to other countries,
which are generally disbursed quarterly, aid to Israel is turned
over as a lump sum at the beginning of each fiscal year. It goes
into Israel’s general fund budget, and what happens after that
is a mystery. This has added billions of dollars in hidden
additional interest costs to the U.S. Treasury, and allowed



Israel to reap billions of additional dollars in interest earnings
on the money delivered upfront.

There is also significant military and other government
aid to Israel that is not officially listed. To mention just one
example, when Israel launched its devastating aerial war on
Lebanon in 2006, many of the bombs it dropped were “on
loan” from the Pentagon.

The Pentagon has also paid out billions for so-called
joint projects with the Israeli military. But in cases such as the
Arrow, Arrow II and “David’s Sling” anti-missile defense
systems, the U.S. military has no intention of acquiring the
technology for itself.

Thus, these and other similar programs are just another
form of concealed subsidy.

Supporters often boast that “Israel has never defaulted
on a U.S. government loan.” But that claim has to be viewed
in light of the reality that many—if not all—of the “loans” are
later forgiven by acts of Congress. In other words they are
converted after the fact into grants.[131]

The astonishing level of U.S.-taxpayer aid to a
relatively well-to-do country—Israel’s per capita income, now
$20,000 annually, is on par with a number of European states
—is rarely discussed in any depth in the corporate media.
Even when it is reported, the actual magnitude of U.S. aid to
Israel over the past half-century is customarily downplayed by
failing to translate the grants and “loans” from earlier years
into current dollars.

For instance, the 2008 CRS report includes charts
showing a total of $101.2 billion in U.S. government aid to
Israel from 1949 to 2007. That is the official total of aid not
adjusted for inflation. In 1952, for example, reported U.S. aid
to Israel totaled $86.4 million. Adjusted for inflation, however,
that amount is actually $695.2 million.

According to basic economics, the presence of
inflation requires an upward adjustment to obtain meaningful
figures comparable to the present. A dollar in 1952 or 1967 or
even yesterday is worth more than a dollar today. Expressing



U.S. aid flows to Israel in constant 2009 dollars helps ensure
that these figures mean something to us today.

In 1979, as part of the payoff for signing the Camp
David Accords that brought Egypt firmly into the U.S. sphere
of influence, Israel received nearly $4.9 billion. In 2009
dollars, that equals a staggering $14.36 billion—nearly $4,000
for every person living in the Israeli state at the time.

Expressed in 2009 dollars, official U.S. aid to Israel
from 1949 to 2007 is more than double the generally cited
amount of $101.2 billion. The true amount is over $206
billion.

Even this sky-high figure does not tell the whole story
—far from it. It does not include loan guarantees. In 1997, the
listed figure for U.S. aid is $3.13 billion in 1997 dollars ($4.16
billion in 2009 dollars). But in that year alone, Israel received
an additional $400 million in assistance from U.S. taxpayers
and $2 billion in loan guarantees, so that total aid received
came to approximately $5.53 billion in 1997 dollars.

It is nearly impossible to find all aid to Israel above
and beyond the officially stated figures in the official U.S.
budget. Much of it is very artfully concealed.

For perspective, U.S. aid to Israel between 1949 and
1996 was greater than the total assistance to all the countries
of Latin America (including the Caribbean) and sub-Saharan
Africa, which together have a population of more than one
billion people.[132]

The unprecedented subsidies to Israel are illustrative of
the Zionist project’s importance to U.S. imperialism, and a
stark reminder of its vulnerability in the region in spite of this
support.



Palestine and the U.S. anti-war
movement

There is a global movement in solidarity with the
Palestinian people’s struggle. For decades, left groups in
countries throughout the world have organized mass actions.
The movement started in response to the Palestinian resistance
movement in the Middle East. It has only grown and
intensified over the years.

In the United States, the issue of Palestine has caused
undue controversy on the left, especially in the mass anti-war
movement. Some forces have deliberately sidelined the issue,
thereby bowing to Zionism and racism and tacitly supporting
the official U.S. government line on the issue. Other
organizations, allied with Palestinian and Arab American
groups, have consistently pushed Palestine to the forefront of
the movement. These groups have demonstrated that the issue
of Palestine is inextricably linked to the struggle against
imperialism in the Middle East.

Progressives in the United States have a special duty to
raise the issue of Palestine and demand self-determination,
justice and the right of return for Palestinians. The U.S.
government has provided hundreds of billions of dollars to
prop up the Israeli state. Israel is its watchdog in the region.
Washington has done nothing but wage wars and support
proxy wars against the people of the Middle East. One of its
main stumbling blocks to regional domination is the
Palestinian struggle.

Putting the issue of Palestine in its correct place in the
movement against U.S. imperialism has been a fierce struggle.
It is worth recounting how far we have come.

The mass anti-war movement in the 1960s and 1970s
did not embrace the Palestinian issue. Organizations in the
United States, mainly revolutionary Marxists and leftists in the
national liberation movements, championed the cause of
Palestinian liberation. It was viewed as part of the worldwide
struggle against colonialism and for revolution. But the more



liberal sectors of the U.S. movement refused to incorporate it
into their agitation and political program. This was displayed
shamefully in the early 1980s.

On June 12, 1982, more than one million people
gathered in New York City at the largest rally in U.S. history
for nuclear disarmament. The same day marked the start of the
second week of Israel’s invasion and relentless bombing of
Lebanon. As the rally got under way in Central Park, U.S.-
supplied Israeli warplanes were raining down cluster bombs
on the Lebanese and Palestinians in Beirut. But the organizers
of the rally—representing the main liberal/pacifist forces in
the anti-war movement—banned any mention of the bloodbath
unleashed on Lebanon. Why? Because talking about Lebanon
at all would have required criticism of Israel’s brutal assault.
That would have upset the pro-Israeli forces in the “peace
movement,” perhaps to the point of some withdrawing their
support.

By their disgraceful decision, the June 12 action
organizers said, in effect: “We protest the threat to the lives of
people in the United States posed by a potential future war; we
remain silent about those dying in the present war being
waged by the United States and Israel.”

The June 12 rally was the most egregious example in a
pattern of excluding Palestine from the mainstream peace/anti-
war movement, a pattern that persisted—with very few
exceptions, from the time of the Vietnam War until the early
2000s. Many of the liberal leaders—and some claiming to be
socialists and communists—justified this exclusion on the
grounds that support for the Palestinian cause would be
“divisive,” and dramatically shrink the turnout for anti-war
demonstrations. The same leaders would often explain that
while they, “of course,” personally supported the Palestinian
struggle, the broader movement was “not there yet.”

This type of chauvinist thinking was an attempt to
prevent what needed to happen most—have the U.S.
movement against war come out decisively for Palestine,
countering the official government and corporate media lies.
Instead of having one million workers and progressives from



all backgrounds hear about the criminality of the U.S.-backed
Israeli onslaught, and the justice of the Arab resistance, by
their deafening silence, the leaders who supposedly
championed “peace” justified the most aggressively
militaristic regimes in the world.

But people in the United States needed to know the
truth. They needed to know that everyone who cares about
social justice should take up the struggle of the Palestinian
people.

What finally broke this reprehensible pattern was a
struggle in spring 2002 over the April 20 anti-war protests that
took place in Washington, D.C., and San Francisco. Two
coalitions, the ANSWER Coalition[133] (Act Now to Stop War
and End Racism) and the A20/United We March Coalition—
which later that year evolved into United for Peace and Justice
—agreed, after considerable negotiations, on a joint call for
the April 20 demonstrations, opposing the “Bush program of
war, racism and poverty.”

On March 29, the Israeli government, with the full
backing of the Bush administration, launched a massive
assault and full reoccupation of the Palestinian cities and
refugee camps in the West Bank and Gaza. The Israeli
occupation forces rounded up, beat and imprisoned thousands
of Palestinian activists, and carried out a massacre and
wholesale destruction in the Jenin refugee camp in the West
Bank. This was at the height of the Al-Aqsa Intifada.

The ANSWER Coalition responded to the offensive by
calling for the reorienting of the April 20 demonstrations to
protest the U.S.-backed Israeli war on the Palestinians. The
A20 Coalition opposed this reorientation, resurrecting the old
argument that raising the Palestinian struggle would pre-
determine a small turnout at the protests.

In fact, the opposite turned out to be true. On April 20,
2002, a myth was shattered. More than 100,000 people
marched in Washington, the largest anti-war protest since the
1991 Gulf War. It was clear that the majority of demonstrators
came because of, not in spite of, the focus on the Palestinian
struggle. Each coalition had its own starting rally, before



merging together in a joint march. The vast majority of
participants that day joined the ANSWER opening rally, which
focused on Palestine. There was an especially strong turnout
from the Arab American and Muslim communities.

Similar struggles were repeated in the lead-up to
demonstrations on March 20, 2004—the first anniversary of
the U.S. invasion of Iraq, and Sept. 24, 2005. Both of these
were demonstrations that, after considerable struggle, ended
up being co-sponsored by UFPJ and ANSWER. Initially,
UFPJ opposed both unity with ANSWER and the inclusion of
any demand related to Palestine. In both 2004 and 2005,
campaigns by ANSWER and Arab American, Muslim and
other organizations prevailed. Unified protests took place with
demands calling for an end to colonial occupation in Palestine
as well as Iraq. On Sept. 24, 2005, more than 300,000 people
marched in Washington.

These struggles helped bring an end to the
demonization of the Palestinian cause within the anti-war and
other progressive movements.

When Israel launched its murderous assault on Gaza in
late December 2008, tens of thousands of people were in the
streets within days. Such a response would have been hard to
imagine even a decade earlier. The wave of protests not only
in cities in the Middle East and Europe but also in cities and
towns throughout the United States was unprecedented. It
showed a growing understanding that many people who seek
justice are tied to the Palestinian struggle.

Also growing inside the United States is the boycott,
divestment and sanctions movement aimed at targeting
businesses, schools and institutions that do business with
apartheid Israel, along with the movement for an academic and
cultural boycott of Israel. Originally called by Palestinian
organizations, the movement has grown in size and scope,
becoming international and a positive component of the
overall Palestine solidarity movement in the United States.[134]

In February 2009, Hampshire College in Amherst,
Mass., divested from more than 200 companies in violation of
its “socially responsible investment policy.” This included



divestment from companies involved in the Israeli occupation
of Palestine. The campus group Students for Justice in
Palestine initiated the review of Hampshire’s investments that
resulted in divestment. It was the first college or university to
take such action.[135]

Support growing
Why has it been so difficult historically for the anti-

war and progressive movement in the United States to take a
clear stand in support of the Palestinian national liberation
movement? What has caused much of the movement’s
reluctance to recognize that the Palestinian struggle is as
clearly anti-colonial as those in South Africa, El Salvador or
Vietnam?

Without taking into account the colonial character of
Israel’s oppression of the Palestinian people—and the key role
of the United States as Israel’s prime sponsor—it is not
possible to really understand the struggle that rages inside
Palestine.

To describe the struggle as one of resistance to colonial
occupation, however, immediately calls into question the
legitimacy of the Israeli state, as Israeli leaders themselves are
all too aware. Questioning Israel’s legitimacy draws the wrath
of the establishment here—liberal and conservative alike—as
few if any other political positions can.

In the movement against the occupation of Iraq, the
organizations and individuals that have advocated side-
stepping the Palestinian struggle are misguided at best.
Artificially separating the U.S. occupation of Iraq from the
U.S.-backed Israeli occupation of Palestine—geographically,
only a few hundred miles away—does violence to reality. It
ignores what the U.S. ruling class is trying to accomplish in
the Middle East.

Washington seeks to turn Iraq into a permanent colony
and control its rich oil resources. But that is not all. The U.S.
ruling class aims to subjugate and remold the entire region to
fit neatly into its expanding empire.



“Washington” refers to the Republicans and Democrats
in equal measure. Both are parties of the rich, parties of
imperialism. No matter which one is running the executive
branch and international affairs at a particular time, they both
view Israel as a critical instrument in their quest for regional
domination. For the Democratic Party establishment, as for the
Republicans, support for Israel is non-negotiable, because it is
non-negotiable for the imperialist establishment as a whole.

Leaders of the anti-war movement who rest their hopes
for the future on the Democrats are under heavy pressure to
withhold support for the Palestinian struggle, or preferably, to
keep it off the movement’s agenda altogether.

Counting on the Democrats is counting on an illusion,
as the outcome of the 2008 election has shown. After running
a perceived “anti-war” campaign, the Obama administration
has made vague and hedged promises of withdrawing U.S.
troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. But there is no intention
of giving up control of Iraq and its oil resources. At the same
time, tens of thousands more troops are being deployed to
Afghanistan. While there are conflicts between the
Washington and Tel Aviv governments, Obama has also
promised to send Israel $30 billion in military aid over the
next decade.

The larger U.S. objective in the Middle East is
predicated on destroying all opposition in the region. At the
top of their list of targets are the Palestinian and other
resistance movements and independent states in the area. The
Palestinian resistance, despite heavy losses suffered in decades
of struggle against overwhelming odds, remains undefeated
and deeply rooted in the population.

The Palestinian cause, moreover, is central to the
overall struggle in the Middle East. Defeating the Palestinians
would be a great victory for imperialism and a big setback for
the Arab people as a whole.

Conversely, a victory for the Palestinians would be a
step forward for Palestinians, Arabs, and all working-class and
progressive people in the world. As Elias Rashmawi of the
Free Palestine Alliance and the ANSWER Coalition put it:



Those who are clear on national and class interests,
the intersecting interests of the Palestinian people with
the struggling people of the world, whether it be the
Filipinos, the Cubans, the Colombians or the different
oppressed communities within the United States, who
realize that a victory, or even an advance in Palestine, is
not only an advance for the Palestinian people, but is in
fact an advance for all. The vast majority of those
struggling in the world know that they are fighting for
their dignity, everybody’s dignity, fighting for a better
society, for a better social structure, for control of our
resources. We are fighting for an international solidarity
that can actually bind us together. We are fighting for a
better future. We are not fighting because we love to
fight. On the contrary, we are fighting because we want a
better life.

The ANSWER Coalition has been anchored in the
real needs of not just Palestinians but people in the
United States—the working class, the poor, the unions.
Why is that? Because it sees the connection and it knows
that the empire should not just be beautified and made
into a gentler empire. The empire must be defeated. That
is precisely the genuine aspiration for most people in the
world.[136]

The issue of Palestine, as Rashmawi pointed out, is not
just about the just struggle of one people. It has long been a
dividing line in the anti-war and progressive movement
between reformists and revolutionaries, between those who
want a “gentler empire” and those who know that the only
answer is to defeat imperialism. This is an ongoing struggle.

Due first and foremost to the determined resistance of
the Palestinian people, and with the work of anti-imperialist
forces here, support for Palestine is broader and deeper in the
U.S. anti-war movement than at any previous time.



Palestine is a defining issue for anti-war activists. Photo: Kelly Wine
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The ‘irreconcilable conflict’ and
the future

The irreconcilable contradiction in the Middle East
remains as real today as it has been throughout the past
century. At its core is not a “clash of civilizations,” as
reactionaries like Samuel Huntington and Bernard Lewis have
asserted. It is not a “clash” between religions or peoples. It is
instead a struggle between imperialism and its allies on the
one hand, and the peoples of the region—Arab, Iranian,
Kurdish and others—who seek true liberation on the other.

There have been 12 U.S. presidential administrations
since World War II—half Democratic, half Republican.
Middle East policy has taken on different titles: the Truman
Doctrine, the Eisenhower Doctrine, the Nixon Doctrine, the
Carter Doctrine, “Dual Containment” and more. While the
tactics have changed over time, the central, fixed objective has
not: U.S. domination of the region. This imperialist goal
cannot be reconciled with the aspirations of the peoples of the
Middle East.

Another and key irreconcilable conflict within the
broader struggle in the Middle East is that between the
apartheid state of Israel and the Palestinians. Israel is not just a
state that occupies Palestine or a part of it. Israel’s aim is the
negation, the destruction of the Palestinian people.

“Irreconcilable” does not mean “unsolvable.” But it
does mean that the contradiction cannot be reconciled within
the presently existing structures of society. In this regard, it is
similar to another irreconcilable contradiction, that between
the capitalists and labor. The relationship of forces between
capitalists and workers can shift in the course of the ongoing
struggle, but class conflict can never be resolved within the
framework of capitalism. The capitalists will always seek to
maximize their profits at the expense of the workers. That will
only end with the end of capitalism and its replacement by a
new socialist system.



In spite of its powerful military, European-style
standard of living, and the support of the world’s lone
superpower, Israel and its supporters are perpetually haunted
by the idea that Israel could disappear as a state. What haunts
them is not a ghost, but a living people who have refused to
fade quietly into the mists of history. Countless Israeli leaders
have tried to make them disappear, maintaining as Golda Meir
did that “there is no such thing as a Palestinian people.”

A remarkable statement from a former Israeli prime
minister and self-proclaimed terrorist, Menachem Begin,
explains why erasing the name “Palestine” is such a critical
issue for the Zionists. Begin spoke to a member of an Israeli
kibbutz in 1969:

My friend, take care. When you recognize the
concept of “Palestine,” you demolish your right to live in
Ein Hahoresh [the kibbutz]. If this is Palestine and not the
land of Israel, then you are conquerors and not tillers of
the land. You are invaders. If this is Palestine, then it
belongs to a people who lived here before you came.[137]

There is nothing ambiguous about his statement. If you
accept that there is such a place as Palestine, said Begin, then
there must be a Palestinian people. He admitted candidly that
the very existence of the Palestinians makes Israel an
illegitimate, colonial state. The greatest threat to Israel—an
existential threat in the most literal sense of the word—is that
the Palestinian people exist.

The Israeli response to this threat has been to find
every possible means over the past six decades to drive the
Palestinians out: expulsion, massacres, torture, house
demolitions, the Apartheid Wall, economic strangulation,
endless checkpoints and every other conceivable form of
harassment.

Israel’s fundamental problem is that the Palestinians
have not gone away. On the contrary today, for the first time
since 1948, the Palestinian population inside British Mandate
Palestine exceeds the Israeli Jewish population.



So, what now? Much of the territory for a two-state
solution—always of very dubious viability—now sits under
Israeli settlements. If the Israelis seek to annex the West Bank,
or most of it, what will happen to the Palestinian population?
The Palestinians will not accept a bantustan. If it is imposed,
the resistance will continue. Would Israel try to carry out
another mass expulsion from the West Bank and perhaps
inside the 1948 borders? Many Israeli leaders want to do this,
but it is highly unlikely that even their patrons in Washington
could support expulsion. Without U.S. support, Israel would
be completely isolated in the world. Neither U.S. leaders, nor
the rest of the world, could accept the official legalization by
Israel of an apartheid system.

There is, of course, another alternative: one state,
secular and democratic, with equal rights for all. While
politicians in both Israel and the United States treat this
outcome as “unthinkable” or “a catastrophe,” it is the one that
holds the greatest possibility for resolving the “irreconcilable
contradiction.”[138] Many Palestinians support this alternative
and so do a small but significant number of Jewish Israelis.

According to imprisoned general-secretary of the
PFLP, Ahmed Saadat, the one-state solution is the only
acceptable outcome:

Some have argued that the current reality is pushing
towards a two-state solution—an Israeli state next to a
Palestinian state based on the pre-1967 borders. Of
course, this solution involves ignoring the right of return,
or replacing it with reparations. We in the PFLP argue
that forcing such a solution on the Palestinian people will
not end the struggle. The two-state solution that is based
on the racist notion of “a national, homogeneous Jewish
state” totally disregards the fact that over 1.3 million
Palestinians—20 percent of the entire population—live
inside “Israel.” This will continue to permit the causes of
conflict to remain inside Israel. Therefore, the solution
based on two states is a myth.

Our people’s quest, like any other people, is a
democratic and free society. This democratic state—the



only state form that can produce social and economic
development—cannot be led or dominated by the
parasitic and comprador bourgeoisie, but by a unity of the
popular forces that share structural interests in national
independence, return to the homeland, popular
democracy and economic development. This is, simply,
our view in the PFLP, and the view of the national,
democratic liberation movement.[139]

Throughout most of recent history, the prospects for
the Palestinian cause have looked bleak. Again and again, the
Palestinians have been counted out—in 1948, 1967, 1971,
1982 and 2002. After the defeat of Iraq in the first Gulf War
and the overthrow of the Soviet Union, both Bush I and
Clinton believed they could end the Palestinian struggle
through the “peace process.” Both were wrong.

The Palestinians have confronted seemingly
overwhelming power aimed at destroying them. The triple
alliance of U.S. imperialism, Israel and the reactionary Arab
regimes has always wished—for separate but related reasons
—to liquidate the Palestinian resistance once and for all.

Unable to crush the Palestinians using strictly military
means, the United States and its allies in the region have
sought to divide in order to conquer. Since the beginning of
the Oslo process, Washington has promoted civil war among
the Palestinians. Today, the U.S. government is openly
supporting and arming the Palestinian Authority led by
Mahmoud Abbas, which has tenuous control in small parts of
the West Bank, while opposing the Hamas government in
Gaza. Despite doing great damage, neither repression nor
division has succeeded in destroying the Palestinian resistance.

That the Palestinian people still stand today is
testimony to what a courageous, determined, deeply rooted
and heroic resistance movement can accomplish. The
Palestinians have long suffered, and continue to suffer greatly
today. But they have not been defeated, and the Israelis are not
winning.

Above all, it is the steadfastness of the Palestinian and
other resistance movements in the region that has forced the



leaders of the U.S. Empire to rethink their tactics once again.
Resistance has reaffirmed the truth—the imperialists and their
lackeys are not invincible.

While the Palestinians have not been defeated, they
cannot achieve victory by themselves. They have fended off
the combined forces of great powers, but cannot completely
overcome them alone. The prospects for victory inside
Palestine are indissolubly linked to revolutionary
developments in neighboring Arab states and other countries
around the world—and nowhere more than in the United
States.



Palestinians mark the anniversary of al-Nakba, Gaza City, May 15,
2008. Photo: Wissam Nassar/Maanimages/Maxppp



Appendices



‘Israel: Base of Western
Imperialism’
Appendix A

Pamphlet by Abdel Wahab el-Messiri, published by the Ad
Hoc Committee on the Middle East in May 1969. Slight
stylistic changes have been made to the original.

About the author
Abdel el-Messiri was born in Egypt in 1938. He

received his B.A. at Alexandria University in 1959 and his
M.A. at Columbia University in 1963. Mr. el-Messiri taught
American literature at Rutgers University, where he received
his Ph.D. in 1969.

He is the author of several articles on American and
Western literature, which appeared in Arab and American
periodicals.

“Israel: Base of Western Imperialism” was originally
published in Arab Journal, Special Summer issue, 1968. The
Journal is the English-language magazine of the Organization
of Arab Students in the United States and Canada.

The author has somewhat expanded and revised his
article for the present publication.

Mr. el-Messiri has focused on two historical aspects of
the Zionist state which will be of special interest to those
concerned with the question of self-determination in the
Middle East. One deals with Israel as a jumping-off point for
imperialist control, and documents that this was indeed the
orientation of Zionist leaders in concert with colonial
expansionists.

The second aspect of his analysis is particularly
relevant to current developments in this country as well as in



the Middle East: A discussion of the relations between Israel
and the Afro-Asian and developing nations, it puts into its
global context the solidarity that has begun to be expressed
with the Palestinian guerrillas in the ranks of American anti-
imperialist militants.

Palestine as a jumping-off point
Many people in the Western world blame Arab

belligerence for some of the peculiar traits of the state of
Israel. One such trait is its failure to be an integral part of the
cultural and economic structure of the region. Although the
Arab struggle against the Zionist state has no doubt helped
isolate Israel and contributed to the development of its
peculiar, unnatural character, it is also true that the
peculiarities of the present Zionist state are inherent in Zionist
ideology. The execution is a faithful fulfillment of the idea.

The idea was conceived in 19th-century Europe. When
the Austrian journalist Herzl attended the Dreyfus trials in
Paris, he was disturbed by what he saw. There in Paris he
decided that a place, any place, in the backward continents of
Asia and Africa, would provide a solution for the problems of
European Jewry. Indeed, in a 19th-century imperialistic
Europe haunted with its own dreams of the white man’s
burden, it was quite customary “to export European tensions”
to Africa and Asia. For example, overproduction of
commodities could be solved through the Indian market, and
lack of raw materials for British factories could be solved by
converting Egypt into a cotton plantation. It was all simple and
civilized—for the exploiters. So in this context the Jewish
Question could be solved by applying the same magic
formula.

Herzl discovered the formula and spent the rest of his
life shuttling from one imperial power to another. He first
approached the Turkish sultan and the German kaiser. Later,
he tried to contact the king of Italy and was granted audience
with the anti-semitic Russian Interior Minister Von Plehve.

In a journal entry dated September 23, 1902, Herzl
gives a detailed list of the colonialists he thought he was
relentlessly manipulating:



The figures in my chess game now are Cecil Rhodes
(with whom I am to meet after his return from Scotland);
Roosevelt, the new President (through Gotthiel), the King
of England (through the Bishop of Ripon); the Czar
(through General Von Hess), etc.[140]

Writing to one of the chess figures of his game, Sir
Cecil Rhodes, Herzl said:

You are being invited to help make history. That
cannot frighten you, nor will you laugh at it. It is not in
your accustomed line; it doesn’t involve Africa, but a
piece of Asia Minor, not Englishmen but Jews. But had
this been on your path, you would have done it by now.

How, then, do I happen to turn to you … ? Because
it is something colonial.[141]

Like many colonialists of 19th century Europe, Herzl
thought of the Jewish state as a partial fulfillment of the white
man’s burden. In a letter sent, in 1896, to the grand duke of
Baden, Herzl wrote:

If it is God’s will that we return to our historic
fatherland, we should like to do so as representatives of
Western civilization and bring cleanliness, order and the
well-established customs of the Occident to this plague-
ridden, blighted corner of the Orient.[142]

As an outpost of European progress, the Zionist state
held great promise for Europe. Apart from restoring
cleanliness to that “plague-spot of the Orient,” the Zionists
also planned to “build rail roads into Asia—the high-way of
the civilized peoples.”[143] The Zionist state was designed to
be a fortress against Asia, “a vanguard against barbarism.”[144]

This viewing of the Zionist state as an extension of the
West and as an outpost for Western imperialism, was not
solely Herzl’s. Many Zionists tend to identify themselves with
European colonizers. Ben-Gurion, in “Rebirth and Destiny,”
evoked the image of the conquistadors to describe the Zionist
settlers: “We were not just working—we were conquering,
conquering, conquering a land. We were a company of
conquistadors.”[145]



The image of the French colons in Tunisia or British
settlers in Canada and Australia was Weizmann’s favorite. In a
conversation with Lord Cecil in April 1917, Weizmann once
reminisced, “I ventured the opinion that the Zionist
Organization had—even then—done more constructive work
in Palestine than the French in Tunis.”[146]

This same tendency to draw a sharp line of
demarcation between a technologically advanced “European”
community and backward natives is evident in a note sent by
Weizmann to President Truman on November 27, 1947.
Describing the Zionist community in Palestine, Weizmann said
that it consisted mainly of “an educated peasantry and a skilled
industrial class living on high standards.” To this bright image
he contrasted the bleak one of “illiterate and impoverished
communities bearing no resemblance to the Zionist
community.”[147]

While Weizmann and Ben-Gurion use imagery that
gilds and somewhat purifies reality, Jabotinsky, like his
disciple Begin, embarrasses the Zionists by his frankness.
(Jabotinsky was the leader of the right-wing “Revisionist”
movement. His follower Begin led the Irgun terrorists in the
1942 fighting and was brought into the Israeli cabinet prior to
the June war—ed.) In a language that smacks of racism, he
wrote to [U.S.] Sen. O. Grusenberg declaring that he did not
admire oriental culture. “We Jews are Europeans. … What do
we have in common with the ‘Orient?’ And everything that is
‘oriental’ is doomed.”[148] Therefore, he did not hesitate to
assert:

I willingly confess that we have no Arab policy and
doubt whether such a policy is at all practicable. History
teaches that all colonizations have met with little
encouragement from the native on the spot; it may be
very sad but so it is, and we Jews are no exception.[149]

Therefore Jabotinsky wanted the Zionists to train
themselves in the arts of self-defense just as “in Kenya
(where) every European was obliged to train for the Settlers’
Defense Force.”[150]



Even after the establishment of Israel, the Zionist state
and Israeli masses still view themselves in the same way. Mr.
Ben-Gurion learned Spanish to read “Don Quixote” and
ancient Greek to read the “Iliad,” but never Arabic to under-
stand his environment. Ha’aretz, the Israeli magazine, in the
April 30, 1958, issue, reported that Mr. Ben-Gurion re-fused to
carry an Israeli identification card because it contains a few
Arabic words. Mr. Ben-Gurion gave the reasons for his refusal
elsewhere. He greatly fears that Israel might “degenerate into
another mere Levantine state.”[151] This would be tantamount
to disaster, from his European point of view.

Mr. Abba Eban, in “Voice of Israel” with his
customary eloquence, defines his concept of the ideal
relationship that should exist between Israel and her
neighbors:

The idea should not be one of integration. Quite the
contrary: integration is rather something to be avoided.
One of the great apprehensions which afflict us when we
contemplate our cultural scene is the danger lest the
predominance of immigrants of Oriental origin force
Israel to equalize its cultural level with that of the
neighbouring world.

So far from regarding our immigrants from oriental
countries as a bridge toward our integration with the
Arabic-speaking world, our object should be to infuse
them with Occidental spirit, rather than to allow them to
draw us into an unnatural orientalism.[152]

If Ben-Gurion evoked the image of the conquistadors
and Weizmann that of the colons, Eban evokes that of the
Yankee in Latin America.

What we aspire to is not the relationship which
exists between Lebanon and Syria, it is far more akin to
the relationship between the United States and the Latin
American continent.[153]

General Itzak Rabin, after the June 5 war, evoked the
image of the crusaders coming to liberate the holy land,
apprehensive of Arab or Muslim cultural engulfment.



Israelis, in general, prefer to look at their country as an
outpost of progress and as an oasis of Western democracy in a
desert of Afro-Asian backwardness. In the May 13, 1968,
issue of Newsweek, an Israeli citizen was reported as saying:
“I’m perfectly happy being a foreign body in the Middle East.”
The Zionist state, in other words. since its birth as an idea, and
after its realization as an aggressive structure considers itself
an extension of Western imperialistic dreams and ideals. Israel
is its own jailer.

Now that the intellectual or psychological framework
has been treated, more specific details will be presented. It was
previously stated that exporting European tensions to Africa or
Asia was quite customary. The Zionists actually negotiated for
the acquisition of the following places: the Sinai Peninsula,
Al-Arish region, a part of Kenya, the whole of Malagasi, a
slice of Cyprus, and a portion of Uganda. All of these places
are not suburbs of Paris or London, or even Colum-bus, Ohio.
They are all parts of Africa or Asia. The Zionists, however,
settled for Palestine, the whole of Palestine including Trans-
Jordan, for the obvious reason that it would be easier to
mobilize the Jewish masses behind such a project due to the
area’s mythical and sentimental appeal.

The not so obvious reason, however, is that the
Zionists felt that by choosing Palestine they could enlist the
unqualified support of the colonial powers. Many of them
wanted a base of operation in the Afro-Asian continent.

The dream of a Jewish state as a jumping-off point was
discovered by the first European invader of the East in modern
times: Napoleon Bonaparte. On April 20, 1799, the French
commander issued an appeal to all the Jews of Asia and Africa
asking them to follow the French command so that their “lost
glory” and “usurped rights” may be restored. Behind the
appeal were Napoleon’s imperial dreams and de-sire to block
Britain’s route to India.

The dream was later re-discovered by Colonel George
Gawler, one-time governor of South Australia. Throughout the
1840s he pressed the claims for Jewish resettlement in
Palestine in order that the British might ensure her unbroken



lines of communication.[154] In 1879, Sir Laurence Oliphant, a
notorious anti-Semite, was one of the most active British
advocates of Jewish resettlement in Palestine. He visited
Palestine, and discovered that the scheme of a Jewish state in
this region would ensure “the political and economic
penetration of Palestine by Britain.”[155]

One of the members of the British war cabinet, Sir
Herbert Samuel, developed an interest in Zionism and the
British Empire. He placed a memoir before the cabinet
proposing that Palestine should be made a home for Jews. He
argued that apart from humanitarian motives Britain needed to
have friendly inhabitants in the region.[156]

The colonial secretary of England in 1902, Mr. Joseph
Chamberlain, because he was trying to get possession of
places near Palestine to be used as an assemblage center and a
jumping-off point, welcomed Herzl’s idea.[157]

These are some of the views of the colonialists. Some
socialists, who now urge the Arabs to accept Israel as a fact,
knew of the jumping-off point theory and its importance for
the colonialists.

The Leeds Conference of the British Socialist Party
held at Easter 1918 warned in its resolution that the Balfour
Declaration of 1917 had been a “veiled attempt at the
annexation of Palestine” (the British Mandate was imposed in
1923) “and also a means to enlist the assistance of the Jews the
world over for the imperialist ends of Great Britain and its
allies.” Wolfe, the mover of the resolution, warned: “The
conversion of Palestine into a Jewish state would mean that
the Jews would be used as a tool by the capitalists all over the
world.”[158]

The Zionists were only too happy to be the tools of the
colonialists. The ultimate goal of Herzl’s chess game was
neither the spread of civilization in “barbaric” Asia nor was it
the fulfillment of the ancestral dream of the Jewish people. As
he himself bluntly admitted in one of his letters, the idea of the
Zionist state is not merely a “theological matter”; it is rather a
political factor which “English policy in the Orient could and
should reckon with.” “England’s advantage,” Herzl added,



“would be that a railroad would immediately be built across
Palestine from the Mediterranean to the Persian Gulf.”[159]

The presence of the implanted Zionist state in this strategic
point will serve to protect it from the incursions or revolution
of the “natives.” After a meeting with Mustafa Karnil, the
Arab nationalist leader, the shrewd Herzl wrote the following
words in his diary:

I feel that it would be good for our cause if the
English were forced to leave Egypt. For then they would
have to seek another road to India in place of the Suez
Canal, which would be lost to them or at least rendered
insecure. At that point a modern Jewish Palestine would
be an expedient for them—the railroad from Jaffa to the
Persian Gulf.[160]

Two years before his death, Herzl was still thinking of
the colonialist role the Zionist state could play. He wrote to
Lord Rothschild of England indicating to him the ad-vantages
that would accrue to him if he were to support the Zionist idea:
[161]

You may claim high credit from your government if
you strengthen English influence east of the
Mediterranean by a great colonization of our people at a
middle point of Egyptian and lndo-Persian interests.[162]

Weizmann, the leading Zionist of his time, endorsed
the view of the Zionist state as a jumping-off point, He told the
British assistant secretary of state for foreign affairs that a
“Jewish Palestine would be a safeguard to England, in
particular in respect to the Suez Canal.”[163]

Jabotinsky, embarrassingly frank as usual, said:

I need not dwell on the well-known truism of
Palestine’s importance from the viewpoint of British
imperial interests; I have only to add that its validity
depends on one paramount condition. namely that
Palestine should cease being an Arab country.

The defect of all England’s “strongholds” in the
Mediterranean roots in the fact that (with the only
exception of little Malta) they are all of them in-habited



by populations whose national magnetic centers lie
elsewhere and who are therefore organically and
incurably centrifugal.

England governs them against their will, and this is
a precarious hold under modern conditions. There will
inevitably come a day when Gibraltar will revert to
Spain, Cyprus to Greece, Egypt is already “gone” for
Egypt is politically if not racially Arab.

Should Palestine remain Arab, Palestine would
follow the orbit of Arab destinies—Federation of Arab
countries, and elimination of all traces of European
influence. But a Palestine predominantly Jewish,
Palestine as a Jewish State, surrounded on all sides by
Arab countries, will, in the interests of its own
preservation, always seek to lean upon some powerful
Empire, non-Arab and non—Mohammedan. … This is an
almost providential basis for a permanent alliance
between England and a Jewish (but only a Jewish)
Palestine.”[164]

Ben-Gurion also accepted the definition of the Zionist state
as a jumping-off point. The conquistadors conquered the land
so that “England will have bases of defense on sea and on land
in the Jewish state and in the British corridor.”[165] Ben-Gurion
was speaking in his capacity as a member of the World Zionist
Organization.

As a base or outpost of Western “progress,” Israel
needs the friendship and defense of big Western powers.
Consequently, later as a prime minister, Ben-Gurion
recognized that “from the point of view of our existence and
security … the friendship that we (in Israel), arrived at with
European countries … is more important than the sentiment
that prevails now among the Asian people.”[166]

The interest of imperialistic powers in Israel has never
slackened. The “jumping-off point” theory is now advocated
by some militarists and imperialists in the U.S. State
Department. James Landes, “economic representative” to the
Middle East and later head of the Civil Aeronautical
Authority, said in Fortune, September 1945: “[O]ur rights to



fly and land, even to use what we have built, rest everywhere
on the most tenuous of war-time easements. Moreover, to
reach around the world, or to reach eastward to China, and the
Pacific … we require free and untrammeled access to the
Mediterranean and the Red Sea.”[167]

WaIter Lippman on Nov. 15, 1945, in the New York
Herald Tribune, recommended American presence in the
Middle East “for example, at the port of Haifa—exercising not
only influence from the distance of Washington, but influence
radiating from some local point of actual American
power!”[168]

In the view of U.S. Senator Riley, Israel is indeed such
a local point. At a mass rally held for Israel on March 29,
1953, he said that the United States regards the Zionist oasis as
the main base for its military and economic efforts in the
Middle East. In 1968 the imperialist’s view of Israel has not
undergone any radical change. The New York Times Jerusalem
correspondent, James Feron, reported on June 11, 1966, some
conversations with Israeli officials. The following excerpt is
highly instructive:

This is the way a Foreign Office official put it: The
United States has come to the conclusion that it can no
longer respond to every incident around the world, that it
must rely on a local power—the deterrent of a friendly
power—as a first line to stave off America’s direct
involvement.

In the Israeli view Defense Secretary Robert S.
McNamara outlined this approach last month just a few days
before the Skyhawk deal was announced. In a major address in
Montreal, one that attracted con-siderable attention in high
quarters here, Mr. McNamara reviewed American
commitments around the world and said: “[I]t is the policy of
the United States to encourage and achieve a more effective
partnership with those nations who can, and should, share
international peacekeeping responsibilities.”

Israel feels that she fits this definition and the
impression that has been conveyed by some gov-ernment
officials is that Foreign Minister Abba Eban and Mr.



McNamara conferred over Skyhawk details in the context of
this concept when the Israeli diplomat was in Washington last
February![169]

The Zionist state is determined to be an oasis of peace
under the aegis of the burning napalm.

The oasis and the Afro-Asian countries
Israel, a foreign, alien body, was not welcomed by the

countries of Africa and Asia. The original 1947
recommendation to create a “Jewish State” in Palestine was
approved on the first vote, only by European, American, and
Australasian states.

Every Asian state and every African state (with the
exception of the Union of South Africa) voted against it. When
the vote was cast in plenary session on Nov. 2, 1947,
American and Zionist pressures succeeded in prevailing only
upon one Asian country (the Philippines) and one African
country (Liberia), both of which had special vulnerability to
American pressures, to abandon their declared opposition. In
other words, the “Jewish State” was planted at the point of
intersection of Asia and Africa without the free approval of
any Middle Eastern, Asian or African country except the
Union of South Africa, a white supremacist settler state.[170]

Israel was created by white racism, and as a state it has
remained basically a white and racist entity. This may partly
account for the refusal of the colored of the desert to welcome
the oasis. Whenever a colored, oppressed people achieve a
measure of freedom and independence they usually take a pro-
Arab position.

This is clearly demonstrated by the attitude of the
heroic Afro-American people. In the forties, when the
Partition Plan was being considered in the United Nations,
American Zionist organizations pressured the NAACP to try
to influence the Liberian vote in favor of the Partition Plan.
Liberal, compromising, integrationist elements have always
been, and still are, staunch supporters of the racist state of
Israel. But like all the ancient regimes of Afro-Asian countries,
the integrationist leaders are becoming increasingly irrelevant.



The new radical leadership, which represents a new spirit of
pride and independence among Afro-Americans, is avowedly
pro-Arab.

In the last two years, the Arab cause was propagated
and defended by Afro-Americans with amazing historical in-
tuition and in the face of cheap Zionist propaganda and smear
tactics. White America, for the first time, was forced to hear
about the Deir Yassin massacre and Israeli land robbery. The
Black Power convention at Newark in the summer of 1967, the
Black caucus of the New Politics Convention at Chicago, the
SNCC newsletter about Zionist atrocities in Palestine, all made
headlines and reminded the dormant American conscience of
the displaced Palestinians. They made it a long hot summer for
the Zionist imperialists.

A good example of the attitude of Afro-Americans on
the Arab-Israeli conflict is the statement by the national
liberation leader Stokeley Carmichael. When asked by a
National Guardian reporter on Sept. 16, 1967, about the basis
of SNCC’s stand on the Arab-Israeli conflict, Carmichael
answered:

We reason that the Jews have been mistreated for
centuries and centuries. … There is no need (however)
for the Jews to turn around because the white man
persecuted them, and persecute the Afri-cans and
especially the Arabs. If the Jews want a state of their own
it seems to me that what they should have done after the
war when the white West-ern powers were dividing up
Germany was to demand that they be given a part of
Germany. … But for the Jews to use the extermination of
the Jews in Germany by Germans as an excuse to take
land from the Arabs is clearly unjust.

The NAACP supports Israel, while the militants
champion the Arabs. The same pattern could be traced in Latin
America. While the satellites and the police states agree with
the American imperialists and back Israel, the revolutionary
forces and independent countries take a pro-Arab position. The
Cuban government, in a statement on June 7, 1967, accused



Israel of collaboration with the imperialists. “For this reason,”
the statement went on to say:

The Cuban Revolutionary Government, fully aware
of the principles formulated in this declaration (of June 2)
of our party, reiterates its strongest solidarity with the
Arab nations facing imperialist aggression today, and
condemns this aggression.

Che Guevara, in a message to the Tricontinental spoke
in similar terms. He charged that Israel collaborated with the
imperialists in its attack against “the progressive countries of
the Zone.” In addition, other progressive and revolutionary
parties back the Arabs in their fight against the oasis.

In the Afro-Asian continents, Israel has remained, ever
since its inception, a total stranger.[171] It has been refused
admission to any inter-state conference of Asian, African,
Afro-Asian or Non-Aligned States ever held. In the first Afro-
Asian Conference held at Bandung on April 18, 1955, the
Afro-Asian countries declared their “support of the rights of
the Arab people of Palestine, and called for the
implementation of the United Nations resolutions on Palestine
and the achievement of the peaceful settlement of the Palestine
questions.”

Other Afro-Asian conferences that proclaimed similar
positions are:

1)      The (First) Conference of Independent African States
held at Accra, April 15, 1958;

2)      The Casablanca Conference of the Heads of African
States, held at Casablanca, Morocco on Jan. 3, 1961;

3)      Conference of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the
States of the African Charter of Casablanca, held in
Cairo in April 1961;

4)      The (First) Conference of the Heads of State or
Governments of Non-Aligned Countries held at
Belgrade in September 1961.

5)      This list is highly selective, and is not meant to be
exhaustive by any means. What is even more



important than the official conferences, are the
conferences held by revolutionary parties or
organizations in the Afro-Asian continents.

Again a partial list of such conferences may give some
idea about the solid base of support for the Arab Palestinian
people in the Afro-Asian continents, and the opinions the
peoples of these continents hold about Israel.

1)      The First, Second, Third and Fourth Conferences for
the Solidarity of Afro-Asians held respectively in
Egypt in 1958, Ghana 1960, Tanganyika (now
Tanzania) 1963 and Ghana 1965. The Fourth
Conference was attended by dele-gates from 70
countries.

2)      The resolutions of these conferences are quite
representative of the attitudes of the Afro-Asian
peoples. The conferees stated that Israel was a base of
Western imperialism as a jumping-off point to
dominate the emerging Afro-Asian countries. The
resolutions of the Third Conference specified that
Israel was founded to protect the petroleum interests of
the imperialists and to halt Arab socialist and
nationalist reconstruction as well. The Second
Conference described Israel as an agent of
neocolonialism and international corporations. After
reviewing Israel’s role in Afro-Asian countries, the
Third and Fourth Conferences asked all revolutionary
forces and parties to fight against Zionist penetration
on the Afro-Asian continents. All conferences
condemned the forcible eviction of the Palestine
people in order to found the alien state of Israel.
Therefore the conferees (in the Second and Third
Conferences) condemned Jewish immigration to
occupied Palestine, upheld the right of the Palestinian
people to go back to their land and praised their heroic
determination to achieve this goal.

3)      The Fourth Conference asserted that “the Palestine
issue cannot be solved except as a part of a general
plan for the liquidation of imperialism. Any solution



that does not in-clude a liquidation of the aggressive
imperialistic base Israel is nothing but an imperialistic
compromise:

4)      Conference of Afro-Asian Youth held in the UAR in
1958.

5)      Conference of the Solidarity of Afro-Asian Women
held in the UAR, 1961.

6)      First and Second Conferences of Afro-Asian writers
held in Japan in 1961 and in the UAR in 1962.

7)      Conference of African Peoples held in the UAR in
1961.

8)      First, Second, and Third Conferences of Afro-Asian
Journalists held in Indonesia during 1963 and 1964.

9)      The First Intercontinental, held in Havana, Cuba in
Jan-uary 1966 and in which 82 countries participated.
The resolutions of this conference concerning Israel
were quite comprehensive. Here is a very brief
summary of the main points:

The conference, after reviewing the resolutions of the
Afro-Asian solidarity conference, and after familiarizing itself
with the circumstances under which Israel was imposed on the
Palestinian people and the role Israel is playing in serving the
interests of the imperialists against the forces of progress and
peace in the region, resolved: That world Zionism is an
imperialistic movement, expansionist in its goals, racist in its
structure, and fascist in its methods; that Israel, the settler
state, is a base of imperialism and one of its tools; that the
right of the Palestinian people to liberate their homeland is a
natural extension of their right for self-defense; that the
presence of Israel in occupied Palestine is illegitimate; and that
all progressive forces and political parties and committees
should sever relations with Israel. The conference denounced
America’s backing of Israel, Jewish immigration to Palestine,
and the military aid given by Israel to satellite governments in
Africa. The conference also warned against the so-called
Israeli technical and financial aid and considered it a new
disguised form of American imperialism. The conference



finally called for the backing of the Palestinian people in their
fight against Zionism.

If the revolutionary forces back the Palestinian people,
some Afro-Asian Western satellites or white-settler states
support the oasis.

There is a great deal of sympathy for Israel in South
Africa and Rhodesia because the Afrikaners and Rhodesians
believe that the Zionists of Israel, like them, are a white people
surrounded by hostile, non-white neighbors. The National
Review in its Nov. 30, 1965, editorial, exhorted that Rhodesia,
South Africa and Israel must all be defended as outposts of
Western civilization. One oasis Rhodesia (occupied
Zimbabwe), is intensely interested in lending a helping hand to
Israel. The Rhodesian government extended all possible
facilities for Rhodesian Zionists to transfer funds to Israel, the
Israeli paper Ha Yom reported in its Jan. 4, 1968, issue. The
paper then added, “Zionist activity in Rhodesia is not inferior
to that in South Africa. There are Zionist Youth movements
working with the assistance of Israeli missionaries.”

Another oasis, South Africa, does its best to keep Israel
green. The relationship between South Africa and Israel,
however, have deep roots and a well-entrenched tradition.

Because of the similarity between the South African
experiment in apartheid and Zionist ideals, South Africans
have always been able to appreciate the aims and objects of
the Zionist movement.

From the beginning of Union, the leaders of the new
South African nation showed a deep understanding of the
great adventure of the Jewish people to build their own
land. There was Botha the first prime Minister of the
Union of South Africa. … There was Smuts, who played
a part in securing the Balfour Declaration, and whose
name is written imperishably into Zionist history because
of all he did to help the Jewish people. There was
Hertzog … who gave his blessing to the Zionist
Movement. There was his lieutenant, Tielman Roas who
was the chief architect of the Pro-Zionist Declaration



which the Government of General Hertzog issued in
1926.[172]

Zionist leaders also flocked to the white-settler state to
receive inspiration. Chaim Wetzmann, later first president of
Israel, visited South Africa and received an honorary degree
from the Witwatersrand University. He was warmly welcomed
by the South Africans.[173] When the 1948 war broke in
Palestine, Jewish youth in South Africa, living in an
atmosphere conducive to the understanding of Zionist ideals,
went gladly to fight.[174] Once Israel was established, the
South African prime minister, Daniel F. Malan, was the first
head of government of any country to visit Israel. He went
back to the apartheid state with a message that Israel could
offer inspiration to South Africa.[175]

During the last war between Israel and the Arab people
[1967], the racist government of South Africa announced that
it had given permission to the Zionist Federation in Pretoria to
send half a million pounds in aid to Israel. The ministry of
finance of the Union declared that it would allow the Zionist
Federation to remit annually a similar amount to Israel for the
coming five years.[176] The South African Sunday Times of
June 11, 1967, editorialized:

South African Jews can thank the Prime Minister for
permitting the transfer of funds from South Africa to
Israel. A statement issued last night by the South African
Zionist Federation (Second, in strength to the Zionist
Organization of America) and the South African Board of
Deputies says it greatly appreciates the sympathy given
by the Prime Minister to the delegation, representing the
entire Jewish community of South Africa, which recently
called on him.

Commenting on the outcome of the war, the South
African magazine Sondagstem of June 11, 1967, congratulated
Israel on its amazing achievement. Die Oosterlig of June 12,
1967, said that the June events in the Middle East proceeded
“to the advantage of South Africa.” If one oasis triumphs, the
others share in the fruits. A totally independent Egypt that
helped Algeria and other African national liberation



movements is indeed a menace and a threat to other white-
settler states.

Other reactionary forces in the Afro-Asian continents
support Israel and have strong relationships. Right-wing
parties in India who, like the Zionists, tend to think of the
Arab-Israeli conflict as racial and religious, back Israel. Some
of them in the ‘forties volunteered to fight for the Zionist
invaders. During the June 5 war, they opposed the stand of the
Indian government and advocated full support for Israel.

The states of Nepal and Thailand, notoriously pro-
Western, have full diplomatic relations and have signed
various trade and cultural agreements with Israel. Israel is also
on very good terms with Australia and New Zealand.

During the June 5 war, Ho Chi Minh issued a statement
supporting the Arabs and condemning the United States and
Britain. The Saigon regime, on the other hand, throws what
little weight it has behind Israel. Premier Ky, who wanted four
or five Hitlers in Vietnam, said, “I’m for Israel.” He need not
worry at all, Israel is for him, too. The Dec. 6, 1967, issue of
Newsweek reported that Israel may go so far as to officially
recognize the South Vietnamese government. However, if
diplomatic recognition has not come as yet it could take many
other forms. The Jan. 22, 1968, issue of Newsweek reported
that Premier Levi Eshkol, during his visit to the United States
to get military aid, insisted to Jewish leaders, including critics
of LBJ’s Vietnam policy, that “what Johnson does in Vietnam
is right.”

The polarity of a Western oasis and an Afro-Asian
desert is very well exemplified by the fact that the Palestine
Liberation Army sent representatives to “stand by the Viet-
nam Liberation Front in its struggle against U.S. imperialism.”
In contrast, Moshe Dayan, shortly to become Israeli defense
minister, at the same time was making a trip to Vietnam which
was financed by the USIS. He conferred with McNamara,
Taylor and Rostow both before and after the trip. The
imperialists wanted his advice and needed his help. He was
only too willing to gratify.

What does the oasis do to the desert?



Israel is loyally discharging its function as a loyal
oasis. Many Western capitalists send their capital to Israel so
that it may acquire a little tan and some Afro-Asian veneer. In
this way, the capital is made more acceptable to emerging
nations.

Many Israeli companies and organizations which
invest money in the African states and grant loans are either
completely or partly owned by Western monopolies.
American, British, French and West German monopolies own
over 400 of the important projects in Israel.

The Afro-Asian institute, in Tel-Aviv, was established
to train Afro-Asian trade union leaders and to generate in them
a genuine love for “democracy” and free enterprise. The AFL-
CIO, well-known for its subversive activity against
revolutionary movements in the underdeveloped world,
contributes 50 percent of the institute’s expenses.

Israel backed American intervention in Korea. It
opposed and still opposes China’s admission to the United
Nations. It also voted against many anti-colonial resolutions.
The most notorious votes are those cast against the
independence of Tunisia and Algeria. The colons of Israel did
not like the idea of seeing another community of colons
disappear. Some of the French generals in Algeria, who tried
to set up a Franco-type gov-ernment-in-exile, confessed during
their trials in Paris that they had obtained promises from some
countries to recognize their government once it was
established. Those states were the governments of South
Africa, Portugal and Israel!

The same pro-Western, pro-colonial policy is
manifested in Israel’s support for the atomic tests conducted
by France in the African Sahara. The tests enraged the African
peoples because the nuclear radiation was a definite menace to
life on the continent. The collaboration between Israel, France
and England in the Suez affair of 1956 marked the climax of
the aggressive activism of the outpost.

This was the climax, but not the conclusion. When the
U.S. Marines landed in Jordan and Lebanon and threatened the
1958 Iraqi revolution, Israel endorsed the intervention. In



1961, Israel supported Tshombe’s secession movement in
Katanga. Israel also provided Portugal with arms to
exterminate African nationalists in Angola and Mozambique.
The Nov. 29, 1961, Haolam Hazeh reported that Israel not
only sold Portugal machine guns, but also supplied her with
planes to destroy African villages in Angola. Very recently, a
Guardian correspondent asked Spartacus Monimambu,
commander of the Angolan Peoples Liberation Movement,
about the sources of military aid for Portugal, the latter pointed
out that they were NATO and Israel.[177] It seems that Israel is
entirely committed to aiding colonial powers. Furthermore, in
1967, Israel voted against the independence of Aden. (It is an
open secret in the United Nations that the Israeli delegation
always gives aid and comfort and valuable advice to the
imperialists.) When the issue of Aden was being considered in
the United Nations the Israeli delegation, I was told, lobbied
against the passage of a resolution favoring the independence
of Aden even more than did the American and British
delegations. Radio Israel still backs the Yemeni royalists in
their reactionary war against the republican regime.

One of the latest acrobatic accomplishments of Israel
was the Ben Barka affair. The leftist Arab trade unionist was
kidnapped and murdered in Paris under very mysterious
circumstances. An article in the Dec. 11, 1966, issue of the
Israeli magazine BUL implies that Israeli intelligence was
responsible for the kidnapping and assassination of Ben Barka.
The editor of the Israeli weekly and his assistant were arrested
and convicted of having violated state security regulations.
The Israeli court that tried the two editors ordered that the
verdict not be published. The revealing issue of BUL was
swiftly confiscated and suppressed. Four hundred copies,
however, had already been circulated.

Hostile as it is to the colored of the desert, Israel had
consistently refused to vote in the United Nations against the
apartheid regime of South Africa. In the last few years,
however, Israel—in order to better serve the interests of the
neo-colonial-ists in the virgin continents—is trying to change
its appearance. It has built up a new façade and tries to pass
for a vig-orous, energetic emerging state, anxious to help



others. For this reason, Israel now votes against South Africa
in the United Nations, and Zionists in the apartheid state
apologize for the mis-demeanor and point out that apart from
this little, nasty voting, everything is fine and dandy.

Yet the volume of trade between the two outposts is al-
ways increasing. It is bound to remain at its present level or
even increase because most of the Zionist funds, col-lected by
Zionist groups for Israel, have to be spent in South Africa due
to the foreign exchange regulations. (A similar situation
occurred in America after the dollar crisis. Israel promised
President Johnson to spend the money for Israeli bonds in the
United States, which will lead to a deepening of the relations
between the oasis and the metropolis.)

The outpost of progress in Asia is helping defend other
out-posts. An earlier reference mentioned Israeli support of
American intervention in Korea. Its support of the Saigon
regime and of American intervention in Vietnam, however,
assume more subtle forms.

The Near East Report, a pro-Zionist publication,
reported in its March 1966 issue that the South Vietnamese
ambassador to

Washington announced that his government “had
accepted a 1965 Israel invitation to send South Vietnamese
agricultural experts for training in Israel.” The term
“agriculture” may sound a little innocuous, but it should be
remembered that the Israeli Nahal are both farmers and
soldiers. The ambassador also told the Jewish Telegraphic
Agency that the Saigon government was negotiating with
Israel for the dispatch of Israel’s Nahal instructors to his
country.

The degree of Israeli involvement in Vietnam can also
be measured by the admission of an Israeli foreign office
spokesman that Israel had sent “humanitarian” aid to the
Saigon government in November 1961. During his trip to Asia
in 1967, Mr. Abba Eban did not denounce, in his
communiques, American raids on Hanoi. When asked by the
Knesset on April 12, 1967, for an explanation, he gave the
very pragmatic answer that such a denunciation sharply



conflicted with the official policy of all the countries he
visited. The minister, it seems, confined his visits only to
oases!

On the same day, a communist member in the Knesset,
Meir Vilner, sponsored a motion that revealed beyond any
doubt, Israeli involvement in Vietnam. Excerpts from this
motion, because of its extreme importance are translated
below:

1)      The Knesset censures the decision of the governments
to receive missions (of farmer-soldiers or diplomats—
text unclear) sent by the pro-American government
and asks for the cancellation of such missions.

2)      The Knesset asks the government to order Israeli
shipping companies to stop the transport of supplies
and fuel from the U.S.A. and Japan to Vietnam.

3)      The Knesset asks the government to join other
governments that support the cessation of raids on the
Democratic Republic of North Vietnam and the
withdrawal of American troops.

In the discussion that followed, not a single member of
the Knesset contested the truth of the statements in the motion.
One deputy, though, suggested that Mr. Vilner should send this
motion to Cairo. When the motion was put to the vote it was
opposed by such “leftists” as the Mapam and Ahdut Havoda
deputies.[178]

Israel as an outpost of Western capital and neo-
colonialist ideologies fulfills the prophecies and aspirations of
the imperialists. On the day that the 19th-century European
Zionist ideologue Theodore Herzl started formulating his plans
for a Jewish state, Israel began to assume its present unnatural
form.

That the Afro-Asian peoples, including the Arabs,
oppose Israel is only logical and human. The history of these
peoples in modern times is one of revolution against Western
imperialism and Western cultural dominance. They are trying
to pull down imperialism and all that it stands for: military
bureaucracies, dictatorships, feudal and reactionary re-gimes,



and white-settler states. Israel is an integral part of this
disintegrating structure.

Conclusion
When I told a pacifist member of the Mapam Party, a

student at Rutgers University, of the attitude of his party to the
war in Vietnam, his answer was, “Israel has to defend itself.”
This confirms all the fears of Afro-Asian socialists and
nationalists. Israel was implanted by the imperialists as an
isolated entity so that it might evolve interests which are in
sharp conflict with those of the inhabitants of the region.

By virtue of this isolated existence, the Israelis will not
only alienate themselves from the inhabitants’ aspirations but,
in preservation of this isolation, they will move in an opposite
direction.

The repatriation of the Palestinian refugees and the
creation of a new socialist democratic multi-ethnic, multi-
religious state, an ideal advocated by the Palestinian freedom
fighters, could help liquidate a racist political structure which
has served imperialist interests in the Afro-Asian continents.



Auschwitz survivor Hajo Meyer: ‘I
can identify with Palestinian youth’
Appendix B

Interview with Hajo Meyer by Swiss human rights activist
Adri Nieuwhof, published online by Electronic Intifada, June
2, 2009.

Hajo Meyer, author of the book “The End of Judaism,”
was born in Bielefeld, in Germany, in 1924. In 1939, he fled
on his own at age 14 to the Netherlands to escape the Nazi
regime, and was unable to attend school. A year later, when
the Germans occupied the Netherlands, he lived in hiding with
a poorly forged ID. Meyer was captured by the Gestapo in
March 1944 and deported to the Auschwitz concentration
camp a week later. He is one of the last survivors of
Auschwitz.

Adri Nieuwhof: What would you like to say to
introduce yourself to EI’s readers?

Hajo Meyer: I had to quit grammar school in Bielefeld
after the Kristallnacht [the two-day pogrom against Jews in
Nazi Germany], in November 1938. It was a terrible
experience for an inquisitive boy and his parents. Therefore, I
can fully identify with the Palestinian youth that are hampered
in their education. And I can in no way identify with the
criminals who make it impossible for Palestinian youth to be
educated.

AN: What motivated you to write your book, The
End of Judaism?

HM: In the past, the European media have written
extensively about extreme right-wing politicians like Joerg



Haider in Austria and Jean-Marie Le Pen in France. But when
Ariel Sharon was elected [prime minister] in Israel in 2001,
the media remained silent. But in the 1980s I understood the
deeply fascist thinking of these politicians. With the book I
wanted to distance myself from this. I was raised in Judaism
with the equality of relationships among human beings as a
core value. I only learned about nationalist Judaism when I
heard settlers defend their harassment of Palestinians in
interviews. When a publisher asked me to write about my past,
I decided to write this book, in a way, to deal with my past.
People of one group who dehumanize people who belong to
another group can do this, because they either have learned to
do so from their parents, or they have been brainwashed by
their political leaders. This has happened for decades in Israel
in that they manipulate the Holocaust for their political aims.
In the long-run the country is destructing itself this way by
inducing their Jewish citizens to become paranoid. In 2005
[then Prime Minister Ariel] Sharon illustrated this by saying in
the Knesset [the Israeli parliament], we know we cannot trust
anyone, we only can trust ourselves. This is the shortest
possible definition of somebody who suffers from clinical
paranoia. One of the major annoyances in my life is that Israel
by means of trickery calls itself a Jewish state, while in fact it
is Zionist. It wants the maximum territory with a minimum
number of Palestinians. I have four Jewish grandparents. I am
an atheist. I share the Jewish socio-cultural inheritance and I
have learned about Jewish ethics. I don’t wish to be
represented by a Zionist state. They have no idea about the
Holocaust. They use the Holocaust to implant paranoia in their
children.

AN: In your book you write about the lessons you
have learned from your past. Can you explain how your
past influenced your perception of Israel and Palestine?

HM: I have never been a Zionist. After the war,
Zionist Jews spoke about the miracle of having “our own
country.” As a confirmed atheist I thought, if this is a miracle
by God, I wished that he had performed the smallest miracle
imaginable by creating the state 15 years earlier. Then my
parents would not have been dead.



I can write up an endless list of similarities between
Nazi Germany and Israel. The capturing of land and property,
denying people access to educational opportunities and
restricting access to earn a living to destroy their hope, all with
the aim to chase people away from their land. And what I
personally find more appalling than dirtying one’s hands by
killing people, is creating circumstances where people start to
kill each other. Then the distinction between victims and
perpetrators becomes faint. By sowing discord in a situation
where there is no unity, by enlarging the gap between people
—like Israel is doing in Gaza.

AN: In your book you write about the role of Jews
in the peace movement in and outside Israel, and Israeli
army “refuseniks.” How do you value their contribution?

HM: Of course it is positive that parts of the Jewish
population of Israel try to see Palestinians as human beings
and as their equals. However, it disturbs me how paper-thin
the number is that protests and is truly anti-Zionist. We get
worked up by what happened in Hitler’s Germany. If you
expressed only the slightest hint of criticism at that time, you
ended up in the Dachau concentration camp. If you expressed
criticism, you were dead. Jews in Israel have democratic
rights. They can protest in the streets, but they don’t.

AN: Can you comment on the news that Israeli
ministers approved a draft law banning commemoration of
the Nakba, or the dispossession of historic Palestine? The
law proposes punishment of up to three years in prison.

HM: It is so racist, so dreadful. I am at a loss for
words. It is an expression of what we already know. [The
Israeli Nakba commemoration organization] Zochrot was
founded to counteract Israeli efforts to wipe out the marks that
are a reminder of Palestinian life. To forbid Palestinians to
publicly commemorate the Nakba … they cannot act in a more
Nazi-like, fascist way. Maybe it will help to awaken the world.

AN: What are your plans for the future?
HM: [Laughs] Do you know how old I am? I am

almost 85-years-old. I always say cynically and with self-



mockery that I have a choice: either I am always tired because
I want to do so much, or I am going to sit still waiting for the
time to go by. Well, I plan to be tired, because I have still so
much to say.



The U.S., Israel and the 
‘Project to End Palestine’
Appendix C

Interview with Elias Rashmawi, a leader of the Free
Palestine Alliance and the ANSWER Coalition (Act Now to
Stop War and End Racism), by Richard Becker, published in
the October 2004 issue of Socialism and Liberation, the
magazine of the Party for Socialism and Liberation.

Richard Becker: September 28 is the fourth
anniversary of the Intifada. How do you assess the
Palestinian struggle at this point?

Elias Rashmawi: I’m glad you called it the Intifada
not the “second Intifada.” That’s a common misconception,
because people assume that the first uprising of the Palestinian
people was the one that occurred in the late 1980s. However,
there were many uprisings before that, most notably the 1936
general strike and the associated uprising with it. Before that,
during the 1920s, there were several others.

When one assesses the current situation of the
Palestinian struggle, one cannot only assess it in terms of the
“second Intifada” or what is happening today. One must assess
it in terms of what has taken place over about a hundred years
or so: the Palestinian people’s struggle for national liberation.

I would say that the main issue right now is: How does
one assess the success of what we refer to as the “Project to
End Palestine” (PEP)? I believe that we need, as progressives,
as people in the movement, to look at Palestine not in terms of
the dichotomy between the Israelis or the Zionist forces on one
side and the Palestinian people on the other, as if this is a



dichotomy between two isolated parties. We need to look at it
in the larger context.

There is a need by the imperialist forces, particularly
the U.S., and Western Europe to a lesser degree, to in fact
eliminate Palestine. Not just to eliminate Palestine the people,
Palestine the land, Palestine the cause—but to eliminate
Palestine in the context of the overall international struggle for
national liberation, for a better society and for a different
vision for the future.

I think the PEP is definitely not doing too well. In
order for the U.S. and Israel to succeed, they would need to do
several things. First would be to eliminate actual elements that
make Palestine what it is: the land, the people and the context
of liberation.

In terms of the land, the idea was to conquer the land
and transfer it to the state of Israel. In terms of the people, it
was to fragment and segment the Palestinian people into
different entities—most importantly to cut them out or to
remove them from the larger Arab struggle and the larger
struggle for national liberation. That has not been too
successful. The third aim is against the actual context of
liberation and what that means. The PEP has in fact attempted
to transform the Palestine movement for liberation into a
Palestine movement for quasi-statehood, for a bantustan,[179]

so that it would be transformed into a junior servant—not even
a junior partner—within a globalized Middle East.

On all three points, the PEP has had some successes
and some great failures.

We need to assess some of these issues as to where we
are now, the status of the current leadership, the uprising, the
status of the people, the political manifestation of the different
political parties, how the state of Israel is proceeding and the
United States is proceeding. If we in fact are tied to, and are
part and parcel of the Arab people’s march, we need to assess
the Arab regimes and what is taking place in terms of the Arab
masses.



The first issue that needs to be looked at in my opinion
is the Palestinian factor. Let’s look at that in three separate, but
intricately connected elements. First, let’s look at the people.
The PEP has had as a main objective to isolate, fragment and
segment the Palestinian people into different entities. The
means include the assimilation of Palestinian refugees into
other states such as Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Iraq and others.
Or, Palestinians are segmented into “1948 Palestinians,”[180]

“1967 Palestinians,”[181] “refugees” and so forth. The thread
connecting all of these segments of the Palestinian people is
the cumulative historical national identity that developed most
sharply through the struggle of the 100 years or so that we
have talked about.

The ultimate goal that the U.S. and the state of Israel
have for the Palestinian people is fragmenting and totally
disuniting them. This goal has failed, in the sense that the most
important issue for Palestinians—and a key anchor for the
liberation struggle—continues to be the right of return.[182]

Today the Palestinians who are refugees, or dispossessed, or in
the Diaspora, not only have not dropped their demand for
return, they have strengthened it.

Now the right of return is not some sort of emotional,
hypothetical or theoretical demand. We as a people require a
return to our homeland so that we can continue the most
important part of our struggle—the unification of our people in
a place where we can control our destiny, control our resources
and control our future in an egalitarian sort of society. Equality
is a must. Had we dropped the demand for return, as called for
by the U.S., Israel and the Arab regimes, we would have lost
the possibility of ever looking forward to a unified Palestinian
Arab people. But the demand has not been dropped.

RB: Let me just ask one question for clarification.
When you said that the right of return is not theoretical or
subjective, can you just explain that a little bit more?

ER: As years went by and as the dispossession of
Palestinians continued, there were three conflicting views on
the right of return. The first was that we should just forget it.
According to this view, we will stay where we are—Jordan,



the U.S., Syria, Lebanon, Egypt, Iraq, anywhere we are—and
just continue our lives. Those who have remained, that is the
1967 Palestinians, would eventually have some sort of
statehood under some framework, be it under a Jordanian
federation or under the Israeli state. That was one wing, which
basically said the right of return is really nonsense, that
nobody can actually ever imagine it.

Some of those now in the Palestinian Authority
secretly hold this point of view, but are unable to express it
publicly. Publicly, what they express is a second point of view:
It is good to have a right to return, but it is a theoretical right.
All we really need, this wing says, is to have the state of Israel
issue a public apology that says it is sorry for what it has done.
Then we would have a reconciliation commission, and we
Palestinians would stay in exile and they would maintain the
theocratic nature of the Israeli state.

The third view is that held by the vast majority of the
Palestinian people. It says that the right of return is not a
theoretical, or ethical, or subjective right. It is in fact a
material right that is a prerequisite of self-determination. It
means the return of Palestinian refugees in exile or in the
Diaspora to their original towns and homes. Many researchers,
most notably Dr. Salman Abu-Sitta, have conducted extensive
research in terms of the actual viability and practicality of the
return of Palestinian refugees to their original homes, villages
and towns. What was found, to the astonishment of many, was
that this is not only a possibility politically, but practical and
viable from the standpoint of the individual and the collective
right of return.

RB: What do you think that the Israeli strategy is
right now? What are they hoping to achieve in a strategic
sense over, say, the next couple of years?

ER: I would say the most important part for them right
now, and for the U.S., is to fashion the Palestinian Authority in
a certain way so that it can accept responsibility for governing
a bantustan.

The Israelis and the U.S. are seeking to eliminate
Palestinian political organizations, completely gut or remove



any Palestinian leadership and political formations that are
capable of standing up to this newly fashioned Palestinian
Authority. At the same time, they want to sanitize the
Authority, so that the voices and faces would be Palestinian,
but all aspects related to the real national aspirations of the
Palestinian people would be removed. They are seeking an
Authority that would have the façade of being Palestinian, but
would at the same time be their functionary. You will find that
the main demand by the U.S. and Israel is for the Palestinian
Authority to transform and to be an “acceptable” authority, so
that it can take leadership as a functionary apparatus that they
are trying to set up for that entire region.

RB: Do you think that the Israeli leaders hope that,
due to the massive repression in every sphere of life, large
numbers of Palestinians will give up and leave?

ER: Well, I think that in order to achieve that there are
certain prerequisites. In order to achieve that, there would have
to be at a certain point a transformation in the makeup of the
people.

The Israelis are trying to create a situation where those
who remain must accept the dictates of the occupation. Those
who do not, they hope, will pack up and leave. The
Palestinians who cannot do either, because they are unable to
leave—most of them are not willing to leave and want to fight
to the very end—would just be erased. The project of simply
erasing the Palestinians, literally and physically, is not new
and is not an aberration. The Israelis use bulldozers, erasing
the homes of Palestinians and making roads, and later set up a
settlement. They have done it before, in 1948, when they
destroyed over 450 villages. They also did it right after the
June 1967 war.

They tried it between 1948 and 1967, as well. In fact,
Ariel Sharon himself went very close to a neighborhood where
I used to live in Gaza. He went to the Shate [Beach] refugee
camp and removed a very large number of homes with
bulldozers in order to make room for areas where the Israeli
army can enter and maintain its own operations, unchallenged



by Palestinian commandos that were very prevalent in the
1970s in Beach camp and much of Gaza.

They are doing it right now in Rafah; they are doing it
now in Jabaliya, Beit Hanoon, everywhere in the Gaza strip.
They’ve done it in Jenin, Nablus, and certain areas of
Ramallah in the West Bank. They are transforming Palestine
as a land into a Zionist settler entity. That is their goal—not
just by erasing the homes of Palestinian refugees, who in most
cases are third-time or fourth-time refugees—but by actually
building on top of those homes. Now there are so many
settlements that the vast majority of the land of Gaza and the
West Bank has now been transformed into settled areas.

RB: Given the fact that the Palestinian resistance
clearly cannot hope, within the present relationship of
forces, to militarily defeat Israel at this time, what are the
present objectives of the movement?

ER: Well, there are several stages that Palestinians are
trying to chart for themselves. In the current stage, the primary
concern is to maintain the viability of the Palestinian political
manifestation that exists. Not only do we need to maintain its
viability, but to involve and incorporate as large a sector of the
population within the political manifestation as possible. That
is one of the key successes of the Palestinian struggle.
Palestine is one place where the political manifestation reflects
the vast majority of the people.

In Palestine, it is critical to make sure that the
Palestinians are not only invested in the political struggle, but
in the contradiction with the Israeli state. That is key. It means
that every Palestinian himself or herself becomes a project for
liberation. If Palestinian political organizations succeed, and
they appear to be succeeding tremendously in this, that means
the continuity of Palestinian liberation will be sustained.

It is also necessary to thwart the formation of a
standardized, fashioned and groomed Palestinian Authority
that would in fact become even more of a functionary for the
state of Israel. To do that, the Palestinian political
organizations have to succeed in mobilizing the vast majority
of the Palestinian people in the ranks of these organizations to



thwart the development of a Buthelezi-style, puppet
government.[183]

And we must take care that none of the anchoring
slogans and the anchoring political programs for the
Palestinian people are compromised. That means first, the
Palestinian right of return; second, for the Arab identity and
the Arab character of Palestine; third, that we do not accept the
theocratic and exclusionary state of Israel, regardless of
whether it de facto exists. We as Palestinian Arabs do not
accept that. If we hold fast on these issues, and these are the
most important issues right now, then we can continue to wage
the liberation movement for years to come.

RB: Do you believe that the prospect of a two-state
solution, Israel and a Palestinian state side-by-side, is a
viable one?

ER: The prospect of a two-state solution is inherently
flawed. It is impossible to achieve regardless of whether or not
the Palestinian people even agreed to it. The reason is that the
two-state solution would require the following to happen.
First, within 10 to 15 years the state of Israel would transport
thousands upon thousands of Palestinian out of Israel in order
to maintain demographic superiority within their state. Right
now there are 1.2 million Palestinians inside the 1948 borders.
[184]

Within 20 years, if current trends prevail, Palestinians
would become at least 50 percent of the population within the
state of Israel. Their vote would become not only a
determining vote, which it is increasingly becoming, but it
would become the dominant vote. Now if the state of Israel is
to maintain itself in the façade that it wants to, as a state where
voting is the primary issue, then it would have to remove the
Palestinian Arabs from its borders.

Another point: In the long term, let’s assume for the
sake of discussion that the Project to End Palestine succeeds
completely. Let’s assume that the United States succeeds, in
fact, in maintaining or constructing a new Middle East
according to its own image. Let’s assume all of that actually
takes place and Israel emerges as a victorious state.



A couple of things would need to happen. First, it
would need to normalize relations with its surroundings. But
in the way that it was formed, Israel is a foreign entity outside
the realm of that part of the world, the Arab nation or what
people in the U.S. call the Middle East. If Israel continues as a
separate state, it cannot normalize relations.

So in the long run, say 20 or 30 years from now, what
are we looking at? We are looking at the demographic problem
of the Palestinians who are threatening the demographic
makeup of that state. We are looking at non-acceptance by its
surroundings. Not only that, we are looking at an increasingly
militarized state that must remain so in order to maintain itself.

Now, the other state, the Palestinian state that is
supposed to come into existence, would require that all the
Palestinian refugees be assimilated into the countries where
they are now residing. There would have to be a major change
in the makeup of Lebanon, Syria and Jordan in order for those
states to absorb and to maintain permanently the Palestinians
living there.

That means the actual character of the indigenous
people, the Arab people, of those states would have to now be
transformed in order to accept a new dictate from the state of
Israel and the U.S. It would also require that the Palestinians
abandon their national aspirations for unity and not only cede
or accept the existence of the state, but in fact give up their
own rights.

There is a difference between the two. You can say,
“Fine, you are de facto reality, I accept your existence, but I
still want to secure my rights.” But in this case you have to
also give up your own rights and most importantly it would
mean that the Palestinian “state” we are talking about would
be constructed on somewhere between 50 and 70 percent of
the remaining part of Palestine, the West Bank and Gaza—if
that—which together comprise 22 percent of historic
Palestine. That would mean about 10 to 11 percent of the land
for the Palestinian “state.”

That small part of the land is geographically
impossible to be able to develop as a nation state in terms of



continuity. Given the extreme turbulence that is slowly
developing within the Arab nation as a whole and among Arab
peoples in their different countries or nation states, I would
suggest the viability of these two states is not only improbable,
but I think it is impossible. It will not happen.

RB: So if the two-state solution is out, then the
solution or the outcome will be one state in Palestine?

ER: Well, it is an inevitable outcome. It is not what
will happen because we want it to happen. It is what is going
to happen simply because Israel now is creating bantustans.
They are going to at some point call it a Palestinian state—
there is no question about that. Within five or 10 years, they
will create some sort of homeland very much like the
homeland Buthelezi had in apartheid South Africa. It will be
the same for the Palestinians and they will have their own
Buthelezi. But that will be in the short run.

In the long run, in order to in fact create a viable
situation that can exist in that part of the world in the heart of
the Arab nation—the Arab nation being all the Arabs together
—the natural process of political contradictions will develop
into a one nation state. I would go further than that. I would
say that at some point in time, be it 50 years or 100 years from
now, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon, Palestine and perhaps Iraq will
have to find points of unity between them. Those nation states
will eventually have some sort of manifestation of unity within
a short period of time. Not necessarily because the leaders
want it, but because the makeup of the peoples and the
geographic continuity and the economic stability and the
aspirations of the region as a whole are in fact leading towards
that. The only thing that prevents it from getting there are the
client regimes, the U.S. construct that is imposed on that
region and the presence of the state of Israel in its current
theocratic exclusionary Zionist entity.

RB: Can you comment on the relationship between
the U.S. and Israel? There are some, including in the anti-
war movement, who have the view that U.S. foreign policy
is directed from Tel Aviv, or directed through the Zionist
lobby, for the benefit of Israel?



ER: I disagree with that. I think that is not a correct
reading of history, and also not a correct reading of politics.
Politics is all about power. It is all about control of resources,
control of geopolitical strategic locations, peoples, lands,
power groups and so on. It is not about a lobby, it is not about
a conspiracy that 10, 20, 50, 100 or 10,000 people sit behind
closed doors or in smoke-filled rooms and decide what the
policy is. It is not like that.

I think we need to be more objective and honest with
ourselves and our movement in order for us to move ahead.
We need to look at the interests of the U.S. in that part of the
world. The number one factor is that from the Gulf to the
Atlantic Ocean, the 22 Arab states control extremely vital and
strategic points of interest, not just for the United States but
for the world at large. They control energy resources like
natural gas and oil. They control land masses, airspace and
waterways that provide the connection to Africa, Asia and
much of southern Europe. They control the passage through
the Mediterranean Sea. They are the northern flank of Africa.
They are the western flank of Asia and the southern flank of
the former Soviet republics. These are extremely crucial
factors.

Now imagine if there was some sort of Pan-Arab
unification. Imagine the power and prosperity that the Arab
masses would have if they in fact had control over these
aspects of their lives, control over the various geostrategic
aspects that we have mentioned. If that actually existed, the
Arab people would possess one of the most critical locations
in the world in terms of economic wealth, trade, military
power and so forth.

It is not the state of Israel that is the only or primary
entity directly invested in the maintenance of a fragmented
Arab world. Primarily, it is the U.S. and Western Europe that
are directly vested in what we have just talked about.

It is the U.S. and Western Europe, but mostly the U.S.,
that is vested in what develops with Japan and China in terms
of trade, the routes of commerce from southeastern Asia
through the Indian Ocean up to the Red Sea, to the



Mediterranean Sea and into Europe. It is the U.S. that is
invested in what happens in the former Soviet republics. It is
the U.S. multinational and transnational corporations that have
transformed their character to become larger than most
countries in that part of the world economically.

It is the United States now, as an economic and
military power, as an emerging unilateral empire in the world,
that is hinged on the fragmentation of the Arab part of the
world. The region possesses factors that could threaten the
viability of the project of empire.

Within this whole construct, Israel becomes like most
other states, except with a special symbiotic relationship
because of its colonial nature. It has a critical dependency on
imperial power. It is not like, for instance, Turkey or Egypt or
any of the indigenous states in the region. In those states, a
transformation in politics would change the social character;
the social and economic relationships between the people and
those in power would change, while the state itself would
remain.

Israel would not remain without its Zionist character,
its Jewish exclusivist character, because it is a settler colony
very much like apartheid South Africa. It is a settler colony
that cannot be maintained except as an apartheid state. It can
only really be sustained as part and parcel of its surroundings.
In the case of South Africa, that was as an African state. In the
case of the state of Israel, well, that part of the world is Arab.

Israel plays the part of a unique functionary. But I do
not think that when we consider all of the various players and
interests, be they corporate interests, or the military-industrial
complex, or the centers of political power in the U.S. and
Western Europe, that the interests of the state of Israel rise
above the rest. That could not be the case unless we believed
that all interests are subject to Zionist interests. That would not
be a correct and materialist reading of history.

We read history in terms of the interests of those in
power and how they go about achieving their interests, the
processes they employ, the mechanisms that they employ, the



plans and the constructs that they propose. The state of Israel
fits in to that but it is not what determines those plans.

RB: There has been a big struggle in the U.S. anti-
war movement during the last three years over Palestine.
Can you comment on this and its significance?

ER: I think movements in general, and the antiwar
movement in the U.S. in particular, do not exist in isolation
from what happens politically in the world. I think we all
represent the interests of where we come from. In the U.S., the
ANSWER Coalition, United for Peace and Justice,
MoveOn.org and all of these different formations that exist,
whether in virtual space or in the streets, reflect a certain view.

The reason Palestine is such a sharp contradiction is
because Palestine is the anchoring point for the Arab nation,
and the Arab nation is an anchoring point for national
liberation worldwide. Thus Palestine becomes a gate to
something very big. The issue is that those who lead liberal
movements in the United States have interests in maintaining
the overall modality of the world that sees Palestine as a
hurdle.

They have sought over the years to either defeat it or to
contain the issue. When they could not defeat it or contain it,
they tried to transform it and marginalize it. The reason is not
because they don’t like Arabs or they don’t like Palestinians or
they don’t like brown people or they don’t like people who are
darker in shade. That is not the case.

We are really looking at two models in the world, and
the anti-war movement in the U.S. is broken down along these
lines. The liberal view looks at an empire that needs to be
beautified, that needs to become gentler and kinder and nicer
but is still empire. This is the movement that supports John
Kerry.

On the other hand, those who are clear on national and
class interests, the intersecting interests of the Palestinian
people with the struggling people of the world, whether it be
the Filipinos, the Cubans, the Colombians, or the different
oppressed communities within the U.S., who realize that a



victory, or even an advance in Palestine, is not only an
advance for the Palestinian people, but is in fact an advance
for all. The vast majority of those struggling in the world
know that they are fighting for their dignity, everybody’s
dignity, fighting for a better society, for a better social
structure, for control of our resources. We are fighting for an
international solidarity that can actually bind us together. We
are fighting for a better future. We are not fighting because we
love to fight. On the contrary, we are fighting because we want
a better life.

The ANSWER Coalition has been anchored in the real
needs of not just Palestinians but people in the U.S.—the
working class, the poor, the unions. Why is that? Because it
sees the connection and it knows that the empire should not
just be beautified and made into a gentler empire. The empire
must be defeated. That is precisely the genuine aspiration for
most people in the world.
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Ahmed Saadat on the Palestinian
struggle:

‘Liberate the people from the
occupation’
Appendix D

Interview with Ahmed Saadat, secretary general of the
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine, by Julien
Versteegh of the Belgian weekly Solidaire, newspaper of the
Workers Party of Belgium. The interview was conducted Feb.
11, 2006, in Saadat’s prison cell in the West Bank city of
Jericho. Saadat was detained for four years in a Palestinian
Authority prison guarded by 18 U.S. and British soldiers.

On March 14, 2006, Israeli troops stormed the Palestinian
prison of Jericho, where Saadat and four other PFLP
members were being held for their alleged implication in the
execution of the racist Israeli tourism minister Rehavam Zeevi
in 2001. Israel’s blatant and illegal act of aggression in
Jericho was widely condemned worldwide. Saadat and his
comrades are still political prisoners in the hands of Israel.
Solidaire was one of the last media outlets to interview Saadat
before his capture by Israel. This interview was also published
in the May 2006 issue of Socialism and Liberation, the
magazine of the Party for Socialism and Liberation. What
follows is an introduction by author Versteegh followed by his
interview with Saadat.

Introduction by Julien Versteegh
Saturday Feb. 11, 7 a.m. I start my journey to the

prison in Jericho and that is no mean feat. The trip to Jericho, a
city in the eastern part of the West Bank, is the biggest
challenge. After Bethlehem, you have to pass at least two



checkpoints of the Israeli army. On my way back, I had to pass
four of them.

All visitors have to undergo a body search by
Palestinian security personnel under supervision of a U.S.
soldier in civilian clothes. Cameras and mobile phones are
forbidden. I have to go through two doors and a metal detector
before I enter the courtyard that is surrounded by the prison
cells. They lead me to one of these cells. Inside it is quite
comfortable and I am offered tea, coffee and cookies. Ahmed
Saadat welcomes me. He looks tired and talks about his four
children who are permitted to visit him once in a while. His
wife, on the other hand, was recently placed under house arrest
by Israel for at least six months. We talk for four hours,
frequently interrupted by visiting friends.

Julien Versteegh: For Europeans, it is hard to
understand that a prisoner can be elected to the
parliament. How did that happen?

Ahmed Saadat: My story is not different from those
of many other freedom fighters who fight for national
liberation. But I have also been detained because I’m the
secretary general of the PFLP. The Palestinian Authority has
arrested and detained me because of Israel’s pressure on
American and European governments. They have issued an
international arrest warrant and have pressured the Palestinian
Authority to arrest me and other comrades.

It is not surprising that the United States and the
European Union have put the PFLP on their lists of terrorist
organizations: It serves to brand the whole Palestinian
resistance as terrorists. It is part and parcel of the American
policy to impose its hegemony on the rest of the world.

JV: The PFLP was able to have three of its
candidates elected to the Palestinian Legislative Council.
What’s your assessment of this result?

AS: Of course, we are not satisfied with this result and
we are doing our best to grow in strength. Definitely, the result
does not accurately reflect the PFLP’s real influence on the
terrain. The elections have been overshadowed by the



contradictions between Fatah and Hamas and the people’s
desire to oust Fatah, which has been dominant in the
Palestinian Authority. The people thought that possibly Hamas
could change the current situation.

JV: What does the PFLP stand for?
AS: The PFLP is a legal Palestinian party that aims to

liberate the people from the occupation. Like Hamas, we want
to continue the Intifada. We reject the Oslo Agreement (the so-
called peace agreement signed in 1993 by Israel and the
Palestinian Liberation Organization) and the Roadmap (the so-
called peace agreement imposed by the United States, the
European Union, Russia and the United Nations in 2003). Just
like Hamas, we refuse to recognize Israel as long as our
national rights are not recognized.

There is no hope in negotiations with Israel, because
they refuse to negotiate with the Palestinians. The new Israeli
party Kadima (established by Sharon) has built its program
around the current state of affairs in order to impose its Zionist
territorial program: 60 percent of the West Bank has to be
confiscated, evicting its Palestinian population, and a purely
Jewish state has to be established. The Roadmap is leading us
to the situation before the Intifada and wants to impose a
compromise about the U.N. resolutions that are recognizing
our legitimate rights. We don’t need any negotiations about
these resolutions. We want to see them implemented.

The United States is applying double standards when it
is about international resolutions. On the one hand, they are
using their military power to chase Iraq from Kuwait (in
1991), to occupy Iraq, to force Syria out of Lebanon, to
demand an end to Iran’s nuclear program. On the other hand,
they agree with Israel’s aggression against our people, and
they refuse to use their power to make Israel apply the U.N.
resolutions on the Palestinian problem (for 58 years). They
pretend not to know that Israel has 300 nuclear warheads.

JV: But the conflict between the Israelis and the
Palestinians has to end some day, doesn’t it?



AS: The only livable solution for the historic conflict
between Israel and the Palestinian people is the establishment
of one democratic state in the historic Palestine that existed
before 1948. That is currently not realistic and therefore we
have to anticipate an intermediate stage with an independent
Palestinian state within the borders of 1967: the whole West
Bank and the Gaza Strip with Jerusalem as its capital. In this
intermediate stage the Palestinian refugees’ right to return has
to be guaranteed.

The PFLP is using several methods in the liberation
struggle. It is a people’s party with several people’s
organizations for the workers, the women, the students and the
intellectuals. Moreover, we organize social services to help the
people in the field of health care, agriculture, education, arts
and human rights.

JV: What does your economic and social program
look like?

AS: It is based on the strengthening of democracy in
all its aspects: the establishment of an independent economy,
according to our legitimate right to resistance, our right to
create the objective conditions for our people that enable the
liberation and national independence.

Our program tries to serve the interests of the whole
people and aims to improve the living conditions of the
peasants and the poor. It wants to solve the massive
unemployment and ensure equal opportunities for everyone to
develop professional skills. Therefore, the institutions of the
Palestinian Authority will have to be rehabilitated.

In the field of the economy, our program highlights in
the current phase the unification of the public and the private
sectors in order to create the basis for the national and self-
reliant Palestinian economy.

JV: How do you assess the recent victory of Hamas?
AS: It is the logical result of the struggle that has, in

the past few years, opposed Hamas to the Palestinian
Authority. Hamas is much stronger on the terrain than the
other organizations. The people have therefore put their hope



in Hamas to change the political system that is ruling the
Palestinian Authority nowadays.

JV: Is an alliance with Hamas possible?
AS: We are not afraid of an alliance with Hamas, but

we are also open for an alliance with other Palestinian
organizations in order to create a national front against the
occupation. We need a genuine national government. There is
a big chance for an alliance with Hamas if it remains firm on
the position that the Oslo Agreement and the Roadmap have to
be rejected.

In the meantime, the PFLP tries to build a left
Palestinian project with all Palestinian organizations that claim
to be left and especially with the Democratic Front for the
Liberation of Palestine. This project is based on a clear vision
and on our Marxist identity, our struggle for independence and
class struggle, linked with the national struggle at the regional,
Arab level, with the international people’s struggle, and the
international revolutionary movements.

JV: Which are points of divergence with Hamas?
AS: There are differences between our political

programs but also between our social programs. Hamas wants
to establish an Islamic state in Palestine, with institutions
according to Islamic law. On the other hand, the PFLP tries to
build a democratic state with respect for freedom of opinion
and religion and guarantees for the respect for human rights,
and with respect for the separation between state and religious
structures.

Hamas knows that it cannot implement its program
today. We have asked them about their plans, and they
answered that the implementation of their Islamic program is
impossible as long as the occupation lasts.

Also in the field of the economy we have our
differences with Hamas. They try to build a liberal, capitalist
economy while we are advocating an integrated economy with
unity between public and private sectors as a first step towards
a socialist economy and a basis for an independent and strong
national economy.



The development of Islamic organizations throughout
the world is a direct consequence of the collapse of the Soviet
Union. It weakened the organizations of the left that fought
against imperialism in the Arab world. The communist forces
in the Arab world have applied the viewpoints of the Soviet
Union by the book and have never developed their own
theoretical and political “flavor.” That would have enabled
them to analyze the contradictions in the Arab world. After the
collapse of the Soviet Union, most left parties were shocked
and confused and started to quarrel. They lost their confidence
in Marxist-Leninist theory. Their weakening left a gap that is
being filled by the Islamist movements. The victories of the
Iranian Islamic revolution and of the anti-Soviet Afghan
resistance fighters have encouraged the development of
Islamic movements in the Arab world and Palestine, among
others.

JV: You said that it is important to wage a national
struggle on the basis of class struggle. What do you mean?

AS: Since its foundation, the Palestinian Authority has
paved the way for new social divergences among the
Palestinian people. In this new context, we are fighting for
social reforms within the Palestinian Authority while
continuing our struggle for national liberation. We have to
build a new society already while continuing the struggle
against the occupation.

Currently, there are two big contradictions. The most
important contradiction is about the occupation, between our
people and the state of Israel. The second contradiction is
within the Palestinian people, between the people and the
bourgeoisie of the Palestinian Authority and the PLO.

The Palestinian bourgeoisie wants to end the struggle
against the occupation and is willing to agree to any
compromise with Israel in order to defend its own economic
interests. Here in Jericho, for example, the Palestinian
Authority has built a casino with financial support from Ariel
Sharon’s son, Omri!
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