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The fate of the Palestinians in what is today called the Jewish state of Israel has fascinated me for more than half a century. I met some of them in the 1970s, did business with them, was invited to their homes, made friends with them, and was impressed by their warm person­ality and hospitality, and above all by their entrepreneurial spirit, courage and intransigence.

They were Palestinians in the diaspora. I remember Adel Risheq, Azmi Risheq and Lutfi Dajani in Kuwait, Shaukat Houri in Dubai, and Nabil Khoury in Bahrain. In 1948, as children, they had fled with their families from the murderous Jewish militias during the Nakba, the ethnic cleansing of Palestine.

Relationship with Arabs

In those days, I travelled as an export manager to the countries of the Near and Middle East. Still a youngster, I learned how to first build a personal relationship with Arabs, be intimately familiar with their family situation and, on a next visit, be sure to inquire about it. I frequently enjoyed a meal with them, eating with your fingers. Sometimes I even joined them for dinner in traditional Bedouin style, sitting down on the floor with crossed legs or squatted on one knee, around a sheet spread over the carpet, exhibiting a sweeping variety of dishes full of delicacies.

I remember my Arab hosts tearing the best piece of meat from the sheep and offering it to me. "T'faddal", sometimes "mean-t'faddelaq", so they would say, help yourself. Fortunately, they didn't push too hard when they offered me the nec plus ultra, the sheep's eye. "Shukran, myumkin bukra insh'allah", "thank you, maybe tomorrow", I used to reply humbly.

I remember Suleiman Said Zagzoog and Mahmoud Matbouli, the directors of Zagzoog & Matbouli in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia - mischievously referred to as 'Zigzag and Mad Bully' by my colleagues at the office - who took me fishing in the Red Sea. I remember a business partner in Kuwait in the early 1970s (whose name does not come to mind) with whom I walked - albeit, admittedly, feeling slightly uncomfortable - hand-in-hand in the street like a real Arab, him in his djellaba and me in my tropical costume Western style.

And I remember how, at my farewell, he generously gave me a 1½ m long electric toy car as a gift for my four-year-old son, and how I could gratefully leave this huge package at the stopover in Abadan on my way to Tehran with a KLM crew departing for Amsterdam. And I remember how this considerate Kuwaiti always addressed me as Luqman al-Hakeem, Luqman the Wise, after whom the thirty-first surah of the Qur'an is named. Did I deserve that name? I'll leave that to my readers.

Unknown other side of Israel's version

I gained this invaluable experience at a time when very little was known about the other side of the Israeli success story. In our Christian Low Countries, Israel was a great achievement: Holocaust survivors had found a safe haven, developed it into a model Zionist state and fought courageously against its belligerent Arab neighbours.

Just before the Six Day War, my late brother Peter, who was three years younger than me, worked a year as a volunteer at kibbutz Sde Nehemiah in the Upper Galilee. We brothers have 25% Jewish blood in our veins. Our maternal grandfather was a (secular) Jew. For Peter, that fact certainly played a part in his decision to do civilian service in Israel for a year.

My quarter of Jewish blood did not bother me as far as I can tell. Perhaps to the contrary, I viewed Peter's decision with scepticism, but it was only after creating business relations in the Arab world that I began to question the Palestine issue.

Childhood

I was born six months before the hunger winter 1944-1945. The war years were difficult for my par­ents, who were trying to earn a living as interior decorators. There was a food shortage and the men were apprehended for forced labour in the war industry in Germany.

We were frequently raided by German soldiers (‘krauts’) looking for skilled men. By hiding under the floor, my father was able to survive. Those were the days when Jews were required to wear the yellow Star of David.

My mother, daughter of a Jewish father and non-Jewish mother and consequently 'technically' not Jewish, had also sewn such a star on her coat. Fortunately, my sensible and fearless niece Wil­helmina, who was not yet 12 years old at the time, pulled that star off without further ado. Wil­helmina convinced mum that half a Jew was not a Jew.

In the early 1950s, apart from the Orthodox Protestant newspaper Trouw, our only source of informa­tion was radio distribution. With television available in very few living rooms, the some­what haughty lofty current affairs Sunday radio show The state of the world on Hilversum 1 has stayed with me. The show was hosted by right-wing radio host G.B.J. Hiltermann LLM (May 1, 1914 - July 15, 2000). Interestingly, Joost, Hiltermann's left-liberal son, has built an impressive interna­tional academic career.​[1]

In those days we had never heard of Muslims or coloureds, let alone of migrants or asylum seekers. At primary school we were taught 'homeland history', including the stories about the illustrious, but by today's standards predatory, Dutch East-India Company (VOC). From the annals of history it ap­pears that an ancestor, one Jan Lookman, sailed on 15 April 1702 as skipper of the VOC ship Wateringen from Goeree to Batavia (known as Jakarta since 1942), and later commanded the VOC ships Zandhorst and Overnes. Worth mentioning perhaps, but by no means something to be proud of.

The post-war years of reconstruction were the period of the Dutch cabinets Beel (KVP) and Drees (PvdA), which were always dominated by the Catholic People's Party (KVP).

Early career

In my early childhood, as orthodox Protestants, we looked with suspicion at the St. Vitus Church, the neo-Gothic basilica less than 100 from our house. We did so not only because of the noisy bells ringing, but because - in the spirit of the times - my parents proclaimed that the Dutch Roman Cath­olics were the largest families in Western Europe and aspired to become the largest and most power­ful population group in our country. And weren't Romanists people who used to persecute the Prot­estants and entertained those weird indulgences?

As naughty boys, we sometimes slipped into the church and were impressed by the statues of Mary and Jesus, the stained glass, the holy water, the confessional, and especially the smell of incense. We could just stay away from the altar wine.

I have actually always been interested in international politics, in world events. I have read and written from an early age. During my military training as a conscript, I volunteered to look after the bulletin board. That meant going out every morning to buy newspapers, cut out the important art­icles, pin the clippings on the grand bulletin board and thereby 'politically influencing' my com­rades and superiors.

It was a time without a PC, laptop, tablet or smartphone. Later, once retired from the army and ended up in what the Flemish so happily call "the private" [sector], on business trips I used to write my reports by hand. Away on business, I not only read books, but also local newspapers and magazines. This gave me insight into the politics of the countries I visited.

In 1981 I moved with my family to Belgium, where I became responsible for the Brussels branch of a Dutch agricultural trade association in charge of collective communication and public relations. In that position I maintained close contacts with agricultural colleagues from all over the world sta­tioned in Brussels, and with compatriots in positions at NATO and the EU.

Still a member of a Dutch political party, I declined an invitation to work more intensively with the party in exchange for the prospect of a political position somewhere within the EU. I knew I would function better as an observer and commentator on politics than as an active politician.

Second career

My (early) 'retirement' after an international career that took me to more than 60 countries on all continents, signalled the start of a new mission. I took courses in international relations, was in­volved in lobbying activities for Amnesty International and sent letters to the media. After the breakthrough of the internet, the interactive NRC website was sometimes pretty violent, but very educational.

In a second, this time unpaid 'career' as an independent journalist and author, I have been writing about international politics since 2005. On March 15, 2010 I launched my own communication plat­form 'Geopolitiek in perspectief', where I published opinion pieces about international politics.

On August 25, 2019 a refurbished version under the new title Geopolitiek in context saw the light of day. A number of media republished my articles, in particular the Belgian online news site De Wereld Morgen, but also the Dutch quality newspaper NRC, the British online magazine NATO Watch, and the peer-reviewed quarterly scientific journal Russia in Global Affairs (both in English and Russian).

The Palestine issue is a very delicate subject, especially if one argues that the political-Zionist pro­ject Jewish State of Israel is a dead end, but can turn into a compelling alternative that can be re­conciled with the plight of the Palestinians. Consequently, I have tried to substantiate my story as much as possible and to provide endnotes to sources and explanation. And unlike most other au­thors, I can speak freely. I don't have to defend a social position, I am fin de carrière.

Acknowledgements and dedication

In the printed version of my book I have already expressed my gratitude to - in alphabetic order - Sonja Bouteille, Herman De Ley, Wim Frederix, Brigitte Herremans, Tom Sauer, Egbert Talens and Yvan Vanden Berghe for their invaluable support in its creation. In this thoroughly updated, and in some sec­tions seriously rewritten and complemented eBook version, I would like to emphatically reiterate that gratitude.

In 2020, when the Dutch printed version of this book was published, my grandson Tom (then 21) received his bachelor's degree in chemistry from college, and his sister, my granddaughter Sarah (then 18), completed her secondary education. My wife and I had invited both of them for a city trip to mark this milestone in their lives. The choice fell unanimously on a visit to Amsterdam, the cap­ital of their grandparents' native country.

A visit to the Rijksmuseum was fine, as long as the Anne Frank House was included in the pro­gramme. During their history lessons, the figure Anne Frank, who had to go into hiding together with her Jewish family from the German occupier during the Second World War, had apparently been discussed, but not the story of the Palestinians.

That is why I have dedicated my book to Tom and Sarah.
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In our western world, an issue like Palestine is of little interest to the media or to opinion makers. It seems that experts who frequently communicate about Middle East issues suffer from self-censorship when it comes to Israel and the Palestinians. When the Middle East is discussed, it is usually in the context of the 'refugee crisis'. But the motives for people to flee to Europe remain untouched.

Harvard professor Stephen Walt does raise the subject. For him, the Palestine issue ranks​[2] second of five 'bad things' that worry him, right after the theme of climate change. Conversely, in his 62-page analysis of the Middle East​[3], Antwerp University lecturer in international politics, David Crieke­mans, completely ignores the Palestine issue. So what do we actually know about this theme? And what does (secondary) education say about this?

In our multicultural society, many teachers consider education about international themes such as the Palestine issue delicate and challenging. Research by the Catholic University of Leuven​[4] in the Brussels-Capital Region shows that teachers often stop talking about the Crusades and cease read­ing certain books because otherwise it immediately turns into a polemic.

Not only the question of Palestine is delicate, but also other situations where Muslims are involved in a struggle: Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, etc. As soon as the Muslim community is involved, world history enters schools, obliging teachers to say sensible things about it, so it is said.

Flanders has a number of interesting practical examples of teachers who are working on this theme. For example, a history teacher at Xaverius College Borgerhout (Antwerp) has set up a remarkable project​[5] in which he formed groups of pupils tasked to research where Moroccan and Flemish text­books differ when it comes to the conflict in the Middle East.

Unsurprisingly, the Moroccan handbook relies mainly on Palestinian sources. The Flemish hand­book, on the other hand, shows less involvement and emphasizes the decisive role of the colonial powers much less strongly. The Moroccan book deals in detail with the Sykes-Picot Treaty of 1916, which has had far-reaching consequences for the region up to and including today, a theme that is completely ignored in the Flemish handbook.

The reluctance of teachers is mainly situated in cities such as Brussels and Antwerp with relatively many pupils having a Muslim or Jewish background. Wim Frederix, an enthusiastic history teacher at the Spectrum College in Beringen (Limburg), is less reserved. In class, he emphasizes that “the peace process” is a joke and that Israel is trying to impose its will. “When Palestinian youth throw stones, it is a sign of despair and powerlessness towards militarily powerful Israel, which then re­acts disproportionately."

"That is what I say in class," said Frederix, who also experiences that Muslim students are the most explicit in their criticism of Israel. Frederix tells his students in no uncertain terms that the Holo­caust is being abused to justify the suffering inflicted on the Palestinians. “The students accept this explanation, because they know that I speak from personal experience, gained during an immersion trip in the Palestinian territories and Israel about 20 years ago, where I also had to endure the an­noyance of the Israeli check-points, for example”.

Media

In our Low Countries, also media attention for these issues is rather limited. Reports flared up about the terror attacks in Paris, Beirut and the Sinai. For example, Flemish public broadcaster VRT, in collaboration with Dutch professor Ko Colijn, put 'Israel and Palestine' high on a list of the most dangerous hot spots in the world, with vrtNWS publishing a gripping synopsis​[6] of the conflict that could 'even' charm Dutch author and expert on 'the political-Zionist project of the Jewish State' Egbert Talens.

So one hears preciously little about a theme like the Palestine issue. Conversely, the theme of anti-Semitism does appear frequently in de media. In the British elections of December 2019, that was a formidable weapon. Labour, especially Labour leader Jeremy Corbyn, was loudly and regularly ac­cused of anti-Semitism. After the election, the BBC let Michael Gove, one of the Conservative lead­ers, appear with the gotspe that the people had voted against Corbyn's anti-Semitic policies, while nowhere are there so many anti-Semites as among the Tories. But the frame has worked.

The phenomenon of mainstream media allowing themselves to be used to convey the message of political and economic rulers is not new. Governments tend to manipulate public opinion, think tanks and self-proclaimed PR experts dominate coverage, and preciously few academics act as sources of relatively independent comment and analysis.

Harvard professor Stephen Walt is a good exception. Walt believes that the EU should take its re­sponsibility and make it clear to Israel that annexation of the West Bank crosses a European red line. As Israel's immediate neighbour and most important trading partner, the American professor feels the EU has ample means of power to steer the Israeli government in the right direction.

Historical background

Entire libraries have been written about the historical background of what is commonly referred to in everyday speech as the obscuring concept of 'the Israeli-Palestinian conflict'. That is an obscuring term, because 'conflict' evokes the image of a difference of opinion between more or less equal parties with corresponding responsibility for the origin of the conflict, parties operating on a level playing field, circumstances in which the rules are the same for both, in which no of the parties is unilaterally supported by external forces, and each of the parties can invoke impartial justice without hindrance.

In the 'Israeli-Palestinian conflict', these preconditions do not correspond to reality. Israel can count on unconditional diplomatic, financial and military support from the United States, the most power­ful country in the world. The designation 'Palestine issue', or as Egbert Talens consistently expresses himself: 'the political-Zionist project of the Jewish State', is therefore preferable. These are terms that we will continue to use consistently.

And as far as the historical background is concerned, for the purposes of this book it will suffice to summarize the essentials that one must know in order to be able to think about a solution. It is 'the­ory' that can be found with authors such as Egbert Talens​[7] and Robert John​[8], in a recent study​[9] by Luk Sanders, and on extremely well documented website The Rights Forum​[10] of former Dutch Prime Minister Dries van Agt.

Those who, as Westerners, describe the situation in the Middle East as: 'The Arabs are against the Israelis', paint an oversimplified picture. The situation is very different in the Arab world. For Ar­abs, Israel is a bastion of Western imperialism and the Israelis are representatives of the hostile Western world, suspected of avenging old wounds on a people who have brought them to civiliza­tion.

In 1958, Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser put it this way: “The Crusades were nothing but Anglo-French imperialism. It was no accident that General Allenby, commander of the English mil­itary, having arrived in Jerusalem [1917], declared 'Today the battle of the crusaders is completed'".

The Egyptian daily Al-Ahram of November 26, 1955 writes: “Our struggle against the Jews is an ancient struggle that began with Muhammad, who won many victories in that struggle. It is our duty to fight against the Jews for the sake of Allah and religion, and it is our duty to finish the battle that Muhammad has started”​[11]. Since then, the Arabs have effectively involved the entire world in the Middle East conflict. That is why it is essential that we understand how the Arabs feel about Israel.

Recognising the importance of the Palestinian cause to the Arab masses, Arab autocratic rulers have used - and abused - the Palestinian struggle to validate their regime politically. Thus, the liberation of Palestine became an official Arabic mantra used by the rulers even while they were colluding with the colonial powers against the Palestinians. Hence, the liberation of Palestine became an offi­cial Arabic mantra used by the rulers even while they were colluding with the colonial powers against the Palestinians.

The Palestine issue is a pan-Arab affair

While the Arab leaders gradually accepted the Israeli occupation of Palestinian territory and grate­fully collected the Western "rewards" for their "good behaviour", the Arab masses never followed suit. Research​[12] in 11 Arab countries in 2017 shows that 77% believe that the fate of the Palestinians concerns all Arabs. Arab countries whose regimes maintain diplomatic relations or strive for normali­sation with Israel, excel in this regard: 90% of Jordanians, 85% of Egyptians and 80% of Saudis make the Palestinian cause a pan-Arab affair.

At the same time, 90% consider Israel still the biggest threat to the security of their homeland, and 87% are against recognition of the Zionist state. Arab leaders' involvement in Israel against the will of their people has eroded their legitimacy and fuelled popular anger. These feelings finally boiled over during the popular uprisings in the region in 2011. That ignoring the Palestinian issue is an im­portant element in the grievances, Palestinian flags made clear during protests across the region.

When the uprisings brought short-lived political liberalization, Arab activists rushed to show solid­arity with their Palestinian brothers and sisters. For example, they organised aid convoys to Gaza. Meanwhile, in Egypt, angry mobs attacked the Israeli embassy in Cairo, leading to the evacuation of the entire staff.

Today, not a single demonstration is held in Algiers without proudly waving Palestinian flags. These are the same people who in 2016 cheered on the Palestinian football team in a friendly football match against its own Algerian team. Plagued by conflict and brutal repression, the rest of the Arab world may keep quiet, but the anger boils under the skin and will eventually erupt.

While Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates and other countries in the Middle East may push for normalisation with Israel without resolving the issue of Palestinian statehood, the Arab people firmly reject these concessions. People are seeing how the UK and France are using the unrest after the failed Arab Spring to impose new facts in the region, just as they did during the chaos surround­ing the fall of the Ottoman Empire.

For Israel, the Palestinians must be expelled from their land. Money, military might and political pressure must reshape the Arab region in favour of US-Israeli colonial interests. That's how 'ordin­ary' Arabs see it. All of this will fuel the growing anger and sense of betrayal that Arab nations feel toward their self-serving governments, which playing along with the US and Israeli governments to ensure their own survival. This context fuels the growing anger and sense of betrayal towards their selfish governments, feelings that are not easily ignored. Humiliation has consequences.

Both parties have legitimate grievances

Neither the “peace process” nor political pressure and economic bribery have brought a just solu­tion to the Palestinian cause and stabilization of the region. The Palestinians and their Arab brothers and sisters have invariably shown that they will not bow to mass repression, censorship and social control.

But Jewish Israelis also have legitimate grievances. Consequently, the real solution can only be one that satisfies the legitimate grievances of both parties. It is therefore important to clearly identify those grievances.

Europe has played an essential role in the genesis of present-day Israel and thus in the development of the Palestine question. At the same time, Europe has been closely involved in the age-old griev­ances of the Jews that ultimately led to the pursuit of its own secure state in the British Man­date ter­ritory that had been known for centuries as Palestine. Given this past, Europe has a special respons­ibility to contribute actively to a solution to the conflict. Boldly, courageously and selflessly.

Until now, Europe has shied away from its responsibility. It has followed a policy of going through the motions. It leaves it to others to take the chestnuts out of the fire. It just continues to develop European or bilateral infrastructure projects in Palestinian territory, but if Israel razes them to the ground after realisation, all it does is pronounce a verbal 'condemnation'.

Trump's son-in-law Kushner's 'deal of the century', which ignores the realities of the Arab world and the will of the people, is doomed to fail. The 'deal' can only erase the last vestige of legitimacy of the Arab leaders, and spark a new eruption of popular anger on a scale that neither Israel nor its Western and regional allies will be able to control.

We in the West need to understand that there is an important process of change going on in the Arab world, fuelled by the Arab people's desire for freedom and dignity. Palestine is central to that pro­cess. It is a wave with peaks and valleys that will eventually erupt.

In his June 4, 2009 Cairo address, Trump's predecessor, Barack Obama, said:


"... it is also undeniable that the Palestinian people - Muslims and Christians - have suffered in pur­suit of a homeland. For more than 60 years they've endured the pain of dislocation. Many wait in refugee camps in the West Bank, Gaza, and neighbouring lands for a life of peace and security that they have never been able to lead. They endure the daily humiliations - large and small - that come with occupation.



So let there be no doubt: The situation for the Palestinian people is intolerable. And America will not turn our backs on the legitimate Palestinian aspiration for dignity, opportunity, and a state of their own."



"... [the Palestinians] must recognise Israel's right to exist. At the same time, Israelis must acknow­ledge that just as Israel's right to exist cannot be denied, neither can Palestine's. The United States does not accept the legitimacy of continued Israeli settlements."



The Trump administration, which has declared the Jewish settlements in the West Bank “not per se contrary to international law”, has given up on a two-state solution, but the "situation for the Palestinian people" remains "unbearable". Unbearable, but not hopeless. Various scenarios are con­ceivable that could mean a breakthrough for the Palestinians​[13]. These scenarios are discussed in de­tail in this book.
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In the debate on the history of the persecution of the Jews, Europe generally takes a defensive stance. It refuses to take its own share of the blame. When the Holocaust, the Shoah, comes up, then it is the Germans who are responsible for it, or the Nazis, or Hitler. The debate does focus on the heroic resistance against the Germans, but rarely on the collaboration.

Europeans apparently do not want to be confronted with the dark sides of their past, nor with the controversial origins of the State of Israel. However, in order to assess the concerns of the parties in the Palestine question in their proper context, this confrontation with the past is essential. And to that end, dogmas and sacred cows will have to die.

Historically, for Christians, the official (Catholic) Church has replaced Judaism because of the Jew­ish 'no' to Jesus as Messiah. According to this substitution theology, there was no place for Israel in God's plan of salvation, and Biblical Israel has lost its right to exist. The fact that the Jews rejected Jesus as the Messiah and did not recognise that their role in God's plan of salvation had finally ended, was a source of annoyance to the Church.

Twenty centuries of persecution of the Jews

For two thousand years, the Church has expressed this vexation through anti-Jewish utterances and actions. Without the long history of Christian anti-Jewish attitudes and the ensuing anti-Jewish viol­ence, Nazi ideology could never have taken root, and certainly could not have been imitated so fan­atically at the heart of European civilization.

The Shoah fundamentally changed the Church's post-war attitude toward Israel. The Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) was a turning point. The conciliar document Nostra Aetate acknowledges that for two thousand years the relations between the Church and Israel have been characterized by ig­norance, conflict and confrontation.

It expresses the hope that the relationship between Jews and Christians can evolve beyond apolo­getics towards dialogue and encounter. It affirms the strong bond between the Church and the Jewish people, and calls on Christians to reject the ancient anti-Judaism and anti-Semitism. However, a critical reading of Nostra Aetate shows that the text still contains elements that refer to substitution theology.​[14]

In early Jewish history, the largest Jewish diaspora flourished in Alexandria (Egypt). In the first century BC; 40% of the population there was Jewish. Around the 1st century AD, an estimated 5 mil­lion Jews lived outside Palestine. Although about 4 million Jews lived in the Roman Empire, they saw Palestine as the centre of their religious and cultural life. So until then, there were more Jews in the Diaspora than in Palestine even in the period before the destruction of Jerusalem in AD 70.

The main concentrations of Jews subsequently moved from country to country (e.g. Babylonia, Per­sia, Spain, France, Germany, Poland, Russia and the United States). Gradually and to some extent, the Jewish communities assimilated into their non-Jewish environment and adopted the local lan­guages, rituals and cultures. Some lived in peace, others fell victim to violent anti-Semitism.

Anti-Semitism, described as hostilities against and discrimination of, Jews as a religious or ethnic group, has been called 'the longest hatred'. Pre-Roman anti-Semitism was still difficult to distin­guish from the usual repression between peoples, but anti-Semitism has been unmistakable since the Christianisation of Europe.

With the scientific and industrial revolutions in 19th-century Europe came new mani­festations of anti-Semitism, both racial and religious, actions culminating in the Shoah during World War II. The founding of the State of Israel in 1948 has created new anti-Semitic tensions in the Middle East.

Anti-Semitism

Anti-Semitic measures by the early medieval church are at the root of much of today's prejudice against Jews. The Latin expression Fenus pecuniae, funus est animae (usury is the death of the soul) haunted our medieval ancestors. Before the Reformation, the Church considered charging interest on loans - usury - sinful.

There are several condemnations of the concept of usury in the Bible. But that changed with the Re­formation, when Calvin lifted the ban on usury, opening a new way for the haves to make a profit at the expense of the have-nots. Today we see a return of dissatisfaction with the powerful banks, institutions that no longer pay back our savings, but charge extortionate interest rates of up to 12.5%​[15] on con­sumer credit.

The official Church of the early Middle Ages knew what to do. The Third Lateran Council of 1179 ruled in canon 25 on usury:


“Almost everywhere the crime of usury is so entrenched that many, among other things, practice usury as if it were permitted, and completely disobey the prohibitions in both the Old and New Testa­ments [of the Bible].



We therefore declare that notorious loan sharks should not be admitted to the community of the altar or given a Christian burial if they die in this sin. Whoever receives these [loan sharks] or gives [them] a Christian burial should be compelled to return what[ever] he has received and have him suspended from the exercise of his office until he has made satisfaction in accordance with the judgment of his own bishop.”​[16]



So Christians were not allowed to charge interest. Jews, as non-Christians, were not subject to this prohibition. They were already prohibited from holding government positions, owning land, or join­ing trade or craft guilds. So there was not much left for them but the money trade. Forced by high taxes imposed on them by Christian rulers in exchange for "protection," the Jewish lenders charged high interest.

That earned them the predicate 'usurer'. The Third Lateran Council also determined that from then on Jews had to live in separate neighbourhoods, in ghettos. And at the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 it was decided that Jews should wear a distinguishing mark on their clothing, e.g. a yellow cloth. Sometimes a special 'Jewish hat' was also prescribed.

So, according to the provisions of the Third Lateran Council, Jews who practised the money trade were guilty of 'the crime of usury', were denied 'access to the fellowship of the altar' and were condemned by the official church to eternal hell and damnation. And they had to live in ghettos.

The first Jewish ghetto was founded in the Venetian neighbourhood of Ghetto Nuove (hence the word 'ghetto') in Italy, and dates back to the ninth century. When the 'Jewish ghetto' phenomenon became common coin, it turned out that its function was not to protect the Jews from invaders, but to achieve segregation. When the plague broke out in Europe in the fourteenth century and the Jew­ish ghettos seemed initially free from the illness, people assumed that Jews had spread the infection. As a res­ult, the Jews were also suspected of genocide attempts.

The Enlightenment heralded the emancipation of the Jews. They were given civil rights and discrim­inatory measures were abolished. It was a period in which the Jews increasingly distanced them­selves from their old communities and traditions. Jews and non-Jews alike became imbued with the Bildung ideal, which invited refinement and development. Bildung became an instrument in the formation of a specific, homogeneous bourgeois culture that included Jews.

If the Jews could educate themselves and adapt in this way, integration and acceptance into German society would follow naturally, it was argued. Conversion to Christianity was a plus: as a Christian, social positions for the Jews, for example in the army, the government or in the education system, came within reach. In the course of the nineteenth century, most European states granted 'their' Jews civil rights.

With the establishment of the German Empire in 1871, the emancipation of European Jews seemed perfect. After all, unification put an end to the last German Länder that had hitherto maintained discrimination. And in other Western European countries too, the Jews were given more equality and career opportunities.

In France, Napoleon had signed a concordat with the Holy See establishing relations between the Roman Catholic Church and the French Republic. The concordat that Napoleon concluded simul­taneously with the Jewish authorities attracted Jews from all over Europe, with the result that France is today the European country with the largest Jewish population.

The French concordat with the Jews did not automatically lead to security for the Jews. Apparently the French had quickly 'forgotten' that every population group was entitled to the same rights. For example, the well-known French journalist Édouard Drumont wrote a book in 1886 in which he lashes out against the Jews: too many possessions, not acquired fairly, want to take over power, the persecution of the Jews is okay, ...

The suspicions abound. Alfred Dreyfus, captain in the French army, is alleged to be a German spy. The evidence is flimsy, yet Dreyfus is found guilty in 1894, stripped of his military rank, and exiled. The Jewish Austrian journalist Theodor Herzl is present as a reporter at his trial. He was deeply af­fected by the process and the atmosphere surrounding it. The cry, "Death to the Jews!" persists. For Herzl it is about more than a lawsuit: it is about Jew-hatred.

Rise of Zionism

When Dreyfus is later found to be innocent, he remains in prison for a few more years. His sentence is then reluctantly revised and he is released. The perception arises that Dreyfus was convicted for being Jewish. That's how Theodor Herzl sees it too. With the Dreyfus affair over, Herzl starts a diary describing how the 'Jewish question' preoccupies him and how a separate state for the Jews would be the solution.

After the launch of his book Der Judenstaat in 1896, Herzl made a case for a large congress for Jewish delegates from all over the world, with the aim of considering the idea of a state of their own. At the first Zionist congress (Basel, 1897) the region of Palestine was chosen for the establishment of the Jewish state.

The plan was to rescue this region, still part of the Ottoman Empire at the end of the 19th century, from this ailing Colossus with Feet of Clay. Other regions such as Argentina and Uganda had dropped out due to lack of special relationship with Jews. Here lies the basis of political Zionism that could de­velop into the ideology of the current state of Israel.

Herzl's political Zionism was based on the idea that it was impossible to eradicate anti-Semitism in Europe. Europeans, Herzl thought, were fundamentally anti-Semitic, it was part of their culture. Therefore, the only hope for Jews was to have a place of their own, be it Madagascar or Palestine. It was a solution in line with the principle of cuius regio, eius religio (whose territory, his prayer) that Europe had established in the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648, with the idea that separation of people of different views prevents conflict.

That period featured different religious views: Catholic versus Protestant. The remedy was the estab­lishment of religiously homogeneous nation-states. France for the Catholics, the Netherlands for the Protestants. Incidentally, the remedy also created the first refugee flow to Europe: French Protestant Huguenots fled to the Netherlands. Remember my comment in the preface about my parents' fear of Catholics, apparently still prevalent in the 1950s.

Herzl had apparently buried the prospect of one day achieving a peaceful coexistence of different communities in one country. He no longer believed in tolerance, inclusion or yet more dialogue, he could no longer rely on Europeans. That lack of confidence is also reflected in the Balfour Declara­tion of 1917, discussed in detail below. The declaration paved the way for Herzl's dreamed Jewish homeland in Palestine, subject to respect for the civil and religious rights of non-Jewish communi­ties in Palestine.

For Herzl, the Jews remained an alien and unwanted 'race' in Europe. It would soon become ap­parent that they could never be at home here. His dreamed solution apparently required a disaster, the Shoah, the horrific murder of six million Jews. Later, Ben-Gurion also seems to have toyed with this idea.​[17]

For Europe, the state of Israel was the perfect solution: European Jews could emigrate and thus es­cape further persecution, and Europe could shake off anti-Semitism by disposing of the victims. Along these lines, Europe allowed hundreds of thousands of Jews to migrate to Israel, the United States and else­where. But the solution did not lead to accountability for Europe's own crimes. The establishment of the State of Israel served as a veil over anti-Semitism, Europe's culpability for the persecution of the Jews and its responsibility for the mass murder of the Jews.

Europe has never really had to face its past and engage in self-reflection. It is a problem that becomes painfully clear when we are told today that every other religion or culture must integrate or assimilate, and take precedence over 'own people'.

Shame on us for having to conclude that Europe is still not safe for 'others'. Right-wing nationalist politicians aim for a strong, uniform nation state, a racist state per se. Europe suffers from collective amnesia about our painful past that we keep pushing away. The American writer and social critic James Baldwin wrote in 1979 in the American magazine The Nation that the state of Israel was not estab­lished for the salvation of the Jews, but for the salvation of Western interests.

That is a truth that is slowly but surely sinking in. Europe has been bleeding Palestinians for over 70 years for British colonial divide-and-rule policies and for our collective guilty Christian conscience. Europe must learn from its dark past and assume its responsibilities to bring the conflict to a solu­tion that is acceptable to all concerned.

Zionism, historical Anti-Semitism and Balfour

Back to the early 20th century. Lloyd George had been Prime Minister of the British Government since December 1916. He had previously acted as a lawyer for the Zionists. And as minister of mu­nitions, he had already convinced Chaim Weizmann, the future president of Israel, that 'he was in favour of establishing a Jewish state in Palestine.'

Once Prime Minister, George appointed Arthur Balfour, known for his Zionist sympathies, as Min­ister of Foreign Affairs. In this one-two punch, the Balfour Declaration was born. It had to win world Jewry and Jewish financial interests for the Entente between England and France against Germany. And America counted on the support of the Jews, should the bottom of the Allies' treasure chest become visible.

British Prime Minister Boris Johnson once described the Balfour Declaration as "bizarre, tragi-comically incoherent", and "an exquisite masterpiece of half-heartedness from the Foreign Of­fice."​[18] Johnson was right. British support for a 'national home for the Jewish people' in Palestine results in a false balance.

The statement says it respects the rights of all involved. But whichever way one looks at it, it grants settlers a higher status than the native population. The then world power approved a project that aimed for a Jewish state in the heart of the Arab world. Bizarre, indeed,

Ironically, Prime Minister Johnson has multiplied the British labyrinth. Leading a trade mission to Israel and the occupied West Bank as mayor of London, he praised the Balfour Declaration as "something great, something that marked a great turning point in history".

That Johnson has never repeated the qualification of the Declaration as 'half-hearted' should come as no surprise. We just can't expect consistency from a man like Johnson. It is common knowledge that he is not averse to a little white lie if it suits his purposes, and post-Brexit, he should have solid relations with Israel, and especially with the US.

July 4, 1922, marks the day when Winston Churchill declared in the British House of Commons that the Balfour De­claration should not be perceived as a sentimental promise. One should see it as a practical move in the public interest, at a time when the country could not miss a single chance for moral or material aid.

“We are keeping our 1917 word to the Zionists. That was given in time of war, because we thought it could help win the war. I was not responsible for that at the time, but I did support the policy of the war cabinet. I was happy with a contribution to the war budget that was in serious danger of de­railing," to summarize Churchill's words.

Clearly, the Balfour Declaration was not just the political trigger for a Jewish state in Palestine. It also had financial-economic motives. What is often overlooked is the cohesion between the anti-Semitic aim to rid oneself of the Jews, and the Zionist project to create a safe home for the Jews in Palestine. Not long ago, then British Prime Minister Theresa May completely ignored this.

On December 12, 2016, in her speech at the annual business lunch of the Conservative Friends of Israel, she called the Balfour Declaration one of the most important letters in history. “The state­ment reaffirms Britain's vital role in creating a homeland for the Jewish people. Israel is a remark­able country: a thriving democracy, beacon of tolerance, engine of entrepreneurship and an example of perseverance,” May said.

The prime minister then launched an attack on the Labour Party for anti-Semitism, proudly pointing out what had been done under her leadership to combat that flaw.

Lloyd George's government recognises Zionism

For connoisseurs of the Balfour Declaration, May's remark rested on a blatant contradiction: her government had been fighting not anti-Semitism, but anti-Zionism. When the Balfour Declaration was drawn up in 1917, Edwin Samuel Montagu, the only Jewish cabinet member, to be sure, had a statement recorded in which he labelled the cabinet policy as anti-Semitic. It is nothing short of staggering that a British government would officially recognise Zionism and authorize Lord Balfour to declare that Palestine can be turned into "the national home of the Jewish people," Montagu said.


“Should Muslims and Christians give way to the Jews and should they receive preferential treat­ment? Are we now linking Jews to Palestine, just like the English to England, and the French to France? Are Turks and other Muslims in Palestine becoming foreigners? And will Jews then be­come foreigners all over the world, except in Palestine? Does citizenship require a specific reli­gion?”



These questions from Montagu are all perfectly legitimate and to the point. He clearly expected citizenship in the State of Israel to be linked to religious identification as Jewish.

At the time, Muslims and Christians made up more than 90% of the population in Palestine, hence Montagu's criticism. But were British government policies really anti-Semitic? While referring to the conservative and anti-Semitic magazines The Morning Post and The New Witness, Montagu makes it clear that the non-Jews in England apparently welcome these ideas with open arms.

For example, Montagu pointed to the connection between the anti-Semitic desire to get rid of the Jews and the Zionist project to send all Jews to Palestine. Balfour was influenced by 'Christian Zionism', the anti-Semitic movement that supports the 'return' of Jews to Palestine with a view to get rid of the Jewish presence in Christian-majority countries.

Christian Zionists regard the 'return' of the Jews to Palestine as the return of Jesus, followed by the Day of Judgment which condemns all Jews to eternal suffering in Hell unless they convert to Chris­tianity. It is a movement that is also emerging in America today. Herzl spoke in the same vein in his book.

The 'assimilated' secular Jews of Western Europe, anti-Semites of Jewish descent in his termino­logy, wanted to get rid of poor Jewish migrants from Eastern Europe. Therefore, apparent friends of the Jews turn out to be anti-Semites of Jewish descent disguised as philanthropists. However, these people were never able to accomplish something.

To replace the failed philanthropic colonisation project, Herzl switched to a political endeavour that was in keeping with European colonialism. Herzl realised that Christian anti-Semites would be his strongest supporters. His reasoning was that the creation of a new state was neither ridiculous nor impossible, and that countries burdened by anti-Semitism would help the new state gain sover­eignty. Against this background, it becomes clear why Montagu denounced the Balfour statement. To him, it was a conspiracy between the Zionist movement and British anti-Semites.

Lloyd George's cabinet tried to meet Montagu's concerns about the fate of the Palestinian non-Jew­ish majority and that of the Jews who did not want to become settlers in Palestine, by adding some additions to the statement, but we know the objectionable way in which the British government fashioned the ifs and buts in the statement.

The fact that a century later Theresa May could take pride in the infamous Balfour Declaration and express her satisfaction with her party and government's attitude towards anti-Semitism makes one shudder at the lack of historical awareness of Her Majesty's government and its copywriters.​[19]

Franco-British intrigue and Anglo-Saxon betrayal

The Sykes-Picot Treaty of 16 May 1916, the Franco-British agreement on the division of territories after the fall of the Ottoman Empire, made mention of the Damascus-Hama line. The area west of this line, present-day Lebanon, where France had interests, would not fall into the hands of the Arabs.

The agreement between two Western diplomats, the Frenchman François Georges-Picot and the British Sir Mark Sykes, has had a major impact on relations between the West and the Arab world. The consequences play a role to this day.

Following the Treaty of Versailles (1919), which entailed very humiliating conditions for Germany, the pledges made to the Arabs had to be fulfilled. Independence was the key word and one Arab country after another appeared on the newly drawn maps. Dead straight boundaries describe the ar­bitrary method. But the key question was: how could the clashing Arab and political-Zionist in­terests in the Palestinian region be reconciled?

It was up to the British, who had been assigned a League of Nations mandate for Palestine, to ap­pease the Arabs about the privation of 'Palestine'. We now know that this tour de force was too am­bitious, but in the period 1922-1947 practically no means was shunned to overcome the irreconcil­able positions.

However cunning the British set about it, the Arabs through Hussein, the Sharif of Mecca, and his son Prince Faisal, did not swallow the Damascus-Hama line as an indication that it meant Palestine so coveted by the political Zionists. Consequently, the spawning of the Arabs was doomed to fail­ure. Clearly, the Arabs saw Palestine as Islamic land (dar al-Islam), in which people of other reli­gions - Jews and Christians - could live, but without the prospect of political independence.

As a result, the partition of Palestine by the UN (1947) was unacceptable to the Arabs. When David Ben-Gurion and his entourage unilaterally proclaimed the independent state of Israel on May 14, 1948 on Palestinian land, combat action was inevitable.

In all this, members of the non-Jewish Palestinian communities in particular paid the price. The British played the blaming-the-victim game with passion, and when they left on May 15, 1948, the status of the area recommended by the UN as an Arab state fell into a vacuum.

The political Zionists had succeeded in bending the Jewish state to their will, with the state of Israel as the provisional result. And like their British teachers, these political Zionists, now ad­orned with the fancy name Israeli Defence Forces (IDF), managed to carry out blaming-the-victim to the utmost perfection.

The Balfour Declaration was ratified in the US Congress with its own resolution. Thanks to finan­cial contributions from Jewish bankers, the declaration took precedence over the 1915 commitment by the two great powers that the Arabs, including the Palestinians, would gain independence.

Sykes-Picot

Consequently, the great powers betrayed the Arabs.

Betrayal counts heavily in the Arab world. For the Arabs, Sykes-Picot is the great betrayal and the Palestine issue is a burning topicality. If French presidents intervene directly in the Syrian war since 2011 and declare that President Bashar al-Assad is not legitimate and must therefore 'go', they re­gard them as new Picots.

In fact, with this intervention the French top politicians give Picot an up-to-date face. For example, an observer explained​[20] how he saw with his own eyes an IS fighter draw an imaginary line in the sand and exclaim: “Look, that's what I'm doing with Sykes-Picot.”

Historian Sir Arnold Toynbee, who served in the British Foreign Office as a delegate to the Paris Peace Conference (1919), confirms the Western betrayal. Toynbee wrote the preface to the book The Palestine Diary by British historian Dr. Robert John. That is where he explains that there are only Palestinian refugees because:


“immigration of Jews was imposed on Palestinian Arabs by the British army. The tragedy in Palestine is not just local, it is a tragedy for the world because it is an injustice that endangers world peace. With Britain to her shame no longer able to undo the wrongs she has done, that does not diminish the UK's debt.”



Formulating a Balfour declaration is one; implementing it into political objectives in the Middle East is two. Even during the war, Great Britain and France tried to secure their interests in the region. In that context, the Balfour declaration fitted poorly. After all, British pledges to the Arabs as a reward for their support in fighting the Ottoman authorities clashed with undertakings to polit­ical Zionists.

The British and American betrayals have brought misery to millions, sent many to their deaths, and profoundly influenced world affairs, says Robert John. By failing to deliver on its promise to the 'Christians and all other non-Jewish communities in Palestine', the West has shamed itself. The resulting wars involved millions of Palestinian neighbours in Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, Syria and even Saudi Arabia.

Can one then simply reject the justified anger and even hatred of descendants who are told the truth? Robert John makes​[21] a remarkable connection between the Balfour Declaration and the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001 in the United States. Could it be that the men flying the planes knew the truth?

Public opinion in the West is unaware of the treason committed to Arabs and Palestinians by their lead­ers in the early twentieth century. Consequently, it does not feel guilty for the massive crimes that resulted. At the time, the world demanded recognition, penance and retribution from the German people for the sins of their fathers 'until the third and fourth generations'. For the death, expulsion and exile of millions of Palestinians, shouldn't the world demand recognition, fines and retribution from Britons, Americans and Jews as well, John rightly wonders.

Zionist revisionists

Finally, in a footnote, John says, “Let's not forget that the founders of modern, international terror­ism were the Zionist revisionists led by Jabotinsky. It was those people who inspired Menachem Begin, leader of the Irgun Zwei Leumi, and Yitzhak Shamir, leader of the Stern Gang (Lehi). Have we forgotten the huge bombs these people left in the basement of the King David Hotel in Jerus­alem?”

Robert John comes up​[22] with a new name: James A. Malcolm. In the same year that the massacre of the Armenians takes place in Turkey (1916), this Armenian living in Britain points out to the British that acquiring Jewish support for the British war effort worldwide is not the best approach. Sir Mark Sykes, a relative of Malcolm, establishes contact with British cabinet members. Malcolm makes it clear that they should contact the political Zionists, not the Jewish bankers. If Palestine is promised to the Zionists, they will win over the bankers.

The Dutch author Van der Hoeven-Leonhard reports​[23] complications that correspond almost ver­batim with the Malcolm story. As a result, the big Jewish money in Germany dries up, as it moves towards Great Britain. And as a bonus, the Jewish bankers appear to be leaving Germany be­hind and heading for the US, where they will push the Americans to align themselves with the Brit­ish, said the cagey Sykes.

History proves Malcolm right. The big loser is Germany. With the departure of the Jewish bankers, the position of the rest of the Jews in Germany and elsewhere in Europe deteriorates horribly, ulti­mately leading to the gruesome Holocaust. If one wonders what drove the Nazis to commit this crime against humanity, here is one and possibly even the ultimate explanation.

Nazi Germany, the Aliyah and the founding of Israel

When the German Nazis take control in many European countries in the 1930s, a disastrous period begins for the Jews. They are nowhere safe, although many manage to get away, including to Palestine. After the thousands of Jews who had moved to Palestine during the first and second Aliyah (emigration), thousands of refugees come to strengthen their ranks.

Distrust among Palestinian Arabs is growing. What happens if they no longer form a majority? With the Nazis defeated, the European countries get back on track and put their hand to the plow. Only a handful of the Jewish people survived the massive disaster, the Shoah. Millions were murdered, trampled, gassed. What now?

During WWII, Ben-Gurion c.s. remains fully focused. With the demise of the League of Nations (1939) he foresees its successor, the United Nations. This political body was founded in 1945. This UN will have to take over the legacy of the League of Nations, that is the view of the political Zion­ists. Since July 24, 1922, the territory under League of Nations and then UN mandate has been governed by the British.

Initially, the British regarded resistance from the Palestinian Arab side as the prob­lem. They had a special legal regulation at their disposal: the Palestine (Defence) Order in Council. That order allowed them to arrest Palestinian Arabs rather arbitrarily. Thousands ended up in prison. Not a political Zionist Jew who cared about it. We Westerners heard quite a bit about malpractice from the Palestinian Arab side.

Jewish underground resistance groups also knew what to do with their opponents. This is evident from the following underexposed account: two British sergeants were ambushed and hanged in a banana plantation after a day out at the beach near Netanya. Equipped with booby traps, their genitals cut off in their mouths, and a sign around their necks that read: “This is the punishment of the Irgun High Tribunal.”​[24] Shortly before, the British had convicted and hanged three Jews for a successful booby trap action.

Between November 29, 1947 and May 15, 1948, Palestine was the scene of attacks and reprisals. The name Izz al-Din al-Qassim crops up among the non-Jewish Palestinians who had been obstruc­ted by the British order measures. In a short time he manages to form a resistance group out of thousands of frustrated Palestinian Arabs. The political Zionists have meanwhile built up their own defences by setting up paramilitary organisations such as Palmach, Haganah, Irgun, Lehi, and Stern-Gang. The adversar­ies are not inferior to each other in cruelty.

The Arab League informed the UN that, following the departure of the British, steps will be taken by the Arab side to ensure order and tranquillity in the part of Palestine recommended as an Arab State. Whether this was the true objective remains a question mark, especially in light of the threat­ening noises from various Arab quarters.

This bombastic Arabic vocabulary is quite well known, but the question here is whether it perhaps was intended to disguise one's own inability. Be that as it may, the Arab attitude was in stark con­trast to that of their political-Zionist counterparts, who, in an erudite way, with sweet-voiced sounds, managed to market their plans. Whether they, too, painted a clear picture is equally ques­tionable.

Proclamation independent Jewish State

With the two sides continuing to hold irreconcilable positions, the British are finally realizing that they will fail to fulfil the mandate assignment. On May 14, 1948, at 4 o'clock in the afternoon, David Ben-Gurion proclaimed the independent Jewish State in a hall of a museum in Tel-Aviv, in part on the basis of UN-GA resolution 181-II which provided for the division of the area into a Jew­ish and a Palestinian state. They choose the name Israel.

The partition plan was accepted by the Jews, but rejected by the Palestinian and Arab leaders. They considered the plan a violation of the UN Charter's principles of self-determination, and did not agree that less territory should be allocated to the Palestinians, who formed the majority. In the plan, Palestine would lose the city of Jerusalem. The city, one of the three holy cities of Islam, was administered internationally under UN supervision. Palestine would also lose the port city of Haifa with its oil refineries and connection to the oil pipeline from Iraq.

On May 15, 1948, a day after the proclamation of the State of Israel, the British left a territory that is now no longer called Palestine. The civil war that had raged between Palestinians and Jews since 1947 developed into the 1948 Arab-Israeli War, referred to by the Jews as the War of Independence. Army units are advancing from neighbouring Arab countries. But Israel manages to fend off the at­tackers. After the ceasefire of June 11, 1948, Tsahal, the Israeli army, can take on any Arab oppon­ent.

When in 1949 Israel concludes ceasefire agreements with Lebanon, Egypt, Jordan and Syria, it ap­pears that Israel has appropriated about 20% more Palestinian territory. Only 22% of the former British Mandate of Palestine was left. Its destination is unclear: King Abdallah-I (Trans-Jordan) has made secret agreements with Ben-Gurion and "is free to settle" in the West Bank; Egypt cheekily settles in the Gaza Strip. For the Palestinians, the loss of land and forced flight abroad spells al-Nakbah ('the catastrophe').
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St. Vitus basilica in Bussum (the Netherlands), March 20, 2014. The church dates from abt. 1884,
Due to continuing secularization, it became vacant in the 1980s and was partitioned into
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