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Quotes 
 

“Occupied Palestinian Territory lies above sizeable reservoirs of oil and natural gas wealth, in Area C of 

the occupied West Bank and the Mediterranean coast off the Gaza Strip. The accumulated losses are 

estimated in the billions of dollars. … This study identifies and assesses existing and potential Palestinian 

oil and natural gas reserves that could be exploited for the benefit of the Palestinian people, which Israel is 

either preventing them from exploiting or is exploiting without due regard for international law. (Source: 

The Economic Costs of the Israel Occupation for the Palestinian People: The Unrealized Oil and Natural 

Gas Potential, United Nations, 2019) 

 

“On 9 October 2023, Yoav Gallant, Israel’s Minister of Defense, stated: “We are imposing a complete siege 

on [Gaza]. No electricity, no food, no water, no fuel – everything is closed. We are fighting human animals, 

and we act accordingly”. (Urgent Action: Palestinian Human Rights Organizations Call on Third States to 

Urgently Intervene to Protect the Palestinian People Against Genocide, Al-Haq, October 13, 2023.) 

 

“The mainstream media has kept the actual motives behind Israel’s criminal occupation and blockade of the 

Palestinian Territories deliberately hidden from view. The hidden motive here being Gaza’s trillion-dollar 

maritime gas reserves. … this genocidal siege was never about Hamas. It was only ever about resource 

theft and extraction from the Palestinian Territories.” (Source: YouTube, November 9, 2023, – worth $500 

billion, Proof: Israel to steal Gaza’s gas – worth $500 billion, The CJ Werleman Show) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“This is not a war on Hamas. This is a war on the children of Gaza.” (Source: quote from Dr. Anas Al-

Kassem, Ontario trauma surgeon, Norfolk General Hospital and West Haldimand General Hospital, 

YouTube, Doctors say Israel is wiping out a generation of kids in Gaza, January 29, 2024) 

 

“The three pillars of Judaism are truth, justice, and peace. The Netanyahu government is the opposite of 

these core Jewish values. It is the most aggressive, expansionist, overtly racist and Jewish supremacist 

government in Israel’s history. The essence of Judaism is non-violence. The present government is the 

antithesis of this essence.” (Source: Israeli-British historian Avi Shlaim, January 27, 2024, Speech at the 

Emergency Conference of Global Intellectuals of Conscience to Stop Genocide in Gaza in London, UK) 

 

https://unctad.org/publication/economic-costs-israeli-occupation-palestinian-people-unrealized-oil-and-natural-gas
https://unctad.org/publication/economic-costs-israeli-occupation-palestinian-people-unrealized-oil-and-natural-gas
https://twitter.com/yoavgallant/status/1711335592942875097
https://www.alhaq.org/advocacy/21898.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9RxRKjzx0B0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EkkZuDVNr9A
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Preface 
 

This volume, “Zionism Hates the Truth: Big Reveal following Duo Claims and Signals to the ICJ  

by Retired Canadian Supreme Court Justice Rosalie Abella and Former Canadian Minister of Justice Irwin 

Cotler that the State of Israel is Above International Law,” is a significant departure from the thematic 

reports I have primarily self-published on the protection of drinking waters (https://www.bctwa.org/): now 

to this, the arena of human rights and the invaluable protection of Palestinians and full recognition of their 

“self determination” and “Right of Return” to their stolen lands and of their resources.  

 

Many of my readers, and those familiar with my advocacy history, may ask what caused me to make the 

dramatic shift. I suppose I could have stayed on topic and developed a thorough and appropriate analysis on 

how the Zionist Israel colonial project had been pilfering, ruining, polluting, and constricting Palestine’s 

domestic water sources over time (which a few others have carefully reported on), whilst oppressing 

Palestinians and stealing Syria’s Golan Heights lands and water rights, a very sordid history, including the 

most recent wilful introduction of pumping salt water to drown Gaza’s secret tunnel networks, thereby 

forever polluting Gaza’s groundwaters, an utterly abhorrent and insidious political-military decision.  

 

In all honesty, what prompted me to consolidate this report was an urgent, inner prompting, an awakening 

of my conscience, a call to duty. 

 

I began this effort on January 20, 2024, with a simple objective: to produce a twenty-odd-page critique on 

former Canadian Supreme Court Justice Rosalie Abella’s January 9, 2024, opinion article published in the 

Globe and Mail newspaper (see Part 3 for the copy). Abella opposed and attacked South Africa’s 84-page 

long, well-referenced filing with the International Court of Justice (ICJ), a timely filing which justly 

accused Zionist Israel of committing, alongside a continuous Al Nakba, an ongoing genocide of Palestinian 

refugee inmates within its walled Gaza concentration camp. After all, Abella, with her now 41 accumulated 

honorary doctorates (her 41st recently awarded in Tel Aviv) and numerous awards, was a ‘famous’ human 

rights advocate and jurist celebrity. I, alongside other Canadians, was deeply troubled by Abella’s illogical 

and unethical response statements three months into Israel’s genocide, who obviously meant to influence 

the then imminent ICJ’s January 12th Decision at the Hague: I became intent on rebuffing her.  

 

In my rebuffing mode, I bumped into the figurehead of Irwin Cotler, the former McGill University law 

professor, founder of the ten-year old Raoul Wallenberg Human Rights Centre, Abella’s old Canadian 

friend and associate, who I had never heard of or known anything about. Cotler authored a duplicate 

themed opinion article published in the National Post newspaper the day after Abella’s (see also Part 3 for 

the copy), with oddly similar, rash defense arguments against South Africa, with the same intent to sway 

public opinion and the ICJ. And, at the time, I was unaware of the Raoul Centre and that Abella was one of 

its honorary co-chairs since 2017. My ‘innocent’ discovery of Cotler would turn the tide of my critique to 

an epic undertaking. In my meagre efforts to scrutinize two celebrated, legally trained and Jewish Zionist-

minded Canadians, I quickly became aware that I was opening a gigantic can of worms: a short critique 

morphed into a complex inquiry project. Once again, my sincerest apologies for getting drawn in and 

yielding to this temptation, and for neglecting my normal duties and friendships. 

 

I must confess that prior to this endeavour I had been an absolute ignoramus on the history and politics of 

Palestine, a land that in 1948 became a divided colonial occupier state territory rebranded as Zionist Israel, 

its political fate and the intertwined circumstances concerning the forceful and tragic displacement of 

Palestinian inhabitants and their lands over the last one hundred or so years. My only prior introduction to 

this subject was during my world travels that brought me to Egypt in February 1986, so long ago, where I 

found myself reaching up to a bookshelf to randomly pick a book published (as I now vaguely recall) in 

about 1966 on the plight and purging of Palestinians. I was shocked and moved as I ploughed through it. It 

https://www.bctwa.org/
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brought tears to my eyes, a beginning mark to altering an indoctrinated thinking about ‘the Holy Land’. I 

had read nothing since about that tragedy, until ‘now,’ January 2024 onwards.  

 

From 1987 to 1990, I 

dedicated my ‘leisure’ life to 

learning about and advocating 

for Indigenous rights in 

Canada, mostly British 

Columbia, with my 

involvement in the former 

Vancouver branch of the 

Canadian ecumenical 

organization called Project 

North (named and formed 

after the MacKenzie Valley 

Pipeline inquiry in the 1970s, 

after which some 120 chapters 

were created), renamed in the 

early 1990s as the Aboriginal 

Rights Coalition. During that 

time, I attended dozens of the 

plaintiff’s private legal 

debriefing sessions in 

downtown Vancouver during 

the Supreme Court 

proceedings of the 

controversial and epic Gitksan 

/ Wet’suwet’en Supreme 

Court trial proceedings. Over 

the span of six or so years, I 

often travelled 18 hours one-

way north in my vehicle to 

their homelands on the Stikine 

River watershed east of Prince 

Rupert where their forest 

lands, as the forest lands of all 

British Columbia indigenous 

peoples, where being 

‘developed’ and raped (the 

forest industry’s former 50 cents on the dollar, on over 500,000 kilometers of forest service logging roads). 

I learned about the history, political tribulations and injustices of some of the other Indigenous peoples on 

the northwestern corner of Turtle Island: the Nisga’a (on the Nass River, obliterated by clearcut logging in 

Tree Farm License #1); the Cheslatta (their river territorial and flooding battles against Alcan, and the 

logging); the Haida (lots of logging, fishing rights, recently handed back their lands); the Ingenika/ 

Mesilinka (Williston ‘reservoir’ area and logging); the Tsilhqot’in / Nemaiah people (west of Williams 

Lake, more logging); the St’at’imc people (from Pemberton to Lillooet); and much later through my anti-

fracking advocacy, the Treaty 8 peoples in northeast BC (impacted by eye-popping ‘cumulative oil-patched 

environmental degradations’). I attribute these early learning experiences the reason for my strong moral 

sympathies with the Palestinian people’s plights, for understanding the cruel, greedy, profit driven and 

oblivious objectives of the colonizer: I also live in a colonial / quasi-colonial / post-colonial occupier state. 

Meme from Part 3 
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Over the course of just over a year’s research, learning, reflection and composition, I have come to 

recognize that the history of Israeli ‘colonial settler-ism’ (the term attributed to Fayez Sayegh) is 

notoriously difficult, plagued with many pitfalls, hazards, and an almost infinite supply of episodes and 

documents, and with a corresponding host of advocates on either side of the fences. I was also woefully 

ignorant of the voluminous proceedings of the United Nations’ operations (‘organs’) on this subject, in 

particular the more recent roles of its special rapporteurs since the early 1990s who have documented, ad 

nauseum, the controversial matters and episodes of Zionist / Israel’s inhumane treatments and robberies of 

Palestinians through repeated violations of international law, and of the bizarre United Nations voting 

history by ‘democratic’ state parties defiantly in support of Israel’s unlawful subjugation of Palestinians 

over the last 76 and more years. 

 

Of the reams of information collected while tracing numerous webbed threads, early on I stumbled upon 

two important anti-Zionist figureheads, one an American follower of Classical Judaism, the other a 

Palestinian who quietly followed Christianity. First was Rabbi Elmer Berger, whose Memoirs of an Anti-

Zionist Jew, was published in 1978 by the Institute for Palestinian Studies, and Jack Ross’ recent 2011 

insightful biography, Rabbi Outcast, who, in his Epilogue chapter, evaluates Berger as an “extraordinary 

man of conscience.”  In the introduction to Berger’s 1978 Memoirs, C.K. Zurayk writes: 

 

“Dr. Berger’s life and work have been distinguished both by his deep insights into one of today’s 

most harassing problems – the problem of Palestine – and by his courage and persistence in 

defending the truths that these insights revealed. He has regarded it as his duty to expose the blind 

neglect and deliberate distortion of those truths and to combat the pernicious attitudes, policies and 

decisions which resulted from this neglect and distortion. … For there is perhaps no problem in 

human history which has been surrounded with as much misrepresentation, deception and 

emotional manipulation as has been the problem of Palestine. The Zionists have created and put 

into operation such a powerful machinery of information, or rather of misinformation, of 

calumniation and of intimidation that the fundamentals have not been allowed to appear; they have 

been almost completely submerged by a mass of untruths and irrelevancies.” 

 

Without Rabbi Berger – his organized Jewish ‘anti-Zionism’ advocational struggle from 1942 onward – we 

perhaps cannot better understand the anchors and presuppositions which drive prominent political figures, 

such as Canadian Zionists Rosalie Abella and Irwin Cotler – participants in what Berger nicknames the 

“Zionist machine” – who advocate the twisted precepts of Zionism to our governments, institutions and 

through popular media messaging. Berger served a critical historic role as a collective conscience not only 

for his fellow followers of Reform Judaism, but for humanity in general. He was a dedicated follower and 

communicator of moral, monotheistic Judaism, who, as Jack Ross reveals, was weaned in the 1930s on the 

prominent, steadfast, Jehovah-faithful Old Testament prophets who bravely and repeatedly demanded 

justice in a land of injustice succumbed by the ‘flock of Israel’ and, notably, by Israel’s often wayward 

institutionalized prophets and misguided leaders. In this context, Berger repeatedly warned the world of the 

political dangers by political Zionists who misused and abused the term ‘anti-Semitism.’ In May 1970, five 

years before the November 10, 1975, United Nations Resolution number 3379, ‘Zionism is Racism,’ Berger 

summarized, yet again, this time to an audience at the Loeb Playhouse, Purdue campus, in West Lafayette, 

Indiana, that “Israel is anything but a democracy – a state which practices apartheid. There is an affinity 

between Israel and unprogressive, racist states.”  

 

The second and distinctly remarkable person I discovered a third of the way through my inquiry is Fayez 

Sayegh, the intellectual Palestinian academic, prolific writer, statesman and compassionate defender of 

Palestinian rights, who is primarily featured at length in Part 8 of this report, “Mover, Shaker, Resolution 

Maker.” Somewhat akin to Latin poet Virgil in Italian poet Dante Alighieri’s Divine Comedy poem, namely 

the special ‘human reason’ guide who led pilgrim Dante into the spiralling depths of The Inferno realm 

(Dante’s volume one), it was Sayegh, through his writings (as many as I could find), that became my 
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‘human reason’ guide to help understand the underworld mechanics and perspectives of Jewish Zionism. 

There are, of course, many other writers with commentaries on the mechanics for the other influential half 

of this perverse coin, namely Christian Zionism (perhaps an offshoot or integration to author Katherine 

Stewart’s understanding of ‘Christian Nationalism’ in her book, “The Power Worshippers”), a key, 

dominating subject untreated in this manuscript. 

 

A central thematic finding I deduced near the outset from my research pool of collected document sources 

spanning over eighty years, is that Zionist leaders of Israel have, over numerous decades, zealously set up 

an international defence shield apparatus, a force field as it were, the central aim and strategy of which is to 

simply avoid a similar political fate that befell Apartheid South Africa just over thirty years ago. The 

extensive efforts that have been cumulatively wielded and instigated into building this defensive apparatus 

– through the political, monetary and social aid of Christian Zionists – are simply astounding, absolutely 

and extraordinarily mind boggling, penetrating the political, military and judicial fabric and foreign policies 

of major world state entities. Positioned behind the shields of Christian Zionists and the evolving Israel 

Zionists organizationally dispersed throughout the world, have behaved like a parasitic plant, building a 

massive root system throughout an entire garden, sucking the very life in the soil from the other plants. 

 

In this respect, I interpret Israel’s actions in 1967 as the waging of three integrated wars. The first was, of 

course, the Six-Day war, a feigned war against its neighbour states to illegally gain territories from 

Palestinians, Syrians, and Egyptians, a war that awakened and kindled the sleeping “messianic” followers. 

The second was the launching of an international propaganda war. The third was a strategic political war on 

the United States, which would become its stalwart and powerful international ally at the United Nations, 

as well as its primary source for military funding. The greater fall and seduction of Canada would come 

later, the Zionist underpinnings coming into force in the 1980s under the Brian Mulroney Conservative 

administration (see Parts 2, 5, and 12). As this new foothold took root in changing Canada’s foreign policy 

and diplomatic messaging, it was under the Prime Minister Stephen Harper far-right, anti-Canada, 

administration (2006-2015) that took Canada to a new low, a submissive, unquestioning, embarrassing 

partner posture, unlike any previous administration. In fact, after that Prime Minister was booted out in the 

2015 election, he financially benefitted as an international far-right spokesman and shameless smiling 

salesman for Israel (see Part 4.3). 

 

Another central finding is related to the origins of the United Nations November 1975, Resolution #3379, 

‘Zionism is Racism’ – Irwin Cotler’s often-stated central sticking point discussed primarily in Part 7. I had 

first learned of UN Resolution #3379 in about December 2023 and was intrigued, drawn in, to 

understanding the origins of this show-stopper declaration. My lengthy treatment of this history in Part 8, in 

concert with my focus on Fayez Sayegh, forms the foundation of my understanding and arguments against 

Cotler and the world’s Zionists. The Resolution had nothing to do with the ‘Arabs’ or to the Soviet 

‘Communists,’ origins aggressively blame-propagandized by Zionist/Israel and its machine minions. 

Rather, the breadcrumbs on this thinking trace back to both Rabbi Elmer Berger – his anti-Zionist 

organization affiliate spokespeople with the American Council for Judaism, who had been repeatedly 

informing their North American, Middle East and European audiences that Zionism was/is discriminatory 

and racist, reasoned insights based on Reform Judaic thinking and writings that predate Berger – and more 

importantly, Fayez Sayegh, who penned the now famous and indispensable 1965 monograph, Zionist 

Colonialism in Palestine, when he launched the Palestine Research Center in Beirut.  

 

I deduced something else of importance from my research. Most people in the world have been 

brainwashed to only think about Germany’s early 20th century fascist’s tragic and horrible Holocaust upon 

Jewry (and an almost equal forgotten cleansing number of other ‘undesirables’) when they think about 

post-1948 ‘Israel.’ And, as historians note, there have been numerous holocausts thrust upon civilizations in 

recent centuries by colonial occupational powers. Both of my grandfathers, and my grandmother’s brother, 

were murdered (the latter by the KGB), amongst some estimated 40-60 million souls under the ruthless 
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dictator Stalin. In the late 1800s following, stated in the writings of prominent spokesmen, the primarily 

secular Jewish Zionists had already plotted to dispose of the Palestinians at the outset, and during 

Germany’s Holocaust, a subject generally and contextually lost from peoples’ collective memories. Those 

Jewish Zionists were fervent colonialists – like, for instance, extremist ‘revisionist’ Zeev Jabotinsky and his 

followers and financiers – caught up in the activities of military colonial powers of the day who were 

masters of other people’s lives and resources. As Germany’s fascists were clandestinely organizing their 

programs of ethnic cleansing, to make way for the ‘master race,’ radical Zionists in Palestine, many of 

which were immigrants from the east European leftist camp, or ‘labour’ Zionists, were contemplating and 

undertaking similar military-based and psychologic designs, either with or without British complicity. By 

1948, following the forceable displacement of Palestinians from some 500 registered settlements and 

towns, all of which were quickly renamed and swept under the rug by the Zionists, the United Nations, 

under new colonial directives, gave birth to a militant-military ideological monster, and that monster then 

sought to devour the international-rules-based United Nations and anything else in its path. 

 

As I fashioned this report, I witnessed the trauma, day-in, day-out, of Israel’s and the primarily United 

States assisted, almost unending atrocities, and can’t-find-the-words conduct of an ‘on-line’ genocide, as 

succinctly deduced as such in two reports in 2024 by United Nations (non-funded) rapporteur, Francesca 

Albanese. I stumbled upon Albanese’s November 15, 2023, presentation to Australia’s National Press Club 

at the outset of my research and was immediately enlightened on her explanation of why Israel “does not 

have” a “right to defend itself” argument heard almost daily throughout that genocide (see Part 3). I had 

never heard of her before, but I, and presumably like many others, was moved. I was impressed by her 

automatic manoeuverability, her unique and highly capable, powerful on-the-spot communicative abilities, 

and her ability to sharply call out those that needed to be called out. She was the good mother scolding her 

children. I then examined most of her published accounts and reviewed and followed many of her on-line 

presentations. Then, I noted a dramatic but glowing change in her. It began with her recent October to 

November 2024 tour of eastern United States and eastern Canada in the wake of a new authoritarian federal 

government in America. It was if she had emerged out of a cocoon, with new wings to face the world with 

her deep understanding of the complex dilemmas and injustices in Palestine and of Palestinians. (In a way, 

she reminded me of what Fayez Sayegh accomplished and had to endure.) With her new wings, she 

genuinely reminder-merged the plight of Palestinians with the genocidal injustices of the indigenous 

populations by the American and Canadian colonialists. She fashioned that context in each of her 

presentations. I understand that I am only one person in a sea of people who have come to respect her 

abilities and outstanding courage. As Albanese 

humbly recognizes, it is not about her, but who 

she labours to passionately advocate on behalf 

of – and free of charge!  

 

Speaking of which, this report – with almost 

1,000 images – is one hundred percent self-

funded, self-directed, self-composed, and 95 

percent self-edited. I am both glad that I found 

the time and self-determination to do it, and 

absolutely, sincerely glad that it is finally over. 

 

Lastly. I am most certain that legally trained 

Rosalie Abella and Irwin Cotler will wonder 

how it is that, yet another fellow Canadian 

would rise to openly criticize them in the 

lengthy fashion that I have. That is part of the 

‘democracy,’ that necessary freedom of well-

informed speech within the legislative state, 

Prime Minister Pierre Elliot Trudeau and Her Majesty Queen 

Elizabeth signing the Proclamation of the Constitution Act on 

April 17, 1982, at a ceremony in Ottawa, “guaranteeing the 

rights and freedoms in the Charter as the supreme law of the 

nation.” (Source: Government of Canada website, Learn about 

the Charter) 
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that they both themselves presumably honour, the flagship of which was raised in Canada’s Charter some 

forty years ago, the envy of much of the world, which some, as we see, would choose to weaken and 

extinguish (see Part 16).  

 

 

 

 

In this respect, a consequence of this now-more-evident breaking up of Canada’s Charter, Canadians have 

just witnessed the audacious, disturbing February 2025 Montreal City police arrest and jailing of Yves 

Engler from trumped-up, illogical, groundless charges, directly linked and coordinated, no doubt, to similar 

previous charges and jailings by Zionist program forces in Europe, in order to stifle and silence criticisms 

of Israel. 

Diagram from Part 17, indicating many of Irwin 

Cotler’s life-long roles in his professional capacities. 
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As a stated condition of his release, the Montreal Police’s 

lawyers requested Mr. Engler sign a confidentiality agreement, a 

gag order, which he refused. One could make the argument, by 

carefully tracing out its origins and developments, what with Mr. 

Cotler’s narrow interpretive policy word war he and others have 

waged with Canada’s blessings on ‘anti-Semitism’ over the last 

ten or so years, along with political pressures, that Engler, 

ironically, may have been a casualty of that process. And one 

could entertain the question, that with Mr. Engler’s 

constitutional rights being infringed upon, interfered with, by 

the Montreal police and its legal department, why is Mr. 

Cotler, a fellow resident of Montreal, and a renowned 

international ‘human rights’ advocate lawyer, not either 

automatically coming to Engler’s legal assistance to rightfully 

defend him, nor voicing his opposition to his wrongful arrest 

and imprisonment through his media page on-line platform at 

the Raoul Wallenberg Centre? But, as laid out in this report, Mr. 

Cotler would likely not come to Mr. Engler’s rescue. 

 

My sincerest hope, that in my self-education 

report about this problematic subject of 

Palestine, and about fellow Canadians 

Abella and Cotler as I have 

contextually reported here, that 

they will both find time to 

honestly and carefully reflect upon the truth 

of the matters raised and then make the 

necessary, required spiritual changes about 

the subject they often cite but fail to fully 

comply: to fight for the highest ground of 

moral justice, the full-on, full-meal, radical 

justice in a fallen Zionized-Zionistische 

world.  

 

I am open to discussing this report – any, 

and all, of its contents – with each and 

everyone covered within it. And, if I have 

made any errors or blunders, I welcome 

notifications for revising this volume. 

 

And if, in my eagerness and compassion to 

defend the rights of Palestinians, I have 

unintentionally harmed anyone mentioned 

in this report, it is because of my anger over 

what has been allowed to happen, and is still 

happening, in Palestine.  

 

Will Koop.  

March 05, 2025. 

(Email - info@bctwa.org) 

Image from Part 4.3. 

Above: Yves Engler’s father, emotional, 

pleading for his son. Below: Yves Engler 

released after bail hearing, February 24, 2025. 
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Part 1.  Rosalie Silberman Abella, a Supreme Court justice of Canada from 2004 - 2021, is, by all 

accounts, distinguished and venerably honoured by her peers, by academic institutions, politicians, 

celebrities, and incorporated societies. The sheer number of honors, awards, and tributes are quite 

astounding, even for a Supreme Court justice. But not venerated by all. Abella has been referred to as a 

dark horse.  

 

Abella, for the longest time, is a recognized defender of human rights and of freedom of expression. In 

monumental juxtaposition, here is the opening quote from her speech, Judicial Independence, Democracy 

and Human Rights, presented at the Minerva Center for Human Rights symposium, University of 

Jerusalem, Israel, on April 9, 2018: 

 

It is 70 years since Israel was born, 70 years since the values in the declaration of independence were 

articulated. It is also the 70th anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the 

Genocide Conventions, and the 80th anniversary of Kristallnacht. All of these, and the fact that we 

observe Holocaust Remembrance Day on Thursday, form the backdrop to this lecture on judicial 

independence. 

It is always a privilege for us to come to Israel, to see how it has flourished and to see the way, 

over the years, it has been a luminous symbol of how democracy can thrive under pressure. I 

first came to Israel in 1965 after my first year of university. I came because I had family here, but 

mostly I came because I was Jewish and wanted to see for myself how this miracle of a country had 

created a democratic oasis in the desert. Over the years, I came back again and again. Israel was an 

emotional magnet and an inspiration. Above all, Israel 

was a judicial beacon. I have been a judge for 42 

years, and one of the things I grew to be over the last 

several decades, with each visit to Israel, was a 

judicial ambassador for the judiciary of Israel. The 

Israeli judiciary’s tenacious loyalty to principles of 

democracy and Jewish values – concepts which for 

me are symmetrical and symbolic, even under internal 

and external siege – made them heroic in the eyes of 

judges all over the world. 

 

HUMAN RIGHTS 

UNDER SIEGE 
(Under a definition 

of Exclusion) 

https://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/trudeau-facing-choice-of-new-chief-justice-from-quebec-or-dark-horse-candidate-sources-say/article37047641/
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On January 11, 2017, the day before Abella made a false, condemnatory statement in a highly controversial 

Supreme Court Appeal proceeding (see Part 16), the Chicago Law School, its Northwestern Pritzker School 

of Law’s Centre for International Human Rights, awarded Abella as fourth recipient of the Global Jurist 

of the Year. The Globe and Mail (January 12, 2017) identified that former U.S. ambassador to Canada 

David Jacobson (2009-2013) had nominated Abella for the award, stating she “has shown a lifetime of 

commitment in the face of adversity to defending human rights or principles of international 

criminal justice. … What I said in my nomination that really distinguished Rosie from so many other great 

jurists in Canada, the U.S. and around the world, is the way she brings extraordinary human decency to the 

law. … I think the human quality she brings to the bench is unsurpassed in my experience.” The director of 

Centre’s International Human Rights, David Scheffer, said: “Justice Abella has stood throughout her 

judicial career for the enforcement of human rights principles for all Canadians, regardless of their gender, 

ethnicity or station in life.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In 2020, Germany’s president Frank-Walter Steinmeier presented Abella the Knight Commander’s Cross of 

the Order of Merit, an award “in the second-highest category of federal German decorations; the highest 

category is reserved for heads of state:” “Germany wished to honour justice Abella for the way she has 

drawn lessons from the Holocaust about the need to protect minority rights and the rule of law,” and in 

“fostering a relationship and visits between Germany’s Constitutional Court and the Supreme Court of 

Canada.” In 2023, acclaimed filmmaker Barry Avrich released a lengthy documentary, Without Precedent: 

The Supreme Life of Rosalie Abella.  
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Images from the December 2, 2023, Canada’s Walk of Fame Gala, at Metro Toronto Convention Centre on 

December 02, 2023, in Toronto, Ontario. Thirty-eight days prior to her disappointing opinion article in the 

Globe and Mail, Rosalie Silberman Abella is honoured, among other recipients of Canada’s Walk of Fame’s 

25th Anniversary Celebration. Abella was inducted into the Hall for Humanitarianism.  
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“We’re rolling back hard-fought human rights for 

minorities, immigrants, refugees, workers, and women. 

We are in a world now where too often law and justice 

are in a dysfunctional relationship and a world where 

prejudice poisons and hate kills. Too many 

governments have interfered with the independence of 

their judges and media; too many people are strident; 

too many people have been killed; too many people are 

poor; too many children are hungry; and too many 

people have lost hope. We are forgetting our 

compassion and making the vulnerable more 

vulnerable in a world that was supposed to have 

learned the horrendous cost of discrimination after the 

Second World War so that being different would no 

longer expose someone to danger. 

 

We’re in danger of a new status quo where anger 

triumphs over respect and indignity triumphs over 

decency, where injustice is tolerated, and tolerance is 

not.  

 

The human rights abuses occurring in some parts of the 

world are putting the rest of the world in danger 

because intolerance, in its hegemonic insularity, seeks 

to impose its intolerant truth on others. Yet we’re too 

reluctant to call to account the intolerant behavior that 

abuses citizens and instead we hide behind silencing 

concepts like cultural relativism, or domestic 

sovereignty, or root causes. These are concepts that 

excuse intolerance. Silence in the face of intolerance 

means that intolerance wins, and when intolerance 

wins, injustice wins, and democracy loses.”  
 

(Quote from: The Rule of Justice: The Compassionate 

Application of Law to Life, by Rosalie Silberman Abella, in 

Canadian Journal of Law & Jurisprudence, August 2023, pages 

305-315) 
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Due to her opinion article, Abella’s human rights reputations are now 

subject to conjecture. On January 9, 2024, three days prior to South 

Africa’s oral presentations before the International Court of Justice 

(ICJ) at The Hague, the Globe and Mail published Abella’s opinion 

article, The Genocide Case Against Israel is an Abuse of the Postwar 

Legal Order (see Part 3 for the full article). After casting aspersion 

upon South Africa – while the State of Israel’s lobby machine 

launched sleazy smear tactics to equivocate South Africa to Hamas – 

Abella proclaimed that South Africa’s case is without substance: “an 

outrageous and cynical abuse of the principles underlying the 

international legal order,” “an insult to what genocide means,” an 

“insult to the memory of all those on whose behalf the 

Genocide Convention was created.” Contrarily, in its January 

11, 2024, press release, the United Nations Human Rights 

Office of the High Commissioner “commends South Africa 

for bringing this case to the ICJ at a time when the rights of 

Palestinians in Gaza are being violated with impunity” under  

a “second Nakba.”  

 

In a January 22, 2024, YouTube video podcast by U.S. judge 

Andrew Napolitano, who interviewed U.S. history professor 

John Mearsheimer, they evaluated the ICJ’s ruling:  

 

“The fact that the Jewish people suffered egregiously during the Holocaust, an historical fact, that 

only a crazy person would attempt to deny, is largely irrelevant to what the IDF [Israeli Defence 

Force] is doing in Gaza, as we speak.  … The question is, what are the Israelis doing in Gaza? … 

There is no way you can dispute what has actually happened. … But this is a fallacy, is it not? The 

argument that Israel is carefully avoiding killing civilians is nonsense and is belied by reams and 

reams and reams of evidence. There is no question about it. It is one of the most destructive bombing 

campaigns in modern history. This is in the same category as the American and British bombing of 

Germany in World War Two, when we went after cities like Leipzig, Dresden, and Hamburg. When 

you are dropping lots of dumb bombs, and you are dropping 2,000-pound bombs in an area that is 

tightly packed with civilians, and you are killing huge numbers of those civilians, and many of them, 

in fact about 70 percent are women and children, it is impossible to make the argument that this is all 

about discrimination.”  

 

Nine months later in October 2024, Francesca Albanese, the U.N. Special Rapporteur On the Situation of 

Human Rights in the Palestinian Territories Occupied Since 1967, published her second report of the year, 

Genocide as Colonial Erasure. In her scathing indictment of the colonial State of Israel, she states:  

 

13. Since the previous report of the Special Rapporteur (A/78/545), and despite the ICJ interventions, 

genocidal acts have proliferated. Nearly a year of scorched-earth assault has led to the calculated 

destruction of Gaza: the human, material and environmental cost is unquantifiable.” 

 

15. The magnitude of destruction in Gaza has prompted allegations of domicide, urbicide, 

scholasticide, medicide, cultural genocide and ecocide. Nearly 40 million tons of debris, including 

unexploded ordnance and human remains, contaminate the ecosystem. More than 140 temporary 

waste sites and 340,000 tons of waste, untreated wastewater and sewage overflow contribute to the 

spread of diseases such as hepatitis A, respiratory infections, diarrhoea and skin diseases. As Israeli 

leaders promised, Gaza has been made unfit for human life. 

 

https://www.icj-cij.org/sites/default/files/case-related/192/192-20231228-app-01-00-en.pdf
https://undocs.org/en/A/78/545
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In the face of Israel’s feigned retaliatory measures, 1 it’s defiant and brutal ongoing crimes against 

humanity, unprecedented modern horrors and slaughters witnessed daily (referred to as a “televised 

Nakba”) by the world since October 8, 2023, including assault rifles freely doled out to settlers amidst the 

senseless beatings, shootings, deaths, and hundreds of hostage arrests inside the fortified Westbank and east 

Jerusalem, what would motivate Abella, a seasoned and principled jurist, to make unsubstantiated 

statements? Was Abella perhaps encouraged by the pro-Israel Canadian lobby forces? Did Abella perhaps 

confer with her colleagues at the Raoul Wallenberg Centre for Human Rights, as the Centre’s chairman 

Irwin Cotler, would also publish a similar opinion article the following day? Or did Abella quietly interpret 

the signals? Whatever the motivation, it was a significant gamble. Abella’s coming ‘out of the closet’ now 

may be interpreted as a significant miscalculation, jeopardizing her professional role and conduct as human 

rights advocate and reputation as a former national jurist. 

 

Two investigative articles published by The Maple on January 29, 2024 revealed some of the influential 

Israeli lobby networks in Canada, networks linked to wealthy Canadian funders. It addresses the twenty-

year-old non-profit, American registered, and Canadian incorporated organization,  

HonestReporting Canada, which functions as “a war room (“the war of persuasion,” “to control the 

narrative”) … to act as Israel’s sword and shield.” ‘HonestReporting’ Canada recently formed “a “united 

front” with Hasbara Canada” “to create the Canadian Campus Media Program,” to “monitor campus media 

and respond to coverage deemed to be “problematic.”  

 

The intriguing roles and shenanigans of the ultra-organized and well-funded international Israeli lobby 

networks influencing foreign states (evolving operations conducted for over one hundred years) continue to 

be unearthed, well-researched and well-documented. They are the subject of reams of audio and video 

interviews and documentaries, academic papers, podcasts, investigative articles. The authors exposing the 

creative and multiple manners in which the tentacled networks ‘defend the realm of Israel,’ have come 

under repeated attack by ‘the lobby.’ Since 2007 alone, the lobby web intrigue has been revealed in at least 

four books:  

 

* The Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy, by John Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt (2007) 

* Big Israel: How Israel’s Lobby Moves America, by Grant Smith (2016)  

* Israel’s Armor: The Israel Lobby and the First Generation of the Palestine Conflict, by Walter 

   Hixson (2019)  

* Architects of Repression: How Israel and its Lobby put Racism, Violence and Injustice at the Center  

   of U.S. Middle East Policy, by Walter Hixson (2021). 

 

Discussed in Part 2, determined forerunners who exposed the Zionist lobby in Canada some forty years ago 

were individuals such as John Sigler and Peyton Lyon. 

 

Within The Maple’s January 29, 2024, article, Irving Abella is identified as having been “on the board of 

directors” of HonestReporting Canada. He is the late husband of Rosalie Abella, and former and esteemed 

York University history professor and author. The Maple cites an article, Under Pressure, published by the 

Review of Journalism in the summer of 2005, which describes HonestReporting Canada as a “pro-Israel 

watchdog:” 

 

“HonestReporting is an American non-profit organization founded in 2000 by British students of Aish 

HaTorah, an international network of Jewish educational centres. The students were shaken by what 

 
1 I.e.: “Post-7 October, Israel has framed its military operations in Gaza as a war of self-defence and counter-terrorism against a 

terrorist group. However, it is well established that Israel cannot legitimately invoke self-defence against the population under its 

occupation. The occupying Power must protect, not target, the occupied people.” Quote from paragraph 70, U.N. Special 

Rapporteur Francesca Albanese’s October 2024 report, Genocide as Colonial Erasure. 

https://www.thepost.co.nz/nz-news/350115446/un-special-rapporteur-palestine-says-israel-may-have-committed-genocide
https://www.thepost.co.nz/nz-news/350115446/un-special-rapporteur-palestine-says-israel-may-have-committed-genocide
https://www.readthemaple.com/meet-the-billionaire-funded-pro-israel-group-influencing-media/
https://www.readthemaple.com/meet-the-billionaire-funded-pro-israel-group-influencing-media/
https://www.readthemaple.com/here-are-honestreporting-canadas-billionaire-and-millionaire-funders/
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they perceived to be media misrepresentations 

of Israel following the start of the second 

intifada. HR has since separated from Aish 

and now has affiliates in Canada (HRC), 

Brazil, Russia, Italy, and the United States, and 

100,000 subscribers worldwide. All chapters 

espouse the HR mission to ensure “fair and 

accurate” coverage of Israel in the media. But 

while the organization expects journalists to be 

free of bias, it doesn’t always apply the same 

rules to itself. 

 

In 2003, the Canadian affiliate opened its doors in a one-room office rental on the 17th floor of a 

high-rise building in midtown Toronto. HRC is distinct from its parent organization, with its own 

board of directors, which includes York University history professor Irving Abella (husband of 

Supreme Court Justice Rosalie Abella) and the group’s two founders, Ken Rotman, co-CEO of 

merchant bank Clairvest Group Inc., and Shmuel Veffer, associate rabbi of the Village Shul in 

Toronto.”  

 

Apocalyptic scene from Israel’s genocidal, bombing ruins of “open-air prison” Gaza, March 1, 2025. 

Palestinians, during the longest ceasefire since October 2023, are ‘celebrating’ Ramadan on the perhaps 

longest, continuous temporary, make-shift dining table in history, stretching off into the distance upon a 

hand-hewn pathway, and extending below the photo area. Temporary lights are strung up on either side of 

the festive table. It is a profoundly disturbing historic moment caught on camera.  
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Esraa Abo Qamar, “Palestinian writer based in Gaza,” wrote the following excerpts on March 1, 2025, for 

Al Jazeera, Ramadan in Gaza: Ruins and unshakable faith:  

 

“Last year was not the first time for us to observe Ramadan during a war. In 2014, I was only nine 

years old, but I remember very well how our Ramadan nights were filled with air strikes and 

destruction and how we had to rush out of our home in the dark, fleeing the bombing in our 

neighbourhood. 

But Ramadan last year [2024] was different. It was unimaginably worse. Hunger was everywhere. We 

fasted the entire day, only to break our fast with a can of hummus or beans shared between six 

people. With no electricity, we would chew the tasteless canned food in the dark. We would barely 

see each other’s faces across the table. 

Ramadan was stripped of its joyous spirit. We longed to hear the adhan (call to prayer) at Maghrib 

before breaking our fast or at Fajr before starting it. But those sounds never came. Every mosque was 

destroyed. There were 

people who wanted to 

do the adhan, but they 

were afraid – afraid that 

the sound of their 

voices would bring air 

strikes, that it would 

make them targets. 

Instead of breaking our 

fast to the familiar 

sound of the muezzin 

on the loudspeakers of 

the nearby mosque, we 

broke it to the terrifying 

echoes of missiles and 

gunfire. 

But last year, there was nowhere we could go to pray tarawih amid the genocide. 

Even the Great Omari Mosque – one of Gaza’s most beautiful and historic mosques, where my father 

and brothers used to spend the final 10 nights of Ramadan, listening to the Quran recited in the most 

beautiful voices – was gone, bombed into ruins, shattered beyond recognition. The place that once 

echoed with prayers and peace was turned into dust and rubble. 

This year’s Ramadan begins during a ceasefire. There are no air strikes shaking the earth as we break 

our fast. No explosions reverberating in the silence of Fajr. No fear of decorating our homes, of 

hanging colourful lights that might make us a target.  

More than 48,000 people have been killed during the war. Entire families have been wiped from the 

civil registry and will not observe Ramadan this year. At so many iftar tables, there will be an empty 

seat: a father whose voice calling his children to the table will never be heard again, a son whose 

impatience to break his fast will never be seen again or a mother whose skilled hands will never 

prepare delicious food again. 

The festive spirit is gone, but the core of Ramadan is here. This month is a chance to step away from 

distractions and concerns of ordinary life and reconnect with our faith. It is a time of forgiveness. It is 

a time to seek closeness to God and spiritual resilience. 

Our mosques may have been destroyed, but our faith has not been broken. We will still be doing 

tarawih in half-destroyed homes and tents, whispering all our wishes in dua’a and seeking comfort in 

reciting the Quran, knowing that Allah will reward us for all the suffering we have endured.” 
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Part. 2.  The Abellas and the Engaging Moments and Movements of 1988 (following) 

 

The 1989 book, The Domestic Battleground: Canada and the Arab-Israeli Conflict, contains a collection of 

stimulating essays, the last of which is called “Canada and the Arab-Israeli Conflict: A Discussion with 

Irving Abella and John Sigler.” The essay’s introduction summarizes that it “presents a discussion between 

the historian, Irving Abella, and the political scientist, John Sigler, about the broad contours of Canada’s 

diplomacy in the region, the power of domestic interest groups in the making of policy, and the initiatives 

that might be taken in the future:” 

 

The discussion places the groups, institutions, and events described in the book into a broader context 

and suggests the degree to which continuity has triumphed over change in Canada’s Middle East 

policy. Abella stresses the strong moral commitment that Canada has had to Israel’s survival and 

argues that this should remain a cornerstone of Canada’s approach to the region. Sigler 

emphasizes the disenfranchisement of the Palestinians and the responsibility that he feels Canada has 

to help to resolve the resulting dilemma. 
 

The “discussion” is a polite and rigorous sequential question and answer discourse by the two historians: 

Abella defending the State of Israel, and Sigler advocating the merits and rights of Palestinians. Both men 

were public figures followed in the Canadian press and media concerning Israel’s repression of Palestinians 

before, during, and following 1988. In the opening segment of the essay, two questions are asked of Irving 

Abella concerning “Canada’s interests in the Middle East” and their importance “in the larger scheme of 

Canadian foreign policy.” Abella states: 

 

“The third interest Canada has in the Middle East - and one that is not nearly as important as the other 

two but should be - is a moral one. Israel is a democracy, the only one in the area. There are so few 

democratic nations in the world that we have a moral obligation to support those that exist, especially 

one whose values - liberty, justice, equality - we share. Obviously, this does not mean underwriting 

all the policies of that government, but it does mean total support if the survival of that democracy is 

in question.”  

 

John Sigler takes his cues from Abella, and counters with the following: 

 

“Irving raises the importance of moral considerations in Canada’s concern with the Middle East. … 

His primary emphasis is on the moral obligation to support Israel as a democratic state, although he 

recognizes that does not mean support for policies of Israel which we regard as inconsistent with our 

values. How a state treats its own minorities is a critical element in judging the effectiveness of 

its democratic practices, and here Israeli practices towards its own Arab minority as well as the 

Palestinian population in the occupied territories have aroused increasing concern among civil 

rights organizations in Israel and abroad. … The Canadian government, along with the 

international community generally, has certainly sharpened its criticism of Israeli policies, 

particularly on what is seen as the excessive use of force against a civilian population. … Canada’s 

present position on the Palestinians is somewhat different from the American position, and that’s 

because we didn’t have to negotiate in 1975, as Mr. Kissinger did, a second withdrawal agreement 

from the Sinai, in which he put in a secret protocol that the United States would not negotiate with or 

recognize the PLO [Palestine Liberation Organization].” 

 

Sigler, though wrong about Palestinians as a “minority,” points out the following:  

 

“There have been visible differences within the Canadian Jewish community over Israeli policies 

toward the Palestinians. The Canada-Israel Committee has long taken a position that it does not 

criticize Israeli policies, which is consistent with its position as an interest group. But Israelis 
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themselves are deeply divided on the right policies to follow and that division is readily translated 

into the Jewish community in Canada. As in Israel, many in the Canadian Jewish community are 

wrestling with the agonizing question: “Is the continuing suffering of the Palestinians to be the 

price of the existence of a Jewish state”?” 

 

There were two prominent political forces at work as to why the 1989 Arab-Israeli Conflict book of essays 

was published. The first and largest influence of course had to do with the ‘First Intifada’ (First 

‘Awakening’) in Israel that painfully dragged on from December 1987 to September 1993, and the resulting 

international publicity and public backlash resulting from the Israeli military, police and settler brutality 

upon the Palestinians, the subject of ongoing, daily publicity in Canadian media chains. The abusive 

violence in Israel, amidst violence taking place across the planet, was disturbing the public masses, creating 

deep-felt anxieties and societal agitations, leading to the formation of advocacy groups, countless meetings 

and presentations, marches and demonstrations in the streets, and the pivoting and maneuvering of political 

figures and statements.  

 

The second force had to do with a politically charged incident, what two prominent federal Canadian 

politicians stated before a jam-packed audience at a special conference held on March 10, 1988, hosted by 

the Canada-Israel Committee for its 13th annual meeting, where Israel’s United Nations ambassador 

Benjamin Netanyahu gave the main address. The statements by the two Members of Parliament who 

criticized the State of Israel, resulted in a sudden tidal wave of concerns and responses across Canada, not 

going unnoticed by the mandarins at the U. S. State Department. Their statements, summarized in the 

Toronto Star on March 9, 1988, Palestinian clashes cast shadow over Canada-Israel gala, were prompted 

by one or two recent reports presented to a special federal parliamentary committee.  

 

“There has been an unprecedented rash of statements in the House of Commons critical of Israel from 

Conservative and New Democratic Party MPs. One Tory MP [Joe Clark] has equated Israel’s 

actions with South Africa’s human rights violations against blacks. Two groups of Canadian 

politicians have come back from visits to the Middle East highly critical of Israeli policies in 

dealing with the Palestinian protests in the occupied territories. …  Both groups of 

Parliamentarians plan to make reports to External Affairs Minister Joe Clark on human rights 

violations on the West Bank and in Gaza. … there has been a Liberal [Party] silence reflecting the 

deep divisions in the caucus, whose chairman Marcel Prud’homme is pro-Arab. Four of his 
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colleagues are Jewish. … Toronto MP Lynn McDonald presented a report, described as hard-hitting 

but fair, that generated what one participant called an “animated discussion.” 

 

Vancouver MP Svend Robinson, who 

visited the Israeli-occupied West Bank 

with the Canada-Arab Parliamentary 

group, has said the Israeli army “basically 

is out of control.” He apparently took a 

strong line against Israel in the caucus 

meeting. In the Commons, the party’s 

foreign affairs critic, Bill Blaikie, a United 

Church minister from Winnipeg, has been 

tough on Israel. … MP Howard McCurdy, 

of Windsor, has talked about the 

“bankruptcy” of Israel policy. Among the 

Tories, Bud Jardine of New Brunswick 

asked the Commons on January 20 to 

“express its rage and indignation” against 

an Israeli blockage of food for 

Palestinian camps. On February 26, he 

told the Commons, “I plead for the 

government to show the same 

leadership against human rights 

violations in Palestine as it has shown 

and demonstrated in South Africa.” … 

Chairman Bill Winegard, respected Tory 

MP from Guelph, said … “most 

Canadians are shocked by what they see 

on television.”   

 

The Toronto Star article, published the day 

before the Canada-Israel Committee gala 

meeting, stated that Middle East scholar and Carleton University professor John Sigler was a signatory to a 

February 1988 “national advertisement … by the Canadian Coalition for Palestinian Human rights,” an ad 

that “lashed out at Israeli violence:”  

 

“The Arab-Israeli issue has been redefined as one of human rights and that is the first time that 

has happened,” said John Sigler. … Sigler noted the ad carried more labor union names that might 

have been expected a year ago, as well as Jewish names from such organizations as Jews for a Just 

Peace and Canadian Jewish Outlook. 

 

On January 19, 1988, just over a month after the initiation of the First Intifada, the Toronto Star printed 

Irving Abella’s opinion article, Why it’s not all Israel’s Fault. Abella wrote,  

 

“The Palestinians must also share the blame for their misfortunes. Forty years ago, they were offered 

a state alongside the newly created Jewish state and rejected it, opting instead to drive the Jews out. 

They failed. Twenty years later, in 1967 Israel offered to swap its newly captured territories for peace. 

Again, the Arabs refused, promising more war instead. Ten years ago, the Palestinians turned down 

the autonomy plan offered them in the Camp David Accords, a plan some observers argued would 

have ultimately led to sovereignty. And I fear that the purpose of the present rioting is not so 

much to get the Jews out of Gaza and the West Bank as it is to get them out of Israel.” 



26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O'ITAWA (CP) - larael hu Ibown 
maturlty and humanity In handling 
the Il-mootlHlld Paleatlnian upr1l1llg 
In the occup\ed territories, lJraeJi 
President Chalm Henog told ParUa
menton~a,y. 

rjiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii"~ In a speech to the Senate and the Commons, fl@called on Canadians to 
understand Israel'. special cir
cumstances In the Middle East. He Sta r Phoenix April 19, 1989 

PUBLIC FORUM 
"CHILDREN OF THE 

INTIFADA IN PALESTINE" 
Guest Speaker: 

Dr. Jacqueline Steir., Ph.D. Psych. 
Director ot Early Childhood Education 

Catholic University ot Bethlehem 

Wednesday, April 19, 1989 
University of Saskatchewan 
Arts BuIlding Room # 143 

7:00 p.m. 
Sponsored by the Canadian Coalition for Palestrnlan Rights 

stressed that hll coonlry waul!! peace 
wUh Its neighbors. Including 
Palestinians. 

MeanwhUe, Prime Minister Brian 
Mulroney urged Israel to show 
moderation and restraint toward 
Palestinians In the territories of the 
west Bank and Gaza Strip. 

And External Affairs Minister Joe 
Clark later told the Commons that 
during a private IWlCh with Herzog. 
he and the prime minister raised the 
matter of the detention of Palestl· 
nlans and Palestinians' right to 
protection under the Geneva Convent., 

Henog. the flnt Israeli head of 
state to vLs11 Canada. spoke to 
Parliament as a small group of pro
Palestinian demonstrators on 
Parliament HUI protested his visit 

The president acc used the 
Palestlnf: Liberation Organization of 
double-talk In lis peace initiatives 
and lIs leader, Vasser Aralat, of 
intimidating Palestinians ..... ho wanl 

_ Hosted in Saskatoon by _ Mothers International _ peace with Israel 

Students Against Apartheid ~~~?n:~~~ rtCent eight-year 
- Muslim Students Association - Latin American Students Iran ·lraq war . the kUling of 

Association demonstrators In Syria and Algerta 

I ~!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!,J and the slaughter In Beirut to L UJuslrate tsrael 's posllion as a "soUd 
Isl and of stabUlty. loyalty and friend· 
ship to the Wesr ' \n the region 

Already 25,000 refugees from 
Beirut have crowded Into Israel seek· 

-..:.r .. ~ --.--
CPPF Run FOfl i~ > CJPME ~~~ Palestine ,,_.,l ---

Ed ....... lon 

log IIeC'UI'Ity, he told MPI and 

-""'. "My lfiends, al l of this Is going on 
at the moment and hu aroused IItUe 
reaction In thedvUlzed world. 

" In the cruel, distorted, prejudiced 
covera8ll! by the media 01 events In 
the Middle East, the slaugtlter In 
Beirut does not warrant the cOverage 
given to children throwing stones In 
some West Bank villages." 

In his: remaru introducing Henog, 
Mulroney said Israelis " a tribute to 
the deep spiritual belids and the IIIl
failing personal courage of a 
remarkable people." But he said 
forbearance and restraint - even ID 
the face of Intense provocation - are 
the hallmarks of a strong and 
confident nation. 

HUMAN TRAGEDY 
"The death of a child - Israeli or 

Palestlnlan - Is an overwhelming 
hwnan tragedy," Mulroney told the 
Commons. 

"Canadians who understand and 
sympathize with Israel urge 
none the less moderation and 
reasonableness in the belief lbat 
ultimately such a policy wUl bring 
about an tqually responsible attitude 
on Ult other side " 

Mulroney said Israel 's proposal for 
elections In the occupied territories 
could help break the cycle of violence 
and lead to a Just and durable peace 

MPs and Senators gave Henog 
standing ovations belore and after his 
speech The only erceptlon was Mon· 
treal Li beral MP Marcel 
Prud'homme, a longtime supporter 
of Palesllnlanri Is. 

were heavUy Involved In supplying 
Iran to keep the Iran-Iraq war g0.
Ing." the Unlvenlty of Toronto pro
feaor uld. 

"He neglected lO mention that 

Israel Invaded Lebanon and exacer
bated the exlstlna c:lvU war, ClvU war 
In Lebanon wu part of their game 
plan for yean In an effort to can
Ionize Lebanon." 
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Some Canadian Jewish academics raised 

the thorny issue of anti-Semitism. Irving 

Abella and Irwin Cotler, both former 

chairmen of Canadian Professors for 

Peace in the Middle East, were amongst 

those doing so. Cotler’s ongoing 

pronouncements of anti-Semitism 

blaming would later reach a culmination 

point in 2006 when the National Post 

published a full-page article on 

September 12, written by Cotler, The 

Disgrace of Durban – Five Years Later. 

Following speaking engagements in 

1988, Irving Abella, at a conference on 

world anti-Semitism held at McGill University on February 19, 1989, said: “recent events in the Middle 

East have prompted a rise in overt Canadian anti-Semitism by providing socially acceptable opportunities 

for people with latent anti-Semitic bias to express it. He said Jews need to “scream out” when anti-Semitic 

ideas are expressed. “We have a vocal Jewish community and a wealthy Jewish community. We have 

people with connections. And we should use them.” The February 20, 1989, Montreal Gazette news article 

also quoted Yehuda Bauer, “who heads a centre for the study of anti-Semitism at the Hebrew University of 

Jerusalem. … said he thinks the Israeli government occasionally has misused the memory of the 

Second World War slaughter of the Jews for its own political purposes.”     
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Israelis are not above criticism 
F~C('rpls from a sptffh by E:t: tmW Affairs 

MlnisUr Joe Oarlo; to the CallMa-lsrael 
Commil1ee, Marth 10, 1988. 

Human-righ ts violations such as we have 
wit nessed in the West Bank and GIIl.3, are 
unacceptable, and in many cases are illegal 
under internationnllaw. 

The U.)C of live ammuni tion to restore civilian 
order; the withholding of food supplies to 
control and penalize civilian populations. and 
the use of bealings 10 pre·empt further 
demonstrations have all been witneSS«!. 

UN officials and Red Cross observers, to say 
nothing of thc media, report that these actions 
are deliberate instruments of the "iron-risf' 
policy designed to re·establish conlIol by force 
and by fear. These actions appear patt of a logic 
of containment pre·dating recem disturbances. 

Such acts, no matter the historical contex t or 
provocation. arc shocki ng to Canadians and to 
many Israelis. 

There have been suggestions Ihat events 
reported by the media were ;'myths" based on a 
few instances of a breakdown in discipline. 
Certainly the lack of adequate training for 
maimaining civil order and the youthfulness of 
some of the Israeli troops have oombined to 
worsen the situation. But we have to face some 
inescapable facls. 

I am not unsympathetic to tne views of the 
friends of Israel. who regard media reports of 
rccent events as unfai r "snapshots" of a complex 
issue, the history of which is easily o\'erlookcd in 
these times of turmoil. Yet the painful incidents 
arc vividly before us every evening on television. 
Unhappily, they are not fabrica tions to be 
addressed through greater medi a control. 

The government of Canada is mindful of the 
plight of Israel; of its legi timate SCC1lri ty needs: 
of its fears engendered by the hostility and past 
aggression of its neighbors: of the conundrum i l 
(aces in the occupied terri tories: of the legacy of 
hatred and mistrust that must be addressed to 
achieve reconciliation and peace with the 

... offers advice 
terri tories. 

Palestinians. We are also, 
however, at one in OUt 

commitment to a single 
human-rights policy 
which reneclS the basic 
values of Canadian 
society. and whose 
principles we seek to 
apply universally. 

We calion Israel's 
leaders to show 

compassion and 
to make the 

10 

rno" 

A blunt truth that has emerged starkly from 
recent events is that Israel's chief adversary and 
challenge is the Palestinians - not her Arab 
neighbors. The implications for the peace 
process are fundamental. 

My discussions with the leaders of Jordan, 
Saudi Arabia and Egypt leave no doubt tbal 
they want a lasting peace, and are willing to lend 
their assistance in negotiations. They too. 
however. have taken notc of recent 
developments in tne occupied territories and 
may be expected to be increasingly reticent in 
coming to an agreement unless it is acceptable to 
the Palestinian people and its leadership. 

In focusing on recent Israeli actions, I do not 
mean to suggest Ihat blame is to be found only 
on one side. 

Palestinian leadership in the past has failed to 
seize opportunities, to take the necessary risks 
required to bring peace. As in Israel, Palestinian 
leaders have 10 overcome deep division within 
thei r ranks and exhibit wisdom, moderation and 
vision if peace withjustitt for its people is to be 
achieved. 

Israelis and Palestinians seek security and 

freedom to live in their own distinctive political 
and social systems. 

Prog,ress in thai direction could be made it the: 
Pales tinian leadership look the bold step 01 
formally announcing its acceptance or the 
indcpendcnct and territorial inlcgrily of Israci:jn 
return for Israeli wilhdrawa] trom terri tories 
occupied since 1967. Steps by the Palestine 
Liberation Organiz.ation 10 accept unequivocally 
United Nations' security resolutions 242 and 338 
could have a dramatic impact on Israeli public 
opinion. altering the whole equation or the peace 
process. or similar significance would be the 
unambiguous acceptance or these resolutions 60 
the pari of Israel - an acceptance confused by 
Likud's intransigence on the very principle or 
territorial compromise. 

The uprising in the territories has been 3. 

watershed. A generation bred under occupation 
has declared its determination to resist. One 
fears that pbysieaUy crushing it could have even 
more tragic results than the persistence of 
unreSt. There is no turning back. A policy 'Of 
indefinite cOnlrol over lIle land. without an 
acknowledgement of the rights of ils inhabitants. 
has failed. For the Palestinians. tolerable living 
conditions can never compensate for the absence 
of dignity and the freedom to order one's affairs 
according 10 one's own values. . 

Canada is firmly of the view that peace hinges 
on territorial compromise. Resolution 242. which 
e"presses the principle of the exchange of land 
for peace. offers the best hope: of breaking the 
vicious cycle of violence and of achieving ' a 
resolution. The leadersnip of Israel knows this is 
ou r position. and that it represents the honest 
assessment of a friend. Palestinian leadeTs 
likewise know where Canada stands. 

Events in the West Bank and Gaza have 
demonstrated that intransigence offers, at best. a 
cos tly illusion of securi ty. It promises a future pC 
strife and . ultimately. a crisis of identity fpr 
Israel. 

Israel's friends can't remain silent 
Israel no IOllger CIIrries uith it a general di.~pen'>l1-
lion from criticism or questioning b«ause of "hat 
was done to ,he Jewish people in Europ<' by the 
NlUis during I/Ild before the Serond World War 

~brch 15. 1988 
Ry JO:-;"TI IAN MANl1I0RPI: 
Sou, .... " ...... 
OTTAWA _ Wha, Jot Clark did las, ... , .. 1< 

,",',"" 10 mali. i . pnuibk lor ...",..,. .. .,. 
Canodi3ll"l'inioo IO di_ ih<poIici<ool the 
"" .. mmrn! ol b,ad "'Iboul oU""",;.,.If .o 
,11< moru .. ",olih< NOli <kathwopo. 

It "'as " """"~ Ipo:oedI ....... lomal 
afloj,. mo"'>~r P'" '0 ,11< annoW rn«1in8 of 
,ho C..,ada·t".ti Commin.,.,. 

a.rt ..aid ih< r=n' ..,.inn> 01 .... t.r.di 
mi~lary in ih< O<a!pied '~rri ....... 0( Gau 
and 111< I\'toI Rank " .... ,"'ally ......:«p.able. 
and in M3IIY cases ill<pl uDder iII ...... 'i"" .. 
1 ... ·." 

Ho Ih,<d ,11< us< olli ... an",,,,,,,tioI> and 
'ea, pi 10 rnlorc civilian OI\kf. ,"" 
..,ilhholdl.. ol rood >upplia. and 1M 
purp<lO<lul "...,min& ol ,Y"""",," .. thc 
U""""'f'IIbk 1_ ol [" .. 10 OCCUpItiorL 

Tht clear no .. 01 "~a<p<n"" ";t1t the 
1" .. li 1"'=""'" oam< moo' dnman.eaIly 
from Clart .'100. in 1919. "'Uf$I<d mewing 
111< Canad,an EmW.<.y lrom Tel A';' to !he 
I..,hnkally -""""pt«!- cily ol ~ in ~ 
S""u", oI>Otidan1y.,tb thc l.,.tip<apk_ 

Thtmd.ay'. ~ "'-as do ...... by and. 
lndcod. oddcd to. by 1M Pri .... Min;i$lc1'. 

"'lice. TbU ... "" opcedI '" Iont ...... ..ru.m 
by auk. espe<W1y ~ only Ibm _1M '"'" 
BnaD M~Irnn<Y &saib«l thc Undi ...,..... 
10 .... P .... 1JRlltl ~oIiaoto .. 
~rn''''' n.. .-...... in Ihe """"pOtd I<moon........" 
10· u-... ,""",,'1<'<1 • """"" 01 prrpIaocf 
"""""",,,"lJDO"I"'""YC&ftOdiaoh1. -
....... hkdy "'" ... noo ..... mi'" """";1) - who 
",,,,,,)' suppno1 ....... Sod cit.. and 
p<'I'OIJICJ>' tbIow 01 "!'IIWI n&III'''''''' .... an' 
to be ""m .. !he poIitocai Iaicoa 01 • ptnp .. 
.. iIOO b3>~ b«n m.., •• " ....... _01 .... ....".. 
r .... I .... oIbnotab.)· '" ~.........,. 

A r ... ""~ doosn 10 dtspUJ< MIllS. Sam. 
olCbrt·. ~"''''''lIICttIIICoI&tItac. 

ltI orpM.a,i"" «><np<Wns many ol m. moo! 
imp<o11t1' Ca....:!i.., Jewish ~atiOflS. 
low>oI .... spttcll i.toIe,ablt. Somt boo<d Iljm 
>nd$Olll< ",a1kN OU'. 

"<Iouble dd .... "'3> """.n by m. hiV>lY 
o"ind" .. and o:bati1m&,k b .... H >mbal.$ador 
'0"" Uni,«l Nations., Bon)amin Ne'aD,-uu. 
....... lI<addteSKd "" 1tI.t>OI ....... "1-

Tho dtmonmations in G ..... aDd !he W OOl 

BanI; art an orchcs< .. ,ed ..... ""«u in .... 
P .... 'inian'· old .. ' .... and putpO!rlully play<d 
IOf lh< !<kvisiOfl <am<r.U, bt...;<I. ~Wha' you 
..., i. an . " omp' 10 "" kkI. inlO !he .\rtrtI 
and '0 "y 10 "., ...... kids~IIcd.~ 

Th<r< may .... 0 bt wth in .hil. Man)n art .'.)1 ... lI~>bltJlI$tit"'"tinn IOf. ,-
A,.j " ... ""Id "'" bt .... lirs, ti .... ohm: has 

ben .., lIn$p01:<I1 cotIOpiracy 00 ........ 
dtmons,r,olnr> and .... ItkvisOoo carr.traS. II 
has bappmcd in PoIaDd. in South Africa and 
in Nonbom 1",'-1 

Vel an .1Ia1 COIUIOI"O>< m. dtqxT rulily 
"" "hid! Clark 1'.11 "" I ........ 

10, .. 1 no Ions« carriq ..-jill ;1 • ~>I 
<llipom.olion lrom aiti<Um ..... qllOtinnma 
boca ... ol ,,'ha. "'3> doD< to 1M Jewish """""" 
irI Europe by Ihe N .... dun", and bef ..... tbt 
Stcood ""oriel War 

1\'bi1o 1 ....... bas a do ... ria.b' 10 dd'end 
ibd ........ of Ihe ~I-' xtioos in tho 
P"" I ... , ~an bo .. ben <mubIi", muy 01 
brad'.' ........ and.rue.. Tbr 1982inv ..... 01 
........", 1>01 0IIIy 1oooo:d • ,tmnoil .. bOdI 
_ ........ to VOW" ;" ....... ty. bui spot. 01 0 
broadoof policy 10 dnlabitiu b<t 8<!&f>bnn.. 

Tho Id...al 01 .... IlrOdi .. ,..onun ... " 10 
bqtn di • ..,. pt_ .....,..._ .. ,Ill II .. 
~ .. PfOP'Md 1»' Un"N SuIt< 
Sccttwy of SUo .. 0.0.1" SIJolu. pontzJS _ 

"'''-sm«' .. ,Ill .bIch , ........ al'Io<o -
I><poImn& 10 .... patxn<e. 

SIdIy. _ all kwDh Itadm. appno<:i.I .. !ho' 

u.ernal Affairs Minis ter Joe Clar~ 

ht! P'''' 00IH'"f<Ous Ip«dI 

Clark', >pndI .. 'ymp""""l10 ol • s-i"lo 
...... ofrcali.<.m....,.."hr .. r.lr><DOh. 

.... '<dt<nd cdilion of .... Ofu ... Olhrn 
quoted • kllCJ to M~ from Sirplom 
\ "ICIOI'. presodnI. 01 tho< J.,...;w, Cornmum!)' 
C~lolOt ....... 

Tbr ..... "SpaptI' quo... Vinoor as "'yiDg 
Clark', ,anarb .... nt1am. til< p-... 01 
baued" m CaIYdo ..... art pari ot • -risi", 
.. - at aDti·StmtIism luclJod by .... P .... ti"" 
Libmouoo> Orpniu ...... _ tIto>t ""'" dmy 
.... HnIo<:aUOll. 

n.......,... 01 Clart· • ."....,.. ..... Jim Ihe 
OppO'"~. n.. poIiCJa of tho b,a.cti 
""""""""' .... ..,""portoI>.!ho,iq" ........ 
.... "" Ion&tr ..-.. 1IiJm, 0111 01 """"""' 
....,t!ooymoybt ....... t.obns...".,.-.COutt 
;:~ lUI} &fOUI'''' tb< lurlab<: lriaso< ot 



29 

 

A more visible, growing split among Canadian and 

American Jewish citizens seriously emerged in 1988 

concerning the actions and policies of the colonial and 

occupier Israeli State.  

 

American Jews' silence 
rapped by Israeli writers 

fsrael may be 'losing its soul' 
~ver policy on Aralls, rabbi says 

The Associated Press F~bruary 12, 1988 

NEW YORK - Four prominent 
israeli writers sharpl y criticized 
Amerkan Jews for faili~ to sp<'sk 
out against Israeli policies in the 
occ upi \!d Palestinian territories. 
They said their silence amouniS to 
suppor . for tlte "wrong side," 

among his books The Lol"(~r. Ot is a 
writer of fiction and essays whose 
books in(' lude llue and There ill lile 
Land of Israel. 

Amichai is a poet and Elon is a 
journalist who has written books on 
Israel. 

By ~I Morrl!; Toronto Sur 'On1y platform' 
Hundreds of peo]lle c rowded into 1. 

Betti Shalom Syrlagogue last night ~ '1] regret th;)! this 1ll.1)' be the 
t';~'t\ear 3 prominent Metro rabbi onlY'platform in the communlty 
amf1.wo Jewish professors sp~k mMr than my pulpi t - where [ 
out against Isr~ I '~ l1CCupati<ln of ~:~~~,~~icfl\~~~~~~Y eml my con· 

f.il~~~~W:;n~;,d~~r:r5t~!tbi at " Michael Manus, wile clla lrro 
!:Jill{ Blo!som Temple, Wl/frlL'd Ilwl tlle 'meeting, criticilcd the Cana
lSTaCl mU3t end it ~ 20'yeaT-{llri dt3)1,' Jewlsll CongreSli and major 
domtnation of Palestin ian Arabs IIr ~faadian Jewish or~anizations for 
ifs\t' ll "trampl ing of Jewish deriJ:cting Ihe issue by focusing on 
v;i hi~." the_media coverage or the rocent 

"wael is In danger of losing its wuest 
soUl; whl~ pf~serving its . b!Jdy,·' "This is nol lin [~racl·bashing 
Marmur to ld about 450 people at meeli ng, nor a mcdia·bashiJ1j:l 
tlie' gathering sponsorro by tile merlin ,.. There are major prob· 
canadian Friends of Peace l" (IW. IcIT\.'i iJetW€cn Israel ami the Pales
; ' .p.:'r', ce Now is l ' broad·based tini3ns Ih3t h3ve to besolved. Ours 
J.5raell movement which rocently 15 an authentic Jewish voice that 
held an eO,OOD-strong derr,Mstra- SJ~'."'.~h ~ ,.!!,a,~d", .... I""g. with other 
Hon' in Tel A~'iv against the I5Tae1i " 0 TU _....... ..,., d. 
ar,my'5 handling til rio lcr~ in the Peace :-.Jow pregident Mel Ship" 
West Bank and Gala Strtp. man said wat in the last two weeks 

Mlirmur ~nd other speakers 200 people in Metro alone lwvc 
criticized m ai n~ t ream Je wi sh joinNI the group. A tolal of 1,000 
"l:irganlzations for f3 111ng \0 l'On· be long to branches in Torooto, 

•
<tetn.:.h lhe Israeli OlXUpation. Montreal and Ottawa. Another 

may start in Winnipe!;. 

February 4, 1988 

The 60·member Jews fOf n J ust 
Pea ce was fo rmed ft'(-'en lly in 
Metro as ~ respOllse against cur
fl'flt Is raeli Plllicies in the West 
Bank and Gaza. 

Vosef Lapld, a professor of inter
natlM3l relations at lhc Hebrelj,' 
University of JerLlSalem, said the 
recent uprising foreshadows the 
end or the 2O-year "status quo" ror 
str~teg ic ~asl)ns. 

"We have neither the mnler i,,] , 
military m.r mO Tal cnpabiiities to 
ad ln iniste r one-and-a·halr million 
host!!e, hatefu]' naUonalistically 
mooilizt:d Palestinian Aratls," he 
said. 

Lapid, a ,'!siting professor at 
Carle'.On University in Ottawa , 
said thai if Israel docs not with
d raw "oluntarily, "i t wiD he im· 
posed upon us." 

University of Toronto socio logist 
Robert Brym arglJ('d Ihat lsr..el 
has stayed in the occupied territo
ries fur e<;OIlomic reasons. 

He said the 120,000 migrant 
Arab workers who travel rrom we 
the \vest Batik and Gaza to Israel 
each day suooid ize Jewish "'elfare 
programs ~t.o the tUlle of $200,000 
U.s. a day," provide a cheap labllr 
force. Ind a market ror Israeli 
goods. 

In a letter published Sunday in the 
New York Times, the Israelis urged 
Jews in the United States to condemn 
the army crackdown on Palestinian 
protesters In the occupied West Bank 
and Gaza Strip. 

" By their ve ry sil ence. they 
(American Jews) are massh'ely in
tel"\'ening in Israeli politics and si
lently but effectively supponing one 
side, the tragicially wrong side," A.B. 
Yehoshua , Amos Oz. Amos Elon and 
Yehuda Amichai wrote. "We implore 
them to speak up." 

Yehoshua told The Associa ted 
Press he hopes iO\'o!"ement of 
America n Jews would increase 
pressure on WashingtOn to seek a 
speedy settlement of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict 

Yehosbua is a writer of fiction, 

Several prominent American Jews, 
including movicdirNtor Woody Allen 
and Rabbi Alexander Schindler, Icad· 
er of Jewish Reform ('ongregal ion~ . 
in the past few weeks ha ve con· 
demtWd army policies in the occupied 
territories. 

But other American Jewish leaders 
ha\'e reiterated the traditional posi
tion of non·interference in Israel's 
security concerns. 

Yehoshua said such a position is no 
longer valid. 

" Israells are split into two camps," 
he said. "There is a combat betV,et'l1 
two ideologies. American Jews h3\ \! 
to speak out. Theycan'l be indiHen.'nl 
to what Is happening." 

In their letter, the writers sharply 
criticized Israel's policies during zo 
years of occupation and the crack· 
down on Pal~tinian protCM~ tha t 
began Dec. 8. 

I 'need' criticism 
WASHINGTON - This monlh a dislln

SUlshed group 01 American doctors went 10 
Israel to· Investigale Ihe recen l oilicial 
governmenl policy 01 '·beatings" 10 cow 
Paleslinlans. 

"There is a systemalie pattern 01 limb 
injury that is clearly organized 10 cause Irac
lures !hal will not resull In morlality," Dr. 
Jenniler leaning 01 the Harvard Medical 
School reporled 01 !he hundreds 01 cases 01 
broken bones Ihey lound among Palestinians 
01 all ages. But Ihere was perhaps somelhing 
even worse than the broken bones. 

01 Ihe Israeli soldiers sent oul to beal 
Arabs with clubs, rilles and two-by· lours, 
she said: "They definilely do not appear 10 
be out 01 control. That Is one 01 !he darker 
!hings we saw. These are not aberrations. 
The pallern is controlled, a systemalic pat
lern aver a wide geographical area. II 's as il 
!hey'"" been inslrucled." 

February 17, 1988 

Of the palienls, she said !hallhey "looked 
like Ihey had been maUled, as if !hey had 
been pul Ihrough a washing machine 
wringer. They would have had 10 hold Ihem 
down and jusl keep bealing !hem." 

One is a1mosl Incredulous, walchlng llrese 
sinisler developmenls In a redeemed coun· 
try born in Idealism and in Ihe original Zion· 
isl idea 01 Ihe Jewish people as, finally in 
history, a "nonnalized people." It I. all 100 
grolesque, 100 vulgar, 100 surreal. Jews, 
whom !he world has seen lor cenlurle. lead· 
Ing the fighl lor jusllce and civil righl. and 
againsl lorture and wanton killing, now nol 
only allow lerrlble beallngs bul carry them 
oul as approved slale puli<:y and dare lhe 
world 10 crlliclze II! 

Whal has gone so lerrlbly, Irightfully 
wronR? When did lhe dream lurn to nlghl
mare? I relurn 10 my original slory 01 1969, 
when there was stili time to correct the oriT 
gins 01 !he disasler we see today. 

Il ls ·true lhil American politicians remain 
so cra""n on anylhing 10 do wi!h Israel that 
Israelis are right 10 see Ihey are men easy to 
buy 011. (Where have all OUr presidenllal 
candldales been in speaking oul on the gro
tes que situation now in Israel, lor 
inslance?) 

II Is true and even understandable !hat 
olfJcial Israel, il nol its many still liberal and 
Idealistic citizens, obviously despIses a 
country like the Unlled States lhal II can 
manipulale so easily. 

Bul II Ihere is one place where one can 
trace whal lsrael has come to loday, Ills In 
Ihe lack 01 any Iimlls pul on lis demands or 
behavior by Americans in general and by lhe 
American Jewish community In parlicufar. 

Those civilizing limits, Imprecise and 
amorphously enlorceable a. lhey are. are 
whal sluggishly bul surely keeps the world 
moving laward a higher culture. Conscion
able Israelis will come in lime 10 curse us lor 
nol stoppIng Ihem Irom Ihls suicidal 
coursc. 
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In answer to daily violence reported within the apartheid 

regime of Israel, where, at the time, international 

journalists, human rights advocates and foreign 

dignitaries were permitted to freely access and roam, 

in sharp contrast to later restrictions during Israeli 

military operations, Canadian Jewish citizens formed 

Jews for a Just Peace on February 1, 1988.  
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The Calgary-based 

Jewish Star newspaper 

also criticized the 

Canada-Israel 

Committee (“The CIC 

Fails Again,” March 1, 

1988). It said that the 

CIC, which was 

“established in 1967 as a 

lobby group for Israel in 

this country,” 

representing “(from a 

structural viewpoint) 

B’nai Brith Canada, the 

Canadian Jewish 

Congress, and the 

Canadian Zionist 

Federation,” was 

misleading Canadian 

Jewry by spreading 

rumours without 

contextual information.  
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DREYFUSS BOOED: 
Richard Dreyfuss wa in " Down 
and Out in Beverly Hill ., but he 

never 
expected to 
be booed and 
hissed in 
Beverly Hills 
like he was 
Sunday. 
Dreyfu 
joined femi n
ist Betty 
Friedan and 

f 
p,.ss T,;bune others in Drey USS Ma«h 15. 1988 • 

peakmg at a 
Friend of Peace ow rally to 
protest the treatment of P alesti· 
nian in Israeli -occupied terr ito· 
rie . Right-wing heckler were 
especially tough on Ore fus , 
who had to be escorted from the 
'peaker 's stand by police. He 
later said he was surprised by 
.. the constancy and loudness of it 
al l. I couldn 't hear me." 

THERE IS ANOTHER ISRAEL! 
There is an alternative to rifles, rocks, beatings, and firebombs. 

Now more than ever ... the Peace Now movement can make a 
difference. 

AN OPEN LETTER TO 
PRIME MINISTER SHAMIR OF ISRAEL 

FROM THE DURHAM-CHAPEL HILL CHAPTER OF 
FRIENDS OF PEACE NOW Chapel Hill News 

March 16, 1988 Dear Mr. Prime Minister: 
listen to Israeli writer Amos Oz as he speaks to defenders of the occupation: 

Ask yourselves once more whether it is right and worthy, and worthwhile to teer this nation to 
pieces In the effort to extend its borders ... lnto what abyss Is the path you have chosen 
leading us? What good will it do to retain " Greater Isreal, .. when the soul of the nation is tom 
in two, when the chasm between us threatens to engulf all that has been built here with the 
blood and sweat of lour generations. 

Peace Now represents the other Israel. It Is Israel's non·partisan movement for peaceful coexistence. 
Amos Oz supports It. So do tens of thousands of other Israelis. 

For nearly ten years, Peace Now members have petitioned, educated, and marched. They have 
brought together Arab and Jewish youth. Thousands of them. Peacefully. They have sponsored dialogues 
with Palestinians who condemn terrorism and recognize mutual national rights. In recent months, they 
have demonstrated by the thousands in the streets of Jerusalem and Tel Aviv. 

The current Arab-Jewish violence makes Peace NoW's mission even more urgent. Neither side Is 
blameless. Arabs have missed many opportunities for peace. But the current conflict is an inevitable resu~ 
of occupation. The military rule over 1.5 million Palestinians also brutalizes Israeli society. h corrupts 
democracy and Jewish values and threatens Israel's security with eMl war. 

The present tragedy .. for both peoples -- creates an opportunity for new and imaginative leadership. As 
American Jews committed to Israel's survival, Friends of Peace Now calls upon you and your government, 
as well as the Palestinian leadership to renounce violence. We urge that you begin the arduous process 01 
reconciling Israeli security needs with Palestinian se~ determination. 

Ambassador quits 
TEl.; AVIV (Reuter) - Israel's 

arribassador to the United Nations, 
Beblamin Netanyahu, said yester
day he has resigned to enter poli
tics. Netanyahu, Israel's chief UN 
repr,.e-Sf!ntative for the last four 
years, is regarded as a candidate to 
sucCeed Prime Minister Yitzhak 
Shamir as leader of the Likud 
bloc. The Gaze"e, Ma reh 31, 1988 

GROUP URGES PALESTINIAN STATE - Memb rs of the group 
Jews for 8 Just Peace demonstrated in front of the Israeli consultate 
in Toronto yesterday and called for Israel to giv Palestinians a state 
of their own. A group of Jews who gathered on the Sidelines 
accused the protestors of seiling out Israel. 
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In an earlier February 1, 1988, letter printed in the Ottawa 

Citizen, Peyton Lyon said Canada’s “greatest factor” in its 

inability to “press Israel” was “almost certainly” due to: 

“the exceptional effectiveness of the Canada-Israel 

Committee (CIC), the lobby acting in the name of the 1.4 

percent of the Canadian people whose ethnic origins are 

Jewish. The CIC is well financed, well informed, and 

thoroughly professional. Its supporters are largely 

concentrated in a handful of constituencies that, at least in 

the minds of the politicians, are likely to vote for the party 

that is most supportive of Israel.” It was the CIC which 

had scheduled a large meeting and gala dinner some five 

weeks later. 

 

With the national publicity of External Affairs Minister Joe 

Clark’s criticism of Israel at the March 11, 1988, Canada-

Israel Committee gala event, came journalistic scrutiny 

and repeated mention of the “Jewish lobby.” Descriptives 

such as “influential,” “powerful,” “well-heeled,” and “near 

omnipotence” appeared in newsprint about the lobby 

“umbrella organization” of the Canada-Israel Committee, 

composed of its trio body members, B’nai Brith Canada, 

the Canadian Zionist Federation, and the Canadian Jewish 

Congress.  

 

“Millions have witnessed the atrocities from their 

living rooms and can attest to the transformation of 

oppressed into oppressor. Canadians as a whole will 

not take kindly to a group that declines to censure 

violent oppression.” 2 

 

The Canadian Israeli lobby manufactured March 11 as a 

crisis event – almost like a mini 9/11 moment – and went 

into propaganda management. Canada has never since 

recovered: resulting from the organized engagements of 

lobbying and narrative reframing 

that followed. The lobby built its 

trenches. 

 

Michael Crelinsten, the executive 

director of the Canadian Jewish 

Congress Quebec Region, 

responded to a letter printed in the 

April 18, 1988, edition of the 

National Post. Crelinsten’s letter of 

May 30, 1988:  

 

“Mr. [Richard] Stewart also 

claims that the Jewish lobby is 

 
2 Israel lobbyists hit wrong target, Vancouver Province, March 13, 1988. 
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“ever quick to claim racist overtones” to any criticism of Israel and yet it supports the systematic 

oppression and dispossession of the Palestinian people. Let me assure Mr. Stewart that our response 

to criticism of Israel has not been to claim racism but rather to, in a reasoned fashion, request of the 

government and the media that they simply present the events in the Middle East in a fair, balanced 

and contextual fashion. 

 

I would also point out that neither the Jewish community of Canada, nor the U.S. nor anywhere else, 

much less the Jewish community of Israel, supports the systematic “oppression” of the Palestinians. 

Rather, the Israelis have been forced, against their desire, into an occupation of the terrorists, 

and have encouraged for more than 20 years in what is a singularly enlightened occupation.” 

 

The repeated exposure of “the Jewish lobby” (later properly identified as ‘the Israeli lobby’) in Canadian 

print media hit a nerve. McGill University sociology professor Morton Weinfeld came to the rescue, 

reframing and countering the notion of a powerful Israel lobby as “myth,” with a shameless 

corresponding opportunity to label External Affairs Minister and former Prime Minister Clark as a 

promoter of antisemitism. Nine days before his own opinion article appeared in the National Post, 

Toronto Star newspaper contributor Val Sears primed Weinfeld’s views into the print media arena, saying: 

“the idea that it [“the Jewish lobby in Canada”] is very powerful is a myth.”  

 

“We do not control government policy [“says Bob Willmot, national executive director of the 

Canada-Israel Committee”]. The idea that the Canada-Israel Committee gets what it wants is 

nonsense.” 

The Canada-Israel Committee will not make its budget public, but its staffers and its lobbyists are 

high-profile on Parliament Hill. “Lobbying is not a dirty word,” says sociologist Weinfeld. “It 

enhances our democratic system. There are no lobbies in a totalitarian state.” … Together, the three 

organizations [“the Canadian Jewish Congress, with its headquarters in Montreal, and the Jewish 
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service organization B’nai Brith” and the Committee] constitute “the Jewish lobby,” a concept that 

has taken on an almost mythic quality in Canadian politics.” 

[The lobby’s] principal tactic is regular one-on-one lobbying of MPs by two staffers, Simon Kahn 

and Shimon Vogel, and the sponsored trips to Israel for MPs. “We take about 14 MPs a year to 

Israel,” says Willmot. “We pay their fare and local food and lodging. The cost is about $2,200 a trip 

each.” 3 

 

“Joe Clark’s public criticism of Israeli human rights violations on the West Bank and Gaza at a 

gathering of the Canada-Israel Committee, and the hostile reaction of his Jewish audience, has led 

some editorialists to raise the old bogey of dual loyalty and the myth of an omnipotent Jewish lobby. 

… It is commonly acceptable to tar lobbies with the labels of “special interests” who are somehow 

actively distorting the political process, obscuring the national interest. Nonsense, Lobby 

organizations represent the interests of groups of citizens. … lobbying activity is the political process 

in a democracy. 

What is unprecedented is the widespread impression that in making those remarks Clark displayed 

special courage … Such comments reek of antisemitism and represent the highbrow complement to 

the vulgar Jewish conspiracy theories peddled by hate mongers.” 4 

 

Weinfeld would later serve on the board of advisors with ISGAP, the Institute for the Study of Global 

Antisemitism & Policy, alongside numerous board advisors such as Irwin Cotler, Alan Dershowitz, Gil 

Troy, and Irving Abella. In an April 18 letter of response to Weinfeld’s March 28 opinion article, Richard 

Stewart wrote: “The Jewish lobby is ever quick to claim antiracist overtones in any criticism of Israel, and 

yet it supports the systematic oppression and dispossession of the Palestinian people.” 

 

Another editorial by Vale Sears in the Toronto Star went further, framing and equating the Jewish lobby as 

just another ordinary ethnic lobby, part of a “multicultural nation.”  

 

“In a controversial study last year of attitudes held by external 

affairs officials towards the Middle East, Carleton University 

professor Peyton Lyon asked: “Who does make Canada’s 

Middle East policy?” The answer, from a small sample of 

respondents, gives the “Jewish Canadian community” top 

billing, behind the Prime Minister, the cabinet and the 

department itself.” 5 

 

Peyton Lyon fired off a response letter in the Toronto Star, Canada 

quiet on Palestinians’ rights, posted on July 21, 1988: 

 

“Val Sears now recognizes that the power of the Jewish lobby is more than “myth.” … In both word 

and figures, I reported that the influence rating of the Jewish community was ahead of all other 

inputs, and by a considerable margin. … [Sears] might have noted that the response came largely 

from a senior level, mostly ex-ambassadors and deputy ministers. … Most External officials believe 

that the lobby’s pressure has resulted in an unfortunate tilt toward Israel in our policies. 

Evidence for this is the fact that Canada is the only country, apart from Israel and the U.S., that 

refused to support Palestinian self-determination. Its contacts with the Palestinian Liberation 

Organization, moreover, are kept at an insulting low level, lower than that of our European allies and 

the Vatican. 

 
3 Myths make Jewish lobby appear mightier than it is, Toronto Star, March 19, 1988. 
4 The racist bogey of ‘dual loyalty,’ National Post, opinion by Morton Weinfeld, March 28, 1988. 
5 Powerful Jewish lobby a model for other groups, July 4, 1988. 

“Why is Canada so 
bold when it comes to 
human rights in South 
Africa and the Soviet 
Union and so quiet, as 
a rule, about the rights 
of Palestinians?” 
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Why is Canada so bold when it comes to human rights in South Africa and the Soviet Union 

and so quiet, as a rule, about the rights of Palestinians? Despite Joe Clark’s gutsy criticism of 

Israeli brutality, our diplomacy remains decidedly partial to Israel, a tribute to the lobby that acts for 

the 1.4 per cent of Canadians of Jewish background.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

!!2£!~!..!~ protest dumping by CBe 
By KEV IN GKIFI' IN 
Sun Multiculturalism Reporter 

A panelist invited 011 a eBC televi
sion program about the Palestinian
Israeli conflict then to ld not to 
appear because another panelist 
objected is filing a complaint with 
both the Canadian Radio-television 
nIld Telecommunications Commis
sion and eBC over the incident. 

'(But) to have the Canadian Broad
casting (Corporation) succumb to this 
kind of pressure indicates neither 
principle, courage nor commitment 10 
free speech. , 

- Gabor Mate 

" I nk it' is a complete right of 
our commun ity to dec ide whether 
we want to participate or not. Spo
kesmen are not obliged to partic i· 
pute:' 

Nest sa id if t here had bee n a 
Paleslinian spokesman who did nol I s~ok~sml'n 
support either the PLO or the crea· 1 
Lio n or a Pa lestin ian sta te , th at 
would have provided the balance to Gabor l\1ate. a freelance journalist 

and sUPllorl.erof lsraeli negotiations 
with Pales tinians on the occupied 
territories. sa id he was invited to 
appear for taping of Lhe CBe pro
gram ~"orum . But three days later. 
on Jan. 2:J . was lold the program 
would be gelling another panelist. 

'"------!!!!!!!!I!!!!I!!!!I!!!!I!!!!I!!!!I!!!!I!!!!I!!!!I!!!!I!~ Male's views as a Jew who supports 
- negotiatio ns between Israe l and 

ther principle. courage nOi' commi t
Illent to free speech." 

Male. who appear ed in th e 
audience <lnd made a brief state
ment why he wasn ' t on the panel. 
said Monday the eBC caved in to 
pressure by dumping him. 

"The coe has the right to (invite) 
or not to invite anyone ju st as 
nllyone has the right. \0 acecl>t or not 
to accept:' he said. 

"But to have the Canadian Broad
cas ting (Corpora tion) succumb to 
this kind of press lire indicates nei-

Eric Moncur. CMC I'egional direc· 
tOI'. said Monday: .. \ am not making 
[IllY comment:' 

Wayne Skene. regio nal director of 
te lev ision programming for th e 
ne twork. s.aid , " You Me nol my 
employe r,'· and, " I don 't have any 
comment·' when reached. 

Pe.\ce In Th e Middle ~~as l : Thc 
Impossible Drcc.lm'; aired Saturday 
night at 9 p.Ill. lI lea lul'cd 11 panel of 
six: threc spokesmen for Ar:lb and 
Palestinian organi zat ions ;Inri th l'ce 
Jewish spokesmen. 

Mate, a mem ber of, lews lor a Just Palestine. 
Peace and a family doc tor, has writ- Solomon, from Beth Israel Syna
te ll op inion pieces on a va riety or goguc, said he was phoned by the 
issues tllat both The VancoU\'cl' Sun s how ·s pr o d ucers and asked 
and Globe unci Mai llll.we published wh ether he wou ld be willing 10 
0 11 thei r opinion pages. <lppear on a panel opposite Mate. 

Erwi n l'\est. c:.:ecutive director 01' "My answer was that I fe lt rather 
lhe Canad iall Jewish Congress. said let down because afle r hav ing 
when the show's produce rs fi rst agreed to be on the panel, I was told 
men tioned possible panelists. he was going to be on" as a Jewish I - ;~- .. ' - ··· Abdu l· 
Malc's namc was never I)a neli sl critical of the Is rae li in 
Nest saidhellhon edth~~~(.I.~ce;~ ~~~~~~~b:r.n===J5:~ ~ ~ ~ ~' the 

the day the program was Pa lesline Associa ti on in 
to say tha t because one to discuss the issuc 011 a Vancouver, and Emile Nukho, from 
Rabbi Wilrred So lomon, had not bas is with Mate, But he said Mate the Arab Ameri can Anti-Discrimi · 
been told beforehand Ihat Male was "hus a very negative attitude to any- nat ion Comm it.lec, who repllced 
going to appear, Sololllon would not thing" that has to do with Israel and Mate. 

Vancouver Sun 
By G,\BOR MATE 

I
N North American pre 
accoun ts Ali Fcnon was a 
namel statistic in a 
four-line report: one of "20 

Palesti nian injured" during a 
dawn raid by Israeli border 
police In the West Bank village or 
Nahalin. Fh'e others were 
reported killed. The border 
police say there had been 
stone-throwing. The yUlngers sa)' 

there was a massacre. 

'T~l1 them we just 
want our dignity' 

May 6, 1989 
that "~e mU5tl~ ourseh cs of 
the ()(,'('upation, of the curse of 
dominating another people:· 

Habbl JrrcnlY ~ I ulgrom, a 
mcmher of Clergy for Peace and 
Ihe Ra bbinical Human nights 
Watch in Jerusalem. is also acth'c 
among a group of resen'ists \I, ho 
refuse to carry out military dutie 
related to the opposition. Rabbi 
Mulgrom was himself assigned 10 
guard political prisoners at one of 
the l1otoriousjails that a former 
prison service com missioner has 
described as worsc than 
anywhere else in the Western 
world . 

Ali Fenon is 14 )'cal'S old. I( 
still aJiYe, hc lies paraJyted below 
the waist in Easl Jerusalem's AI 
Mokassad Hospital. where I saw 
hi m In the intensive care unit the 
day he was shot. His len kidney 
had been d"'troyed and the right 
one damaged, his Jiyer and 
intestines lacerated, his righ t arm 
broken. and his spinal corti 
5ereroo. 

The group or North American 
health professionals I was travel
ling with spoke with Israelis. 
including doctors, peace acti\'ists. 
human rights and child ren's 
ad\'oca tes, and an omcial mili tary 
spokesman, We met with 
Palestinian ph)'sicians, lawyers, 
and journalists and visited tOWIIS, 
villages, and refugee caml)S 
throughout the Wcst Bank and 
Gaza. 

Nothing one has read or ha~ 
seen in newscasts adequately 
Ilrepares one for the impact of 
personally witnessing the 
manirold tragedy being played 
out in the occupied lands. of 
which the shattering of Ali 
Fenon's young I1fe is a mere 
particle. 

According to United lations 
"gures there ha\e been o\'er 
24,000 injured In the Palestinian 
uprising, by Ih'e ammunition. 
plastic and rubber bullets, 
beatings, and tear gas, 
Palestinian demographirs dictate 
that many of the casualties arc 
children, who make up one halfof 
the Palest in ian population. Chw 
49 per cent of Palestinians in 
1987 ~'crc 15 or )'ounger: O\'cr 60 
per cen t 20 or younger. The 
generation most active in the 
iluifada was born and raised 
under Israeli OCtu»a tion. 

Thai the Israeli military 
perteives ilSelfconfronted by a 
children's r'e,'olt is confirmed by 
a visit to any Palestinian hospital, 
where ward aner ward is 
populated by youngsters with 
mcYor Injuries. At AI Mokassad 
Hospital alone morc than 5,000 
trauma cases related to the 
ilili/ada ha\'c been treated, with 
o\'er 600 admitted for surgery, Of 
these nearly 50 per cent ha\'e 
been patients under the age of 
16. 

The largc number ofpcdialric 
casualties has led some Israelis to 
argue that Pnlestinians 
lIeliberately send thei r children 
out 10 be hurt or killed . This is a 
misperceplion of the IlIl lfada. a 
national uprising that in its 
unh'ersality and depth of 
engagement bears many 
analogies to - and in somc 
respects exceed - the 1956 Hun
garian revolt against So\'iet rule 
which I witnessed as a chi ld , and 
in which many young tC('nagers 
participated. It is also a 
well -documented faci thilt mallY 
Palestinian casualties result from 
army actions that ha\'e more to 
do with intimidation than" ith 
sclf-defence. 

While onen it has been the 
"cry young who ha\'e ral-cd down 
thc army, the in\'oh'ement of all 
strata and all age groups in 
opposing the occupation is 
Indicated by the extraordinary 
measures thc military authorities 
hu\'e found it necessa ry to adopt. 

The myriad controls O\'er e\·el')· 
aspect of Palestinian life. the 
censorship, the detention of 
thousands without trial, the pass 
system. lhe multiplicity orspccia l 

The agony 
behind 
the intifada 

Glbor Mi l. WI. born In 
1944 In the Budlpelt Jew
Ish ghl ilo I nd elm. 10 
Cl nl dl during the 1951 
Hungarian revo lution, In 
the 19601, he WI. telder of 
I Vlncouver Zionist group 
I nd lite' • UBC . Iudlnt 
Iclivl.t , Ind s pent thr.1 
ye.,. .s a te.cher ""ore 
retu rnIng 10 UBC 10 tiki. 
med iCI I degr.e. He hi S 
been In rlmlty prlcllce 
slnel 1979. He Is on the 
eXlcutive 0' Jew. fo r I 
Ju. t Peace . which pro~ 
mole, re cog nition a nd 
understlndlng between 
Jews and Pllestlnlen • . 

taxes - ··stone ta~es," the 
Palestinian call them - the 
s)' tematic beatings, the closure 

of schools, the many restrictions 
on the work of doctors. law)'crs. 
and educators, the use of tortu're: 
all these indicate the 
fundamental helplessne and 
exaspt'ration of the occupation 
authorities in the face of 
det·p·rooted and widespread 
resistance, 

Con(.'('t i\(~ pUnishment b 
~mplo)'ed against enti re families. 
and at times against en ti re 
\'iUagl'j. Trees have been 
uprooted .. nd olh'e gro\'es 
bulldozed. The homes of 
suspected activists are rou tinely 
demolished , prior to any j ud icial 
procedure. Ac{'ording to 
~'ltnesscs. the prcfcrrt.'<I method 
of house destruction in the 
\'illag of the Wcst Dank is 
dynamite. Bulldozers are favored 
in the Arab sector of Jerusalem, 
perhaps tp avoid alarming 
tourists and foreign diplomats, 

Pa lesLinians Ih'e III large 
extended famiJies. When a home 
is demolished, 15 or more people 
rna)' be cast out of doors. from 
in rants to the elderly. The house 
cannot be rebuilt \\i lhout 
permi sion. In the \ illage of 
Beila. "here a ) car ago sc\ eral 
homes were destroyed aner an 
incidenl with Israeli settlers. 1\\0 
families are stllllh'ing in tents. 

Not the least tragedy of this 
occupation is its effect upon 
Israeli socicty. Confronted by unl · 
\crsal opposition. an oetuP) ing 
force either negotiates a 
withdrawal or becomes 
increasingly brutalized. This IS 
recognized by the man)' Israeli:. 
\Ioho are urging accommodation 
"iLh the Palestinians. Professor 
Yeshayahu LiebowiU of Hebrew 
University in Jerusalem has said 

·'At first ," sa) Rabbi \l ulgrom, 
" I resolved to rcport ror duty. but 
to carr)' out only those orders not 
spcci lic wi th m)' conscience. In 
the end I decided Ihot it was not 
indh'idual orders. but the \'cry 
system itself that is e\'i1. I cou ld 
not bring mysclfto scn'e it in any 
way," 

All Israelis share a COllcern for 
their lIatlon', security which, 
ancr decades of bloody oon llict. 
must be un e:.st:'nt iul aSpei:t of 
any fu ture peace agrt.>emenl. 
fewer and fewer of them ore 
{l!lached to an occupation thaL 
dreams of restoring the BibliNlI 
.Jewish kingdom, exproprial 
Paleslinlan lands, and dCI)ri \'CS 
Palestinian \'ilIages of preciou 
water suppl)' in order to Irrigllte 
the fields of more and more Jew· 
ish seHlemcnts. 

Uistory has dccreec:l that t\l,'O 
IJCop lcs must s hare Israc l· 
I}alestine. Peace ~ill not come 
unti l the )'earnings and 
aspi rations of both for 
intlellCndence and a serurc 
nationol existence are 
recognized. 

In the teeming Balata relugee 
tamp a gric\'ing mother whose 
son was killed I"CC(>ntly spoke 
"ords echoed C\'el')'where in the 
West Bank ancl Gaza: "'fell them 
In Sorth America that we are 
human beings too. Tell them \l, e 
Just want our dign ity. like people 
c\erywhere else. And tell thcm 
that if all my sons must be killed 
:.0 lhat my people can OIlC da)' 
lead Iiv('5 of decency and 
freedom, then so \)C il." :J 
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By December 1988, nine months after 

Joe Clark’s speech at the ‘Canada-

Israel gala’ event, the Canadian Press 

received an advanced copy of an essay 

included in a book expected to be 

published in the Spring of 1989 on 

“Canada’s Middle East policy.” The 

essay, authored by John Kirton and 

Peyton Lyon, “Perceptions of the 

Middle East in the Department of 

External Affairs and Mulroney’s Policy 

1984-1988,” was one of many essays 

in the book, The Domestic 

Battleground: Canada and the Arab-Israeli Conflict, as referenced above in another of the book’s essays 

featuring Irving Abella. 

 

“Canadian foreign policy in the Middle East is influenced more by the Canadian Jewish community 

than by the prime minister, the cabinet, public opinion or the media, suggests a survey of current and 

former senior officials from the Department of External Affairs. As a result, it’s biased in favor of 

Israel and stops Canada from making a meaningful contribution to a peaceful solution of the Arab-

Israel conflict, the report quotes the majority of officials as concluding. 

 

Occasionally, the views expressed by the officials were stated in strong, undiplomatic language. One 

participant said the Canadian Jewish community had bordered on “treason” in the pressure it 

exerted on the government to take measures to counteract the Arab boycott of Israel. Another said 

the pro-Israel lobby group, the Canada-Israel Committee, used “blackmail” in promoting its 

position. 

 

[Peyton] Lyon said that while External Affairs co-operated with him in similar surveys in the past, in 

this case top officials instructed department employees not to fill out the questionnaire. “They 

did everything possible to block it,” he said. “They sent a telegram to everyone in the department to 

ignore the questionnaire.” 

 

The participants also said media coverage of the Middle East is biased. Only five people considered it 

“objective” or even “relatively” objective. Not one said the media favored the Arabs.” 6 

 

“The strongest perception of imbalance was expressed by former ambassadors and officers who had 

served in Israel,” it [the study] continues. The officials are almost unanimous in saying that there 

can be no “effective settlement if the Palestinians are not allowed a territorial homeland with 

full self-government.” 

 

But a spokesman for the Canada-Israel Committee said it’s empirically false that the Jewish 

community exerts more influence than all these other organizations. “On many issues, we haven’t 

been effective,” said Paul Michaels, citing External Affairs Minister Joe Clark’s stinging 

criticism of Israel last March. Clark’s remarks that Israel was violating human rights with its 

treatment of Palestinian refugees on the West Bank sparked a wave of protest from Jewish 

organizations across Canada. “The foreign policy of the country in respect to the Middle East is not 

dictated by the Jewish community at all,” Michaels said. 

 

 
6 Jewish lobby credited with influence on Mid-East policy, Alberni Valley Times, December 14, 1988. 
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But Lyon, a former External Affairs official, said in an interview: “Canadian diplomats perceive 

Canadian interests in the Middle East to have suffered from a pro-Jewish bias which is the result of 

an influential and effective Jewish lobby. “I can’t recall a single person in External Affairs who 

has taken a different view. … There are suspicious minds who will tell you I was selective with the 

people I interviewed but no one at External Affairs will tell you that.” Lyon, who worked on the 

German desk at External Affairs until 1959, before joining the faculties of the University of Western 

Ontario and, later, Carleton University, has written several books on Canadian foreign policy.” 7  

 

In Peyton Lyon’s January 28, 

1989, follow-up letter to the 

editor with the Ottawa Citizen, 

he explained that the reference 

to the “one participant” 

mentioned in the quote above, 

responsible for stating the 

‘harsh’ word “treason” in 

relation to Jewish-Canadian 

lobbying, was made by an 

official from the Department 

of External Affairs, and that 

his comment was sourced 

from “a paper given in June 

1987 to an academic body.” 

Lyon commented that “such 

harsh language was rare” by 

Department officials.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
7 Mideast policy dominated by Jews: study, The Gazette, December 14, 1988. 
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2.1. The Societal Promotion of Rosalie Abella 

 

As the Palestinian Intifada was unfolding under 

media spotlights, at the end of the 1988 calendar 

year Rosalie Abella became center stage, 

‘chosen’ to moderate the big national election 

debate televised on three Canadian networks.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Abella’s anchor assignment to moderate 

the future candidate of the Canadian  

State would elevate and forever alter her 

societal recognition. This recognition,  

and ensuing domino recognitions,  

would later assist in her candidacy for  

the Supreme Court of Canada, chosen 

in 2004 by her and her husband’s friend, 

Irwin Cotler, the Minister of Justice. 
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June 29, 
1989 

Murr.y 
ICcompaalu Ro .. lle 
hud 01 ODlulo', labor tribunal. 
to I .. t Blpl', Hollinger dloner In 
Torooto. Among others auead1ng 
were HDdJon lu tltute Executive 
Director Mule-Jolee Drouin 
(.bove), .ad "merte .. Barrick 
Rnoureel Corp. Chairman Peler 
M .... (rlPI) . L-__ _ 

Canada's who's who flock 
to hear 'Sir Ron's' address 
THE QUESTION this morning is: how 
can Conrad Black top himself? 

Last year at the 57th annual 
Hollinger Joc. dinner he had British 
Prime Mini ster Margaret 
Thatcher as the guest speaker. 
Last night , Black who is chairman 
and chief executive officer of Hol
linger, had lonner U.S. president 
Ronald Reagan, newly "Sir Ron," 
as the designated talker. Now that 
he is out of office, Reagan seems to 
have moved from dotage to anec· 
dotage and reportedly charges up to 
U5$40,OOO for speeches. The 
black-tie dinner was a private affair 
and questions of speaking fees were 
certainly not discussed. 

The talk was weU received by the 
weD-heeled. conservative crowd 
and it was very much preaching to 
the converted. 

Black was as graceful and elo
quent as usual as he intnxluced his 
hea<J.table guests, including Prime 
Minister Brian Mulroney, whose 
most tuneful encounter with the 
guest speaker was at the Shamrock 
Summit. Among those at the head 
table were federal Finance Minister 
Michael Wilson; Ontario Lieuten
ant.(;ovemor Lincoln Alexander; 

BUSINESS 

PEOPLE 
With 

JOHN BURGESS 
with vanilla sauce and toasted al
monds. 

Invited guests included: press 
and publishing magnates Ken 
Thomson. chairman, president and 
chief executive officer, Thomson 
Ne wspapers Ltd .; Douglas 
Creighton, president and chief ex
ecutive officer. Toronto Sun Pub
lishing Corp.; and Ronald a.
borne, president and chief 
executive officer. Maclean Hunter 
Ltd.; real estate developers Albert 
and Paul Reichmann, respective
ly president and executive--vice
president, Olympia & York Devel
opments Ltd.; Elvio DeIZotto. 

chief offi-
and 

Transportation Ltd.; Richard Cur
rie, president, Loblaw Cos. Ltd.; 
George Peapples, president , Gen
eral Motors of Canada Ltd.; Hal 
Jackman, chairman, Empire Life 
Insurance Co., 

There was even a welcome sprin
kling of women to lighten up aU the 
dark evening suits: Martha Black
burn , chairman and publisher of 
London Free Press Printing Co. 
Ltd.; Rosalie Abella, head of the 
Ontario Labor Tribunal; Anna Por
ter. president of Key Porter Books 
Ltd. (and her lawyer husband, Ju
lian); broadcaster Barbara Frum 
(and her developer husband, Mur
ray); Helen Roman-Barber, 
chairman and chief executive offi
cer, Denison Mines Ltd.; and Ma
rie-Josee Drouin. executive eli
rector, Hudson Institute. Montreal. 

The dinners are a long-standing 
tradition and started in the 1930s 
when Hollinger made its money 
mainly from mining gold. as 0p
posed to publishing newspapers, 
which it does today. With the 
change in the company's direction, 
the dinner has expanded beyond 
senior members of the mining com
munity and now includes a broad 
cross-section of the business com-
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Distinguished lealier 
to lecture at U of CS 

'- KitchcncrWalcr]oo Record. NO ll. I, 19S9 

GUELPH CSt.m- Two ofCanada', 
"most distinguished women leaders" 
will be at . the University of Guelph 
next Tuesday for the inaugural ad· 
dr.ess in a lecture-series on education 
and employment equity issues. 

Rosemary Brown, feminist writer, 
lecturer and former member of the 
British Cghimbia legislature, will 
launch the 'university 's Abella Lec
ture Series. named in honor.o[ Rosal· 
ie Silberman Abella, who chairs t'he 
Ontario Law Rerom Commission. 

Abella. who is known for her 1984 
report that " formed the cornerstone 
of Canadian employment· equity· ini· 
tiatives," will attend the lec ture, a U 
orG spokesman said. 

Brown's lecture. which begins a t 8 
.p.m. tn Room 103 of the University 
Centre, is called. Is the Education of 
Women Hazardous to the Health of 
Universities? 

FREE PUBLIC LECTURE 
The 1989 Lloyd H. Fenerty Memorial Lecture 

Law and Public Policy 
ROSALIE SILBERMAN ABELLA 

CHAIRPERSON. ONTARIO LAW REFORM COMMISSION 

Tuesday. March 2 \. 1989 
Alberla Room. Dining Centre 

8.15 p.m 
The UnlV1'!rs.tty or Calgary campus 

Parking is available in Pay Lot 3 or in the University Parkade 
RSVP If anendmg at 210·5452 

<;'10..,"11",101 .'1"". ,,,,_ 

PI1UINi7111l/J"T'" lVlN JNl'I • '1JjI ;' .,"',.;, "Ulli"l,. 
The Gazette 
April 30, 1989 

Dol"Olhr Rtlunan 

-~ 
Rouhnd Goodman 
".".,..,0.010 ...... 
JIm. ...... okllpll:_ 

Cant/dian Jewish Congress 
Congris juij canadien o 

! 
For three days beginning next Sunday delegates and 
observers trom across the country will convene at the 
Queen Elizabeth Hotel in Montreal to partiCipate in 
this triennial event. The National Plenary Assembly is 
the highest decision-making body within Canadian 
Jewish Congress. Be part ot itl 

Program Highlights 
SUNDAY MAY 7 

• 

a8.m. 

MUNITV 
- A Retrospective and Present Look with speak
er Professor Irving Abella 
- A· to the Future with speaker Judge Ra-

i I 

editor of the Ottawa 
lists are: David Nayman, 
CBC National; Alain Dubuc, editorial writer 
for La Presse; and Lindsay Crysler, director of the 
Concordia University Journalism Program 

• THE WORLD JEWISH CONDITION 
- Speakers are World Jewish Congress Presi
dent Edgar Bronfman and Ambassador Joao Cle
mente Baena Soares, secretary general of the Or
ganization of American States 

• FORUMS on anti-Semitism in Canada: Soviet 
Jewry; the Role of the Organized Jewish Commu
nity fn a Changing Environment; and Sephardi
Ashkenazi Relations 

• MEET THE CANDIDATES 
• 70TH ANNIVERSARY RECEPTION 

MONDAY MAY 8 
• RESOLUTIONS 
• ISRAEL IN TODAY'S WORLD: STRATEGIES AND 

RESPONSES 
- Speaker: Dr. Allan Gerson, Research Scholar, 
American Enterprise Institute 

• CONFRONTING THE PAST TOWARDS 
A CIVILIZED FUTURE 
- Speakers: Beate Klarsfeld, internationally re
nowned anti-Nazi activist who with her husband 
Serge was responsible for the arrest of former SS 
captain Klaus Barbie; McGill Law Professor Irwin 
Cotler, recipient of the 1989 Saul Hayes Human 
Rights Award 

• FORUMS on the Jewish Community in a Chang
ing Ethnocultural Canada; Jewish Education; 
Status of Jewish Communities Abroad with World 
Jewish Congress; the Holocaust; the Future of 
Christian-Jewish Relations in Canada; Israel; As
similation and Intermarriage; and Yiddish Culture 

• "VOICES OF SURVIVAL" 
- Special viewing of CJC's powerful Holocaust 
Documentation Project 

• REGIONAL AND YOUTH CAUCUSES 

TUESDAY MAY 9 
• FORUMS on Social Trends and 

Social Action; Oppressed Jewry; 
Small Communities; and Nazi War 
Criminals 

• GREETINGS FROM PARUAMENT 
• ADDRESS BY INCOMING CJC 

PRESIDENT 

• SPECIAL PROGRAMS ON CHILD 
SURVIVORS OF THE HOLOCAUST 
AND THE STATUS OF WOMEN 

* World Jewish Congress will hold 
its first executive meeting in Canada, 
concurrently with the Plenary. Among 
the World Jewry leaders participating 
will be lsi Leibler, president of the Ex
ecutive Council of Australian Jewry 
and Grevllle Jannar, United Kingdom 
MP and president of the Common
wealth Jewish Council * First North American visit by for
mer Soviet Refusenik leader Yuli Ko
sharovsky, whose 18 years of waiting 
10 leave ended a few short months 
ago * Addresses by Secretary of State 
Gerry Weiner and Federal Minister of 
Employment and Immigration Bar
bara McDougall * Workshops on leadership devel
opment, Canadian Jewry on Campus, 
Youth, Intermarriage and Assimila
tion and Israel * Plenary Awards / Bronfman 
Medals 

REGISTER NOWI 
Fees are $95 for delegates 
and observers, with a special 
rate of $55 for students and 
senior citizens. Call the CJC 
office at 931·7531 for more in
formation. 
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On August 24, 1993, when Prime Minister 

Brian Mulroney announced his resignation, 

Canadian Jewish Congress president 

Irving Abella stated: “We have lost a good 

friend. He understood the needs of our 

community. He was very sensitive to them 

and had a visceral attachment to Israel.” 

The quote, from an article in the April / 

May 1993 edition of the Washington 

Report on Middle East Affairs, Mulroney 

Resignation Saddens Mainstream Jewish 

Leaders, included the following: 

 

Mulroney [prior to Stephen Harper] 

undoubtedly has been Canada’s most 

avidly pro-Israel prime minister. 

Early in the Palestinian Intifada, 

when Canadians were exposed to 

daily press reports of the violence 

that already had claimed more than 

20 lives, Mulroney was asked in his 

year-end interview on national 

television if he thought that human 

rights were being violated. By then, 

even staunchly pro-Israel President 

Ronald Reagan had voiced his 

displeasure over the number of casualties. Mulroney, however, stunned many Canadians with his 

unequivocal answer. “No,” he flatly replied, “I think the Israelis who are in an extremely difficult 

situation, a historically difficult situation, [are] showing restraint.” 

Mulroney pandered to the pro-Israel community not only with his unwavering public support for 

Israel but also with his choice of appointments for key positions in his government. He delighted 

Jewish organizations by removing the outspoken Joe Clark in 1991 and naming as new External 

Affairs Minister the staunchly pro-Israel Barbara McDougall. (Just hours before being sworn in, 

McDougall received a standing ovation at a Toronto synagogue for her lavish praise of Israel.) 

A few months later, Mulroney scored more points with the Jewish community by naming Norman 

Spector as Canada’s first Jewish ambassador to Israel. After yanking back to Ottawa the respected 

Michael Bell, Mulroney explained his decision at the reception 

honoring Spector. “I thought this posting would not only strengthen 

the bond between Canada and Israel,” said Mulroney, “but also 

eliminate the doubt in anybody’s mind as to where we stand on 

certain issues.” 
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After resigning from public 

service in 1996, Spector 

became vice-president, Corporate Affairs for Imperial Tobacco Ltd., and in 1997 was appointed as the 

publisher of the Jerusalem Post. (Source: Wikipedia, accessed January 20, 2025) 

NORMAN SPECTOR 
Vancouver Sun, January 8, 1992 

B.e. 's 'Dr. No' takes diplomatic posting 
CanadIan Preu 
wllhSunalall 

OTTAWA - Appointment of for· 
mer n.c. politi ca l aide Norman 
Spector as Canadian ambas.",dor to 
Israel brought crititism from foreign 
arralrs omcers and an Arab·(;4nod· 
lO ll Tucsda)'. but praise !'rom 

vice 
Spector, who has been Prime Min· 

Ister Brian Mulronl'Y's thiefofslalT. 
WIIS former H,C. premier Bill 8en· 
nett's kl'Y adviser during Ihe pro\'· 
mee's most explosive political bat· 
ties of the 1980s. 

Kn own as Or , No . in Victoria , 
Spector was I,l'idely perceived as 
intellectual architet:t of the provin-
. i 

Ll oyd ,\ xworthy, the federal one should be arbitrarily cllr.luded 
LIberal extefnal an'airs erilic, also rrom a foreign posting in the Middle 
Mild Spector has no diplomatic ere- .:851 or elsewhere. 
dentin Is to prepare him ror his "We arc strongl)' opposed 10 the 
ambassadorial llOst. vicwpolnllhat an individual's ethnic 

"Mr. Mulroney is using a sensitive background should be a foctor In 
pol itical IJost os a place to park II determining his suitability to serve," 
IlO li tka l I)rob lcm for himselr. " said Paul Marcus, spokesman for 
Axworlhy said in Winnipeg, B'Nai 8rlth Canada. 

Spector, 42, SIK!aks Hcbrew and The Israeli Embassy In OUawa 
has II doctorate in political sclencc gavc Spector a warm welcome, say· 
as well as extensive ad ministralive ing it hopes he will "further deepen 
ex perience III the public sector. the I'riendly relations" between the 

But James KnOch , president of the two countries, 
Canadian Arab "~ederalion . said John Toogood, deputy direttor of 
Spector is biased and his appoint- the canadian Institute for Interna· 
menl sends a powerful message to tiona I Peace and Security, sa id a 
Israel at a delicate stage in peace Jewish ambassador could have spc· 
talks, cial influence In Israel. 

"His history is not checkered , it is "By sending a Canadian Jew to 
clearly biased," Kaflch said, "This is that job, he is going to be better posl
a furlher, and substantial , dlsap- tioned to press the Canadian view· 
pointment from the primcminisler's point on the Israeli authorities," 

ro"I'lJn!,cc~:_' ~ ___ ~~~~.,-, said Toogood, "He may well have 
ana a as never e ore sent a entrees and opportunities that a 

Jewish ambassador to Israel but gentile wouldn'l" 
External AlTairs Mini ster Barbara Spector replaces Michael Bell, 
McDougall defended Spector, say- who has been in Israel for three 
ing a person's ability is more impor· years and will return to Ottawa 10 
tanl than his !'SOnai back round, advise the government on peace 

I i 
Jim Malkin. a formcrclose associate 
of Spector in B.C .• said he has a 
mixed rcactipn about the appoint· 
ment. 

" 13m very pleased thaL Norman 

has rece)\ ed a prestigious appoint
ment but I am sorry thaI we arc los
IIlg him from the prime minister 's 
omce," Malkin said. "He has a really 
good sense of what Canada is all 
aoo:.!!." 

"1 have ound 1m to very atr talks in the Middle East. 
and very well-Informed and very Spector, who heads to Tel Aviv in 
sensitive to the issue on all sides," February, wID be replaced by Hugh 
McDougall said !'rom Nova Scotia, Segal, brought in by Spettor last 

Canad ian Jewish groups wei · August 85 a spedal adviser to tbe 
corned the appointment saying no prime minister. 

BV Paul Gessell 
C4l'IJlratoJr'lll ,\all 

Canada has ended a long,~lllndnlll tr,II.Ii· 
lion by appoinlirlg a JC'o" liS amb~r to 
ISntel. 

- r m happy 10 _ thi$ is I policy th.~t tu~ 
II""· ..,nl' by Ihe boards. I think ii's a pOIiQ' 
frankl)' thai lI·outd aow be Il legal. tl 
wouldnl SlBnd tile test under the etulft er,'· 
he 5ll id in an inlerview wi lh Southn'm 

" I'm happy 10 see Ihis is a policy 
Ihal has now gone by Ihe boards ... 
Ihink ii's a policy Ihat wouldn 'l sland 
Ihe tesl under the chaner (of 

righls). " 

NC'oI'~ - Norman Spector 

Hodne~' Moore. an t:xlcrnat ,\ rfa i r$ l~===~==-_________ ""::"':""::~=":t'~"~-=~"~':":"J spokesman. denied the~ 'A .... ~ (!\"l'T 11 '·rot iC')· 
or a pmrti ~c·' t}ml prcl"Cntcd J e",~ from contributed to a wldcl}·hekl lJelil'r thai Other l"OUlllril", inelllllhl": 111l' Uni t.·" 
.sen·in~: a:; ~mlJ~~Qr Iv hrad Canada felt an all1lba~dor " .. ho was 1)('1- Slilles, hale apPOInted Jews as a!llba.'i.~ador 

NC\<erthcleu, Canada had n{,lw ~1'1 .. )ir'l · !.hcr JC1l'ish oor NlI5tim 1I·tJ.ltd he m<1r1' "r 10 Isne r. ~a i d ~bM.in Rurlner. a Middl!' 
cd a Jewish ombnssador 10 I.<mel. That fact fretil·c In !.hI.' job aad not be ii(.'Cn to IX' (a- E3.;1 slJC(' iatisl and prO/'{'!;S(\T of intem"tion 

O:t8Wa Cltlzen, January 6 , 1%2 \"OTin~ un~ side or IIl1ut1,,,,r ~ l ll rrain "I Carleton l1nh"t'l"lIit) 

Canadian ambassador to Israel 
has more questions than answers 

TEL AVIV (CP) 
The new envoy heads back to 

Ottawa today to facilitate Can
adian·lsraeli conta~ts aimed at 
strengthe.ning a bUaterial trade 
relationship that accounts for 
less than one per cent of thc 
other's foreign trade, 

A joint ~(lI1omic commission 
will h(jld a series (jf meetings 
during the next week in Toronto, 

The Standard , March 25, 1992 

Montreal and Ottawa with the 
aim of matching up private sec
tor companies from both COIlll
tries. 

About 18 Israeli companies. 
including Israel Aircraft Indus
tries, wiU take part in the 
sessions IiInd over 600 Canadian 
companies have been invited, 

Israeli Trade Minister Mosbe 
Nissim will visit Canada at the 
same time and hold talks with 

his coWlterpart Michael Wilson 
to update bilateral economic 
agreemcnts. 

An aide to NiSllim saki that the 
goal of the visit is to boost trade, 
espeeially co-operation in high 
tethnology, 

Israel. Specoor said, seems 
particular ly inte rested in 
"matching up Canadian capital 
with the brainpower (rom the 
influx of Soviet Jews." 

FeD. ~, 

Diplomat!<: answers: Norman Spector defends Ilis 
credentials al tho Commons Extornal Affairs committee 



44 

 

Part 3.  Refutations of the Raoul Wallenberg Centre Human Rights Tag Team 

 

Rosalie Abella’s January 9, 2024, opinion article in the Globe and Mail was quickly endorsed by prominent 

Canadian newspapers. It was endorsed the very same day in an official statement by two Members of 

Parliament, Mount Royal MP, Anthony Housefather, and Eglinton-Lawrence MP Marco Mendicino. A 

multitude of endorsements followed on social media.  

 

A follow-up, next day, tag team January 10th article by Abella’s dear friend, former federal Liberal Party 

Minister of Justice and Attorney General Irwin Cotler, was published in the National Post, Irwin Cotler: 

South Africa is Inverting Reality by Accusing Israel of Genocide. Cotler, the founder and chairman of the 

Raoul Wallenberg Centre for Human Rights, reinforced Abella’s statements, with the prejudicious aim 

supporting the State of Israel: “these proceedings,” by way of South Africa, “turn fact and law on their 

head, inverting reality and effectively undermining international justice and the rules-based 

international order,” and “Israel’s actions in Gaza are impossible to reconcile with the intention to 

commit genocide – a necessary element of the crime.” In his opinion article, Cotler pushed matters 

further than Abella. He cast the blame of genocide in other directions, presenting grandiose comparisons, 

and downplaying South Africa’s case of genocide: “This is not to suggest, or to have it inferred, that what is 

happening in Gaza is not a human and humanitarian tragedy. Innocent Gazans have been killed, displaced 

and deprived, and have experienced terrible suffering.”  

 

Abella’s and Cotler’s rally-cry fabrications which fomented followers, were subsequently obliterated on 

January 26 by fourteen of the fifteen ICJ judges, overwhelmingly ruling in favour of South Africa, finding 

plausibility and warrant of genocide perpetrated by the State of Israel against the residents of the Gaza, an 

area walled, guarded, and policed as an open air prison, an area repeatedly attacked by the Israeli Defence 

Forces well before October 7, a land and sea enclosure which former Israeli National Security Director 

Giora Eiland stated in 2004 was as a “concentration camp,” an attribution repeatedly used in the media by 

author and scholar Norman Finkelstein. On page 80 of Jean-Pierra Filiu’s 2015 book, Gaza, A History, is 

the very early reference how “in June 1950, an Israeli intelligence report noted that the [near one million] 

refugees in Gaza were [already] ‘condemned to utter extinction’.”  

 

 

https://www.icj-cij.org/sites/default/files/case-related/192/192-20240126-sum-01-00-en.pdf
https://peoplesdispatch.org/2023/10/10/the-savagery-of-the-war-against-the-palestinian-people/
https://theintercept.com/2018/05/20/norman-finkelstein-gaza-iran-israel-jerusalem-embassy/
https://theintercept.com/2018/05/20/norman-finkelstein-gaza-iran-israel-jerusalem-embassy/
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Side-by-Side Table of Rosalie Abella’s and Irwin Cotler’s published opinion articles, January 2024 

 

“The genocide case against Israel is an abuse 

of the postwar legal order.” 

 

By Rosalie Abella, published in the Globe and 

Mail, January 9, 2024. 

“Irwin Cotler: South Africa is inverting reality by 

accusing Israel of genocide: It is Hamas that should 

go on trial at the International Court of Justice, not 

the Jewish state.”  

By Irwin Cotler, published in the National Post, 

January 10, 2024 

Rosalie Abella 

 
The International Court of Justice is about to hear 

arguments in a case, brought by South Africa – the 

country that in 2015 refused to send former 

Sudanese president Omar al-Bashir of Sudan to the 

International Criminal Court to stand trial for his 

contribution to war crimes in Darfur, and instead 

facilitated his return to Sudan where he continued 

his crimes – that alleges that Israel has not complied 

with the Genocide Convention and calls on the 

Court to order Israel to stop committing acts of 

“genocide” in Gaza. 

 

To me, this case represents an outrageous and 

cynical abuse of the principles underlying the 

international legal order that was set up after the 

Second World War. 

 

Hamas’s explicit and unapologetic goal is to 

eliminate Jews. The elimination of Jews is genocide. 

That is why Hamas murdered, raped, beheaded, 

kidnapped and tortured Jews on Oct. 7, 2023: to 

eliminate them, because they were Jews. It is a legal 

absurdity to suggest that a country that is defending 

itself from genocide is thereby guilty of genocide. 

 

The end of the Second World War prevented Hitler 

from fully implementing his genocidal plan to 

eliminate Jews. And the world signed the Genocide 

Convention 75 years ago to make sure it never 

happened to anyone else. Now, we find ourselves in 

the perverse situation where a genocidal 

organization such as Hamas is able to escape legal 

scrutiny or sanction for committing genocidal acts, 

while the country that is the intended target of its 

genocidal intentions is being called upon by the 

International Court of Justice to defend itself from 

allegations of genocide. 

 

This is an insult to what genocide means, an insult 

to the perception of the ability of international 

courts to retain their legitimacy and transcend global 

politics, and an insult to the memory of all of those 

on whose behalf the Genocide Convention was 

created. 

Irwin Cotler 

 
Genocide is the “crime of crimes,” constituting the most 

egregious acts that humans have ever perpetrated against 

one another — the ultimate crime against humanity, a crime 

not only against its victims, but against all humankind. The 

term “genocide” originated with the Holocaust — the worst 

systematic atrocity in human history, culminating in the 

mass murder of over six million Jews. In the wake of the 

Holocaust, as the world bore witness to the horrors that had 

taken place, the United Nations Genocide Convention made 

genocide a crime under international law, with incitement 

to genocide as a standalone crime. 

This Thursday and Friday, the International Court of Justice 

(ICJ) will convene to hear an application by South Africa, 

alleging that Israel is in breach of the Genocide 

Convention, due to its conduct in the ongoing Israel-Hamas 

war. These proceedings turn fact and law on their head, 

inverting reality and effectively undermining international 

justice and the rules-based international order. 

The Israel-Hamas war that gave rise to South Africa’s 

accusations in fact began on Oct. 7, 2023. Hamas and 

Islamic Jihad terrorists invaded Israel and committed 

unspeakable horrors — mass war crimes and crimes against 

humanity. Over 1,200 people — mostly civilians — were 

brutally murdered, men, women, children and elderly alike. 

Women were systematically raped and tortured in the most 

gruesome ways imaginable. Ambulances and medics were 

intentionally targeted. Many of the corpses were desecrated 

where they lay, while others were carried back to Gaza to 

be defiled by jubilant crowds. Approximately 240 Israelis, 

including some foreign nationals, were violently kidnapped 

and taken as hostages to Gaza, where they have been 

subjected to physical and psychological torture, including 

further sexual violence. 

Among the hostages taken by Hamas was Yaffa Adar, an 

85-year-old Holocaust survivor. For Adar, and indeed for 

all Jewish people, Oct. 7 was history repeating itself — 

genocidal antisemites committing crimes too terrible to be 

believed, but not too terrible to have happened. 

 

https://www.theglobeandmail.com/world/article-south-africa-files-genocide-case-against-israel-at-world-court/
https://www.un.org/en/genocideprevention/documents/atrocity-crimes/Doc.1_Convention%20on%20the%20Prevention%20and%20Punishment%20of%20the%20Crime%20of%20Genocide.pdf
https://www.icj-cij.org/sites/default/files/case-related/192/192-20231228-app-01-00-en.pdf
https://www.i24news.tv/en/news/israel/society/1700908051-holocaust-survivor-great-grandmother-yaffa-adar-among-released-hostages
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Rosalie Abella 
 

South Africa’s legal effort to declare Israel’s actions 

‘genocidal in character’ poses dilemma for Canada 

 

History will judge Israel’s response to Hamas’s 

genocidal attack on Oct. 7 and determine whether 

the retaliatory measures it took to protect its security 

were conducted in accordance with the law. That is 

a legal question that will necessarily balance 

purpose, cause, effect and context. It will consider 

issues such as what limits there are on a state 

defending itself from terrorism – Israel’s Supreme 

Court has been the global judicial leader in defining 

the requisite legalities; how a state can address, let 

alone eradicate the threats to its security and 

survival when it is confronting an adversary like 

Hamas, which ruthlessly uses innocent civilians as 

human shields and embeds itself in civilian public 

spaces such as schools, hospitals and mosques; what 

measures justify the search for kidnapped civilians; 

and the consequential harm. 

 

There will inevitably be accountability – if only the 

world showed the same obsessive interest in holding 

other countries to legal account. 

 

The unbearable tragedy of war lies in the deaths and 

suffering of innocent civilians, and there can be no 

doubt that the deaths and suffering of thousands of 

civilians in Gaza is an unbearable tragedy. That is 

why the international community developed a 

sophisticated set of legal instruments after the 

Second World War: to prevent, minimize, and 

sanction global conflicts. 

 

Seventy-five years after the birth of the Genocide 

Convention and of the state of Israel, both of which 

rose from the ashes of Auschwitz, we find genocide 

and rape and torture in full and flagrant flight in too 

many parts of the world. Yet the country that finds 

itself as the designated avatar of genocide is Israel. 

 

As a lawyer, I find it shameful; as a Jew, I find it 

heartbreaking; and as the child of Holocaust 

survivors, I find it unconscionable. 
 

NOTE: The website of the Raoul Wallenberg 

Centre for human rights, founded and 

chaired by Irwin Cotler, linked and 

published Cotler’s article. It did not publish 

nor mention Rosalie Abella’s article, though 

Abella is an honorary co-chair of the 

Wallenberg Centre. 

Irwin Cotler 

In the wake of the Oct. 7 atrocities, apologists for Hamas 

— as if there could be any justification for mass murder — 

took the position that the events of Oct. 7 had to be 

understood, if not justified, in their “historical context.” 

The true historical context of the Oct. 7 invasion — the 

context that set the stage for those heinous acts — is the 

standing crime of incitement to genocide not only by 

Hamas, but by its patron, the Islamic Republic of Iran, and 

by Iran’s other terrorist proxies, including Hezbollah in 

Lebanon and Ansar Allah (the Houthis) in Yemen, all of 

whom have called for the destruction of Israel and the 

murder of Jews. Indeed, Hamas’s founding charter openly 

declared its genocidal intentions, and since it took power in 

Gaza in 2006, it has engaged in a domestic campaign of 

antisemitic indoctrination, while its leaders have clearly 

and consistently incited genocide against Israelis and 

Jewish people worldwide. Since Oct. 7, Hamas leaders 

have continued to proudly declare their genocidal 

intentions, with senior Hamas official Ghazi Hamad 

pledging to commit the Oct. 7 atrocities “again and again.” 

South Africa’s ICJ application inverts this reality, placing 

Israel — for its response to the Oct. 7 invasion, which 

genocide scholars have found to have likely constituted 

genocide — in the docket of the accused. 

This is not to suggest, or to have it inferred, that what is 

happening in Gaza is not a human and humanitarian 

tragedy. Innocent Gazans have been killed, displaced and 

deprived, and have experienced terrible suffering. 

At the same time, Israel’s actions in Gaza are impossible to 

reconcile with the intention to commit genocide — a 

necessary element of the crime. Israel consistently seeks to 

minimize harm to civilians using measures including 

leaflets, messages and phone calls to urge civilians to 

evacuate targeted areas, creating humanitarian zones and 

corridors, and facilitating humanitarian aid. 

On the other hand, Hamas embeds itself within civilian 

structures, places its headquarters beneath hospitals, fires 

rockets from within schools and mosques and adjacent to 

UN sites, and builds the entrances to massive terror tunnels 

under children’s beds. Not only are there over 130 innocent 

Israelis still being held hostage in Gaza, but over two 

million Gazans are also being held hostage, as Hamas uses 

its own people as human shields. Indeed, Hamas has 

repeatedly murdered Gazan civilians who have sought to 

flee combat zones. While Israel seeks to minimize civilian 

casualties, Hamas seeks to maximize them. For when  

https://www.theglobeandmail.com/world/article-south-africas-legal-effort-to-declare-israels-actions-genocidal-in/
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/world/article-south-africas-legal-effort-to-declare-israels-actions-genocidal-in/
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/topics/israel-hamas-war/
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/topics/israel/
https://www.jpost.com/arab-israeli-conflict/article-771199
https://www.genocidewatch.com/single-post/holocaust-genocide-scholars-condemn-oct-7-hamas-massacre
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Irwin Cotler 

innocent Gazans are killed, Hamas benefits in a twofold 

manner — it enables the demonization of Israel 

internationally, and the radicalization of Gazans 

domestically. Painfully, the weaponization of the genocide 

libel serves the same purpose, reflected in the global 

incentivizing of antisemitism. 

In asserting standing before the ICJ, South Africa has 

emphasized “its own obligations as a State party to the 

Genocide Convention to act to prevent genocide.” But by 

launching a baseless proceeding against Israel for the 

crimes of genocide and incitement to genocide, it provides 

protective cover to Hamas and its related Iranian terrorist 

proxies, who themselves are the ones guilty of those 

crimes. South Africa thereby inverts reality and subverts 

the rules-based international order. This subversion is 

dangerous, and deeply concerning, following the pattern set 

by Vladimir Putin’s Russia — with President Putin using 

false accusations of genocide in his “Nazification” libel as 

the pretext for launching his criminal aggression against 

Ukraine. 

Indeed, South Africa’s cynical weaponization of 

international law was further demonstrated when, on Jan. 4, 

less than a week after launching the ICJ proceedings 

against Israel, South African President Cyril Ramaphosa 

welcomed the leader of the Rapid Support Forces (RSF) to 

his home in Pretoria. The RSF, complicit in the Darfur 

genocide 20 years ago, is once again perpetrating mass 

crimes against humanity in Sudan, including the massacre 

of innocent civilians and the systematic use of sexual 

violence. Recently, over 100 legal experts warned that 

Sudan sits on the precipice of another genocide. 

Genocide, the “crime of crimes,” constitutes the most 

abhorrent of human acts. The 153 state parties to the 

Genocide Convention have both a moral and a legal 

imperative to take action to combat genocide — and 

incitement to genocide — wherever they may occur. But, 

rather than upholding this legal obligation, South Africa’s 

application at the ICJ undermines it, inverting both fact and 

law, and threatening the international rules-based order by 

doing so. As was most recently demonstrated by the 

Russian invasion of Ukraine, this inversion is most 

dangerous, and it is crucial that the community of 

democracies, including Canada, is steadfast in opposing it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.nytimes.com/2022/02/19/world/europe/putin-ukraine-genocide.html
https://www.raoulwallenbergcentre.org/en/news/2023-11-23
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In her Op-Ed, Abella dismisses the thorough, well-footnoted, 84-page South African legal brief to the ICJ, 

claiming that the State of Israel cannot to be blamed for conducting crimes against humanity, because it was 

“defending itself from terrorism.” Abella contends that Hamas is “a genocidal organization,” and is 

singularly guilty of the charge of genocide due 

to an “explicit and unapologetic goal” to 

eliminate Jews. Both Cotler and Abella blamed 

Hamas. Benjamin Netanyahu, and some of 

senior rank in government, have however 

admitted that Hamas was funded by, was a tool, 

and an asset of the State of Israel. I.e.: 

 

“Anyone who wants to thwart the 

establishment of a Palestinian state has to 

support bolstering Hamas and 

transferring money to Hamas … This is 

part of our strategy – to isolate the 

Palestinians in Gaza from the Palestinians 

in the West Bank.” (Statement by 

Netanyahu at a March 2019 meeting of 

his Likud Party’s Knesset members, Haaretz, October 9, 2023) 

 

“Hamas was treated as a partner to the detriment of the Palestinian Authority to prevent Abbas from 

moving towards creating a Palestinian State. Hamas was promoted from a terrorist group to an 

organization with which Israel conducted negotiations through Egypt, and which was allowed to 

receive suitcases containing millions of dollars from Qatar through the Gaza crossings.” (Times 

of Israel, October 8, 2023) 

  

1.  Abella’s (and Cotler’s) evidence for her Hamas claim is based on the events of October 7, 2023, when 

“Hamas murdered, raped, beheaded, kidnapped and tortured Jews … to eliminate them, because they were 

Jews.” Abella relied on the State of Israel’s scandalous propaganda regarding the events of October 7 

(emotionally charged lies and fabrications, to influence and poison the world stage), failing to objectively 

acknowledge or question the unfolding body of evidence from Israeli media and outside journalism which 

counters many elements of her claim. For instance, the earlier accounts: 

  

(a) The January 10, 2024, Grayzone article, Screams without Proof: Questions for NYT about shoddy 

‘Hamas mass rape’ report;  

(b) The independent media site, Electronic Entifada, published an article January 20, 2024, Israeli 

HQ ordered troops to shoot Israeli captives on 7 October, which included an English translation from 

the Hebrew edition of the Yedioth Ahronoth’s weekend supplement 7 Days, the January, 12 2024 

article, The Black Time;  

(c) The American Intercept news site published an analysis on January 28, 2024, New York Times 

Puts “Daily” Episode on Ice Amid Internal Firestorm over Hamas Sexual Violence Article;  

(d) The news journal site on YouTube, The Hill, published an interview with Max Blumenthal on 

January 30, NYT Pulls Hamas Rape Story from Podcast over Internal Turmoil over Shoddy 

Reporting, a descriptive account on shoddy journalism related to the State of Israel’s scandalous 

propaganda regarding the events of October 7, 2023. 

 

The November 30, 2023, ground-breaking investigation by Yuval Abraham with the +972 magazine, ‘A 

Mass Assassination Factor’: Inside Israel’s calculated bombing of Gaza, details that Israel’s “current war,” 

which its Cabinet dubbed “Operation Iron Swords,” is about “the bombing of targets that are not distinctly 

military in nature,” which the Israeli army “defines as ‘power targets’ (“matarot otzem”).” The 

https://archive.md/2023.10.10-030658/https:/www.haaretz.com/israel-news/2023-10-09/ty-article/.premium/another-concept-implodes-israel-cant-be-managed-by-a-criminal-defendant/0000018b-1382-d2fc-a59f-d39b5dbf0000#selection-453.0-453.73
https://www.timesofisrael.com/for-years-netanyahu-propped-up-hamas-now-its-blown-up-in-our-faces/
https://www.timesofisrael.com/for-years-netanyahu-propped-up-hamas-now-its-blown-up-in-our-faces/
https://thegrayzone.com/2024/01/10/questions-nyt-hamas-rape-report/
https://thegrayzone.com/2024/01/10/questions-nyt-hamas-rape-report/
https://electronicintifada.net/blogs/asa-winstanley/israeli-hq-ordered-troops-shoot-israeli-captives-7-october
https://electronicintifada.net/blogs/asa-winstanley/israeli-hq-ordered-troops-shoot-israeli-captives-7-october
https://theintercept.com/2024/01/28/new-york-times-daily-podcast-camera/
https://theintercept.com/2024/01/28/new-york-times-daily-podcast-camera/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=paDjsRkhc28
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=paDjsRkhc28
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investigation derived its information from numerous credible sources: “seven current and former members 

of Israel’s intelligence community, including military intelligence and air force personnel,” from “official 

statements by the IDF spokesperson and other Israeli state institutions,” and from “Palestinian testimonies, 

data, and documentation from the Gaza strip.” One source said, “all of this is happening contrary to the 

protocol used by the IDF in the past.” And “according to the Israeli army, during the first five days of 

fighting it dropped 6,000 bombs on the Strip, with a total weight of about 4,000 tons.” In that first week, 

“Israel bombed the Islamic University of Gaza, the Palestinian Bar Association, a United Nations building 

for an educational programme for outstanding students, a building belonging to the Palestine 

Communications Company, the Ministry of National Economy, the Ministry of Culture, dozens of high-rise 

buildings and homes.” “Although it is unprecedented for the Israeli army to attack more than 1,000 power 

targets in five days, the idea of causing mass devastation to civilian areas for strategic purposes was 

formulated in previous military operations in Gaza, honed by the so-called “Dahiya Doctrine” from the 

Second Lebanon War of 2006.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.  Abella’s claim on Israel’s legal right to defend itself is unsubstantiated, incredible, and imprudent, a 

similar claim asserted by Israeli President Isaac Herzog for Israel’s case before the ICJ, the argument that 

Israel would “proudly” be “using self-defence under our more inherent right under international 

humanitarian law.”  

 

There are numerous and more recent 

presentations and explanatory accounts 

that refute Abella’s January 9th claim, 

and the State of Israel’s often repeated 

claim, of a right to self defence. The 

refutation is based on international 

jurisprudence, a legal framework 

which Abella, a seasoned jurist and 

expert on international human rights, 

https://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/canada-government-south-africa-case-israel-international-court-justice-1.7079764
https://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/canada-government-south-africa-case-israel-international-court-justice-1.7079764
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was likely familiar with. For instance, the refutation by Francesca Albanese during her November 15, 2023, 

presentation at Australia’s National Press Club. Months before the October 7, 2023, break-through-the-

prison-barrier operation by Hamas, the Australian Friends of Palestine Association had invited Albanese to 

present at the Edward Said Memorial Lecture. Albanese also met with the Australian Human Rights 

Commission. Albanese was then courted by the Press Club. At the Press Club event, Club-treasurer Tom 

Connel, also the anchor at Sky News, asked Albanese the following after her presentation: 

 

Connel: You mentioned a couple of times, what you described as “the non-existent right of self 

defense of Israel” in the wake of those October 7 attacks. In your view, what action was Israel 

entitled to take after those attacks? 

 

Albanese: Thank you, Tom. With your permission I will clarify what is self defense under 

international law, and so that everyone can understand. Well, there’s not such a thing that Israel 

could claim. So, in common language, self defense might be understood as the right to protect 

oneself, which is what Israel clearly has. Israel has the sacrosanct right and duty to protect itself, its 

territory, its citizens. Although, it tends to confuse a lot its own territory with the territory that it’s 

trying to annex under occupation. And this is illegal. But, however, Article 51 of the UN Charter 

that Israel has invoked, is not just the right to protect itself. It’s self defense under international 

law. It’s a legal term. It means the right to wage a war, which Israel doesn’t have. And this is 

consolidated jurisprudence of the supreme judicial 

organ of the United Nations. I understand that the State 

practice might diverge – i.e., United States and Iraq – 

but the law remains the law. And this is what we 

should follow. So, the right of self defense can be 

invoked when a state is threatened by another state, 

which is not the case. Israel has not claimed that it has 

been threatened by another state. It’s been threatened 

by an armed group – qualify it the way you want – but 

it’s an armed group 

within the occupied 

territory. And frankly, 

even saying ‘the war’ 

between Gaza and Israel 

is wrong. Because Gaza 

is not a standalone entity. 

It is part of the occupied 

territory. But so, in 

particular, Israel cannot 

claim the right of self 

defense against a threat 

that emanates from the 

territory it occupies, 

from a territory that is 

kept under belligerent 

occupation. And not only 

this exists in the 

jurisprudence of the ICJ, 

in general it’s also been 

said in the case of the 

occupied Palestinian 

territory.  
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So, going back to your question. Now, what Israel was allowed to do to act to establish law and order 

to repel the attack, neutralize whoever was carrying out the attacks, and then proceed with law-and-

order measures? Meaning, not waging a war, but with law enforcement measures. One example. 

France was attacked by a group, a terrorist group, emanating from Belgium. Did France go and bomb 

entire residential areas in Belgium? No. So think of it. I know that we are used to think that the 

Palestinians can be bombed over and over. But it’s wrong. And this is so. And the other thing that 

Israel had to do was to allow justice, the prosecution, the investigation of the prosecution of those 

responsible. I understand there have been missiles sent from the Hamas controlled Gaza Strip. But the 

thing is that the Gaza Strip has become the kingdom of Hamas, thanks to the unilateral blockade that 

Israel has imposed over the Gaza Strip for 16 years, forcing 2.2 million people to live under Hamas. 

By the way Hamas, until couple of months ago, was said by, was defined by, various ministers, 

including the prime minister of Israel, as an asset to Israel while the PA [Palestinian Authority] was a 

liability. So, I mean, you don’t have to believe me. Listen to Israeli leaders and take them seriously.  

 

A reporter from SBS, Sara Tomevska, asked Albanese the following: 

 

Tomevska: “As we know the Australian government’s position is that Israel does have the right to 

defend itself. The Foreign Minister Penny Wong has described Hamas as a craven terrorist 

organization that does embed itself in civilian infrastructure. But, at the same time she has said that 

Israel has an obligation to observe the rules of war and that the International Community will not 

accept ongoing civilian deaths. Is this an appropriate response or is this an example of what you've 

described as the paralysis of the International Community?” 

 

Albanese: “No, no. This is what I call amnesia and myopia and living in an alternative reality. 

Because, again, before the 7th of October there was already plenty of evidence of violations of 

international law. So let me just articulate some. Since 1967, Israel has built 300 colonies – which are 

a war crime in and of themselves – in the occupied Palestinian territory, violating article 49 of the 

Geneva Convention, which prohibits the occupying power [the State of Israel] from transferring its, 

or encouraging, or supporting the transfer of its own civilian population into the occupied territory. 

This has meant establishing a system of structural violence made of dispossession, confiscation of 

land, and forceable displacement of the Palestinians. Forceable displacement when it’s widespread 

and systematic. It is not just a war crime. It is a crime against humanity. And there has been, as I 

said, again maintaining a system of arbitrary mass incarceration, mass arrest, and detention, amounts 

to violation of the right to fair trial, that is also prosecutable, to a scale that is prosecutable under their 

own statehood. And the list is long. So, there were already crimes that were committed then 

before the 7th of October. Gaza had been under blockade, which was a war crime, unlawful – I’m 

sorry – a collective punishment on the entire Palestinian population before. And there was wall to 

wall consensus that it was illegal. So, has any state – and not just blaming the West for once blaming, 

I’m not just criticizing the Western Country, everyone, ever anyone – taken measures, those afforded 

under the UN Charter, diplomatic, political, and economic measures? No. So, we are past this. And 

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/nov/03/a-two-state-solution-is-the-only-way-that-the-israel-palestine-problem-can-be-solved
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/nov/03/a-two-state-solution-is-the-only-way-that-the-israel-palestine-problem-can-be-solved
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this mandate in particular for 20 years, we, my predecessors, and now, myself, have said the West 

Bank, the Gaza Strip, and East Jerusalem are becoming a powder keg. It will explode. It has 

exploded.”  

 

In her January 9, 2023, Op-Ed, Rosalie Abella describes the deaths of Palestinians as an ‘unbearable 

tragedy’: “The unbearable tragedy of war lies in the deaths and suffering of innocent civilians, and there 

can be no doubt that the deaths and suffering of thousands of civilians in Gaza is an unbearable 

tragedy.” In her presentation in Melbourne, on November 15, 2023, United Nations rapporteur Francesca 

Albanese explained to an audience of journalists how the media (this would include opinions by Abella and 

Cotler) lacks empathy: the “tendency to talk of Palestinian deaths as a tragedy, while Israeli deaths are 

crimes.” Albanese urged the media to choose the appropriate language and to strive for the truth. 

 

Albanese: If I had to point to one thing in particular is: avoid dehumanizing the Palestinians. Because 

there is a lot of this and it’s across the globe. … In international media there is a tendency to talk 

of Palestinian deaths as a tragedy, while Israeli deaths as crimes. And there is a lot of empathy 

and solidarity that goes to the Israelis when they are victim of violence. And rightly so. This is what 

we should do as human beings. But then this is lacking on the side of the Palestinians. And as I said, 

they are killed, they are blamed, and they are also smeared when they try to speak out. So, get the 

facts straight. … Yes, of course it’s important to talk about the Two State Solutions. But what about 

these 11,000 people [as of November 15, 2023] who have been killed. And so, you [the reporter] 

mentioned islamophobia. I think that you have a point there. But what is really unfolding it’s 

something, I mean similar but different at the same time. It is anti-Palestinian racism which is a 

separate chapter of anti-Arabism. But you need to see that. The moment you see that you cannot 

un-see it anymore. And you can recognize it in the work you do and in the work of others. And 

again, this is not to dehumanize the Israelis. Actually, what I am trying to say, it’s recognizing the 

humanity of both. But, silencing, excluding, erasing Palestinian voices, or stereotyping and defaming 

them, denying what they have suffered throughout history, which doesn’t mean denying what others 

have suffered. But as some scholars very dear to me say, it is about recognizing the trauma of the 

other, recognizing the pain of the other. So, this is what I mean. You can start from there. The thing 

you always strive for in journalism is the truth. It’s difficult in the fog of war.” 

 

Albanese is the Special Rapporteur of the 

Occupied Palestinian Territory, a duty office of 

the United Nations Human Rights Council. The 

United Nations website states the following: 

 

The mandate of the Special 

Rapporteur derives from the 1993 

resolution from the Committee of 

Human Rights. The mandate calls on the 

Special Rapporteur: (a) To investigate 

Israel’s violations of the principles and 

bases of international law, 

international humanitarian law and 

the Geneva Convention relative to the 

Protection of Civilian Persons in Time 

of War, of 12 August 1949, in the 

Palestinian territories occupied by Israel 

since 1967; (b) To receive 

communications, to hear witnesses, and 

to use such modalities of procedure as he 
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may deem necessary for his mandate; and (c) To report, with his conclusions and recommendations, 

to the Commission on Human Rights at its future sessions, until the end of the Israeli occupation of 

those territories.  

 

Since the special mandate of 1993, Albanese is the 8th Special Rapporteur, and, by all accounts, she 

hopefully may not become the last. Prior Rapporteurs: Rene Felber (Switzerland, 1993-1995); Hannu 

Halinen (Finland, 1995-1999); Giorgio Giacomelli (Italy, 1999-2001); John Dugard (South Africa, 2001-

2008); Richard Falk (United States, 2008-2014); Makarim Wibisono (Indonesia, 2014-2016); and S. 

Michael Lynk (2016-2022). All professionally trained Rapporteurs filed reports with the United Nations. 

All Rapporteurs faced constant criticism, objection and heckling by the State of Israel and its lobby army. 

According to Michael Lynk, the most intense Israeli criticism and harassment faced by any 

Rapporteur to date has been cast at Albanese the moment of (and prior to) her appointment: 

 

“In his six years as Special Rapporteur, 

Michael Lynk never minced his words, but he 

knew how to keep his powder dry until the 

last moment, with a salvo not even the New 

York Times could ignore. 

“In the Palestinian territory that Israel has 

occupied since 1967,” Lynk wrote in his final 

report to the 49th session of the Human Rights 

Council (HRC), now available for all to read 

and ponder at the UN website, “there are 

now five million stateless Palestinians living 

without rights, in an acute state of 

subjugation, and with no path to self-

determination.” 

“[An] institutionalized regime of systematic 

racial oppression and discrimination has 

been established,” Lynk told the HRC. 

“Israeli Jews and Palestinian Arabs live their 

lives under a single regime which 

differentiates its distribution of rights and 

benefits [on] the basis of national and ethnic 

identity, and which ensures the supremacy of 

one group over, and to the detriment of, the other … This is apartheid.” 

Lynk reaffirmed the Israeli apartheid idea in an April 22 statement now posted at the UN website: 

Israel’s “entrenched occupation, which has become indistinguishable from practices of 

apartheid, is based on the institutional discrimination of one racial-national-ethnic group over 

another,” the statement read. 

Over the years, Lynk realized Israel’s presence had morphed from ‘belligerent occupation’ – 

legal under international law, within bounds set forth in the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 – to 

de facto annexation and apartheid. 

Lynk’s own country, Canada (which opposed his appointment as Special Rapporteur back in 2016), 

publicly acknowledges that Israel’s settlement enterprise is illegal, not to mention an obstacle to the 

‘two-state solution’ it claims to support. Still, Ottawa gladly extends preferential tariff treatment to 

settlement products, and charitable status to pro-settlement Canadian groups. 

One thing is certain: Israel will ban Francesca Albanese, as it has all Special Rapporteurs since 

Richard Falk took up the post in 2008. 

Israel can block UN Special Rapporteurs from entering what Michael Lynk refers to as an “internal 

colony.” It can’t block their reports from being published at the UN website.  

https://www.nytimes.com/2022/03/23/world/middleeast/israel-apatheid-un.html?searchResultPosition=1
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/03/23/world/middleeast/israel-apatheid-un.html?searchResultPosition=1
https://www.ohchr.org/en/documents/country-reports/ahrc4987-report-special-rapporteur-situation-human-rights-palestinian
https://www.ohchr.org/en/documents/country-reports/ahrc4987-report-special-rapporteur-situation-human-rights-palestinian
https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2022/04/un-expert-warns-israeli-crackdown-will-fuel-more-violence-urges
https://ihl-databases.icrc.org/ihl/INTRO/380
https://www.thestar.com/news/canada/2016/03/25/dion-calls-on-un-to-review-canadian-law-professors-appointment.html
https://www.international.gc.ca/world-monde/international_relations-relations_internationales/mena-moan/israeli-palistinian_policy-politique_israelo-palestinien.aspx?lang=eng&_ga=2.79135380.1846114433.1651047938-1729695636.1651047938#a06
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Notwithstanding the mountain of evidence that Israel’s occupation is here to stay and has morphed 

into apartheid (Israel’s occupation is “by far the best documented conflict in the modern world,” 

Lynk told Mondoweiss), the international community shows no indication it will hold Israel 

accountable. 

“This is probably one of the great mysteries of the modern world as to why we know so much 

about the occupation, and we’ve proclaimed so much law with respect to the occupation but 

have done so precious little with regards to this. There is a huge gap between promise and 

performance regarding this occupation.” 

Lynk wants the UN to revive its Special Committee Against Apartheid, dormant since 1994, 

tasking it to investigate situations of apartheid anywhere in the world. 

He recommends that the Israeli apartheid question be addressed by the International Criminal Court, 

and that an Advisory Opinion be solicited from the International Court of Justice on the legality of 

Israel’s occupation – something the ICJ did not opine on in its 2004 Wall decision.  

(Source: “This is apartheid”: an interview with outgoing UN human rights official Michael Lynk, by 

David Kattenburg, Monoweiss news website, May 3, 2022.) 

 

By all accounts, the United Nations Special 

Rapporteurs for Palestine were, and one 

remains, to borrow a phrase from an ancient 

story in the Old Testament, as Davids in the 

Zionist Lion’s Den. The intense acrimony and 

ridicule Albanese faced by the State of Israel 

and its lobby army had much to do with the 

timing of her appointment, her background, her 

gender, and the coincidental release of the two 

2022 reports by Human Rights Watch and 

Amnesty International on Israel as an apartheid 

state. 

 

A STRONG CAMPAIGN in support of 

the United Nations Special Rapporteur on 

the occupied Palestinian territory 

Francesca Albanese has emerged in 

response to an ongoing campaign to sack 

her. Three former rapporteurs urged the 

U.N. on April 27 to publicly defend their 

successor, stating that she has been the 

target of attacks that have been 

“slanderous” and “personal.” … The 

Italian international human rights lawyer 

was appointed to the role on May 1, 2022, the first woman to hold the position … In the letter 

addressed to U.N. leadership, former rapporteurs John Dugard, Richard Falk and Michael Lynk said 

they too were the target of such attacks during their terms, but the smears against Albanese are of 

“greater ferocity and mean-spiritedness.” 

 

In January, a bipartisan letter by 11 representatives in the U.S. Congress accused Albanese of “old 

anti-Semitic tropes,” and called on U.N. Secretary-General Antonio Guterres and the U.N. High 

Commissioner for Human Rights Volker Turk to remove her from her post. Other calls for her 

dismissal have come from Amichai Chikli, Israel’s minister of diaspora affairs and social 

equality, who in April accused her of having a “bias against Israel.” Additionally, Israeli NGOs 

International Legal Forum and Monitor have joined the chorus of calls for her dismissal. 
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Monitor’s board includes Elliot Abrams, the neoconservative former foreign policy adviser for U.S. 

presidents Ronald Reagan, George W. Bush and Donald Trump, who has been described as “a 

passionate advocate of Israel.” The International Legal Forum’s board includes Michael 

Mukasey, a former U.S. attorney general during the Bush era who in 2014 defended that 

administration’s waterboarding torture tactics during the U.S.’ so-called “war on terror,” CNN 

reported then. 8 

 

In early 2022, the NGO Monitor website, a propaganda lobby group arm of Israel based in Geneva, berated 

Albanese during her candidacy, and later in a December 15, 2022, post, accusing Albanese of “extreme 

bias.” The State of Israel, and its international propaganda army, obviously continues to dislike the truth.  

 

Six months before Albanese arrived in Australia, AIJAC, the Australia / Israel & Jewish Affairs Council, 

launched a particularly hateful dead-aim post against her by Justin Amler on May 8, 2023, A truly 

“Special” Special Rapporteur.  

 

“There are few positions in the United Nations that illustrate the extreme anti-Israel bias of that body 

better than the ‘Special Rapporteur on the occupied Palestinian territories’ – a position created by the 

United Nations Commission on Human Rights in 1993, supposedly to seek justice and respect for 

human rights. In reality, it’s a position filled by a series of hate-filled individuals whose single-

minded purpose was demonising the Jewish State – as the Commission and its successor 

organisation, the UN Human Rights Council, intended all along. This record has been underscored by 

the current incumbent, Italian academic Francesca Albanese. 

 

Small wonder Zionists are filled with hate for the 

United Nations special rapporteurs. Many of them 

clearly despise the Palestinians and the truth, 

which these professionally trained advocates have 

so valiantly told.  

 

Albanese co-authored the 700-page book with Lex 

Takkenberg, Palestinian Refugees in International 

Law. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
8 The Campaign Against the U.N.’s Human Rights Official on Palestine, Washington Report on Middle East Affairs, June/July 

2023, May 29, 2022. 
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In 2018, Albanese authored a publication, New Assaults, New Challenges, with 

78 findings on the plight of the Palestinians. In it, she describes how the U.S. 

Donald Trump administration removed $1.1 billion in aid to UNRWA. Recently, 

upon the release of the January 12, 2024, ICJ decision, the State of Israel 

fabricated evidence to persuade international donor states to remove substantial 

funding for UNRWA. 
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After her presentation, Press Club event host and treasurer Tom 

Connel opened the floor for questions. Here is one exchange. 

 

Hurst: “Daniel Hurst [Australian foreign affairs and defense 

correspondent], again, from The Guardian. You’ve made a very 

clear pitch about avoiding dehumanizing anyone in this 

particular debate [about] Palestinians and Israelis. I couldn’t help 

but being tripped up by the very ending of your speech, where 

you said that ending Jewish Israeli domination would be 

rehumanizing acts for them as well.  I just want to ask whether 

that sort of comment is helpful in the current climate talking 

about ending Jewish Israeli domination?”  

Albanese: “I wonder whether it’s helpful to pretend 

that apartheid doesn’t exist. Because this is what we 

are talking about. (Applause) I said ‘domination,’ not 

‘existence.’ Now, if we are unable to envisage Jewish 

Israelis living without being on top of the other, I think 

this is a problem. And this is where we need to correct 

our own approach to the other. Because how would you 

expect the Palestinians to want to live subjugated. I 

mean, one, or ten, or fifty more years. No, there 

shouldn’t be domination. But in particular let me say: it 

has a very specific meaning in the occupied Palestinian 

territory where Israel dominates without any legal 

justification or basis. The occupation is illegal. It’s 

unlawful. Because it operates against and outside of 

everything that is permitted under international law, 

because it has been a vehicle to colonize the land.  

It serves no military necessity. And it’s also apartheid by default. Because having civilian law 

imposed, applied to the settlers, who shouldn’t be there in the first place, which doesn’t mean that a 

two-state solution would translate into the uprooting of them. No, no, no. I’m not calling for that. But 

I’m just saying that the occupation must end. The exploitation of Palestinian land and resources 

must end. And then it’s up to the Palestinians and Israelis to live, to see how to live together in 

whatever forms of state they can envisage. It’s not up to us. But for me it’s really about basic 

application of international law.” 

 

Hurst: [Appearing sheepish, he rephrased the same question, 

trying to catch her up for his Guardian article] “You’ve applied 

it to that particular context. But you don’t think the word 

domination has a wider connotation outside that context?”  

 

Albanese: “What do you mean?”  

 

Hurst: “I’m talking about Israeli Jewish domination.” 

 

Albanese: “Meaning? Are you asking me, in Israel?” 
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Hurst: “Well, the phrase jumped out at me at the end of your 

speech and I’m just wondering if the trope of domination …” 

 

 

Albanese: “No! It’s not a trope. It’s really, real! So, it seems 

you do not understand what I’m saying. There is an apartheid 

regime! [Someone in the audience is heard laughing.] No, I’m 

serious! There is an apartheid regime. It’s domination. This 

is not a trope. This is international law. I encourage you to 

read the Apartheid Convention. Because it talks about 

racial domination. And this is what I’m talking about. Might 

be a trope into the way you interpret it. But I’m using 

domination in a strictly legal sense.” 
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      Questions posed to Albanese by Press Club Host and Sky News anchor, Tom Connel 
 

Albanese: When I hear Hamas leaders and 

when I hear Israeli leaders particularly in 

these historical moments, they seem to me 

calling for the whole destruction of the 

other. But the difference is that unlike 

Hamas, what Israel is enforcing is that 

reality. Hamas is not. And again, this is 

not to downplay, or this is not to condone, 

this is not to justify what Hamas is doing. 

This is why I invoke the application of 

justice. But Israel has the capacity. When 

special rapporteurs have used the word 

genocide, there is a risk of genocide. We 

have looked not only at the genocidal 

intent, but based on previous practice, the  

reality on the ground is that there is a risk of genocide being committed by Israel, and also the 

capacity to do that.  

 

Connel: When you say that, I mean if they wanted 

to, probably done to be blunt about it, yes, it’s a 

dire situation for civilians. But Israel did say: 

civilians, please leave, this is where we’re 

targeting. So that wasn’t them actually targeting 

civilians at that point. [A murmur is heard at this 

point made by most of the audience] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Albanese: Ah, my friend Daniel Levy told the 

BBC journalist … and I beg your pardon, I don’t 

mean to be rude, but can you really keep a 

straight face as you ask me this question??? 

[Audience is clapping] I will answer the question. 

Okay. There is no where to go. Because, for those 

who are not familiar with the Gaza Strip. It is a 300 

square kilometers piece of land. It’s the most 

crowded place on earth. And it has been, when I  

say carpet bombed, this is what 6,000 bombs per week do to an area which is so crowded. … You know 

what Tom, we already knew. Because this is the sixth war that Israel has waged against Gaza. There 

was one in 2008, 2009, 2012, 2014, 2021, 2022. Already thousands of people had been killed, including 

1,000 children. … Palestinians have been left with nowhere to go. 

 

 

 



61 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



62 

 

3.1. Albanese’s October 2024 Second UN Genocide Indictment Report 

 

GENEVA (25 March 2022) – A UN expert called today on the international community to accept 

and adopt the findings in his current report, echoing recent findings by Palestinian, Israeli and 

international human rights organisations, that apartheid is being practiced by Israel in the occupied 

Palestinian territory. 

“There is today in the Palestinian territory occupied by Israel since 1967 a deeply discriminatory dual 

legal and political system that privileges the 700,000 Israeli Jewish settlers living in the 300 illegal 

Israeli settlements in East Jerusalem and the West Bank,” said Michael Lynk, the UN Special 

Rapporteur for the situation of human rights in the Palestinian territory occupied since 1967. 

“Living in the same geographic space, but separated by walls, checkpoints, roads and an entrenched 

military presence, are more than three million Palestinians, who are without rights, living under an 

oppressive rule of institutional discrimination and without a path to a genuine Palestinian state that 

the world has long promised is their right. 

“Another two million Palestinians live in Gaza, described regularly as an ‘open-air prison’, without 

adequate access to power, water or health, with a collapsing economy and with no ability to freely 

travel to the rest of Palestine or the outside world.” 

The Special Rapporteur said that a political regime which so intentionally and clearly prioritizes 

fundamental political, legal and social rights to one group over another within the same geographic 

unit on the basis of one’s racial-national-ethnic identity satisfies the international legal definition of 

apartheid. 

“Apartheid is not, sadly, a phenomenon confined to the history books on southern Africa,” he said in 

his report to the Human Rights Council. “The 1998 Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court 

came into law after the collapse of the old South Africa. It is a forward-looking legal instrument 

which prohibits apartheid as a crime against humanity today and into the future, wherever it may 

exist.” 9 

 

 

 

“Never before in the history of the United Nations did France, Germany and the U.S. condemn a UN 

human rights monitor for racism or antisemitism,” said Hillel C. Neuer, executive director of UN 

Watch. “Francesca Albanese is the first. She is today the most dangerous figure on the world stage 

inciting antisemitism and jihadi terrorism.” 10 

 

 

Israel’s political leadership’s recent targeted assassinations of Hamas, Hezbollah, and Iranian leaders and 

commanders, and the ruthless targeting of more than 170 journalists (inside and outside of ‘Israel’), 

including some of their families, are not just confined to the lawless arena of brutal military and 

surveillance murder, but also include the assassination of people’s reputations, professions and livelihoods, 

a small host of which have occurred since October 2023 in Europe, the British Commonwealth nations, and 

in the United States. For instance, the vitriolic smear campaigns upon Francesca Albanese launched by 

 
9 Israel’s 55-year Occupation of Palestinian Territory is Apartheid – UN Human Rights Expert, March 22, 2022. United Nations 

Human Rights Office, Press Release. 
10 Report: US Should Bar Antisemitic UN Official Set to Visit General Assembly, College Campuses, October 22, 2024, U.N. 

Watch, media release, NGO in Geneva. 

Hillel Neuer’s X 

(formerly, Twitter) post 

from March 27, 2024. 

https://www.ohchr.org/en/hr-bodies/hrc/regular-sessions/session49/list-reports
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Zionist Israel’s watchdog groups and units since early 2022, 11 is merely one of these, and one which has 

reached a new low through a more aggressive, unsurpassed campaign attempting to dilute and undermine 

her powerful and legitimate mandate: legal findings, summaries and statements. 

 

Leading up to the October 27, 2024, release of Albanese’s second report that year, Genocide as Colonial 

Erasure, and prior to her report presentation to the United Nations in New York scheduled for Wednesday, 

October 30, came a series of vicious attacks by pro-Israel NGO bodies and spokespeople. Anne Bayefsky, 

the Touro University on Human Rights and the Holocaust director, 12 and the president of Human Rights 

Voices (formed in 2013), published a Human Rights Voices media release on October 26, 2024, UN 

Secretary-General Won’t Condemn Official Accused of Antisemitism; U.S. said to Grant Visa for Visit: 

 

Bayefsky condemned the State Department’s refusal to limit Albanese’s travel, given that she ‘is in 

the business of promoting, spreading and inciting violent antisemitism. The State Department is 

supposed to be in the business of protecting Jewish Americans from the inflammatory hatred of an 

international visitor. “The United States is certainly under no obligation, as the U.N. host country, to 

facilitate her travel outside the U.N. as part of her treacherous effort to reach American campuses. If 

the State Department refuses to do its job and limit her visa accordingly, then they are aiding and 

abetting the spread of antisemitism across America.”  

 

According to Form 990 U.S. tax filings in 2018, Bayefsky was under contract, that year, with CAMERA – 

the Committee for Accuracy in Middle East Reporting in America Inc., an NGO, and a member 

organization of the Jewish Community Relations Council – and received a payment of $280,000. In a 

review of Bayefsky’s advocacy roles in Part 10 of this report, CAMERA “functions as an attack 

organization for the Zionist right wing, targeting journalists, academics, students, politicians, and 

community organizers who make even mild criticism of Israel.”  Online ProPublica, in its Nonprofit 

Explorer information section, states that the NGO Human Rights Voices Inc. was “tax exempt since 

December 2013.” From 2013 to 2023, it had the following revenues:  

 

     2013, $110,000;        2015, $603,647;        2017, $457,698;     2019, $490,876;      2021, $470,115; 

     2014, $170,728;        2016, $575,157;        2018, $592,166;     2020, $480,800;      2022, $560,992; 

                       2023, $535,618. 

         

with total reported revenues since 2013 of $5,047,797 (U.S.). Under these total revenues, there are reported 

“compensation” salaries for Human Rights Voices president Anne Bayefsky, totalling $425,000, averaging, 

primarily, $50,000 per annum. The sources of revenues to Human Rights Voices were not revealed. 

 
11 I.e., Al Jazeera’s online May 29, 2023, article, The Campaign Against the U.N.’s Human Rights Official on Palestine, states: 

“Hundreds of civil society organizations, academics, jurists and politicians have come to Albanese’s defense. On April 26, 

Amnesty International Italy released a letter in support of the U.N. human rights official, which included dozens of Italian rights 

groups, MPs, jurists and academics as signatories. An earlier statement in support of Albanese in January 2023 included 116 

human rights groups, civil society organizations, and academic institutions from all over the world…. “Our organizations and 

groups warn that this smear campaign against UNSR Albanese constitutes the latest manifestation in a pattern of Israeli attacks 

aimed at silencing any legitimate criticism of the inhuman manner in which it treats Palestinians in the Occupied Palestinian 

Territory (OPT),” the 116 international organization and academic signatories said.” Mandy Turner’s September 21, 2023 article, 

Why Israel Fears the Facts: Reporting on Israel’s Human Rights Violations in the Occupied Territory for the UN, states: “There 

are now forty-four Special Rapporteurs” who “report directly to the UNCHR [UN Commission on Human Rights] and the UN 

General Assembly. More crucially, and this is what makes them so independent, they are not UN staff members and do not 

receive a salary. This leaves the office holders able to offer an independent voice unshackled by the diplomatic language and 

horse-trading that plagues the UN system.” 
12 Bayefsky’s public relations involvement in the defence of Zionist Israel is covered in Part 10 of this report. 
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Irwin Cotler’s old friend and student, Hillel Neuer, the 

top dog at U.N. Watch, Zionist Israel’s mouthpiece 

monitoring commander on the United Nations, with its 

headquarters in Geneva, 13 on which Cotler sits as an 

advisory board member, launched a chilling media 

release on October 22, 2024, Report: US Should Bar 

Antisemitic UN Official Set to Visit General Assembly, 

College Campuses.  

 

GENEVA, October 23, 2024 — One week after 

she was condemned by France and the U.S. for 

spreading antisemitism, UN official Francesca 

Albanese should be sanctioned and barred entry to 

the U.S., said the human rights group UN Watch 

on Tuesday, days before her planned visit to the 

country to address the General Assembly’s 193-

nation human rights committee, and to speak at 

multiple college campuses including Georgetown 

and Princeton. 

 

In a 60-page report released today, “Wolf in 

Sheep’s Clothing,” the Geneva-based non-

governmental organization UN Watch documents 

how Albanese, the UN Human Rights Council’s monitor tasked with investigating “Israel’s 

violations” in the Palestinian territories, routinely portrays Israelis as 

Nazis, complains that America is “subjugated by the Jewish Lobby,” 

and denies the Hamas atrocities of October 7, 2023. 

 

Albanese has also been condemned by German, Canadian and U.S. 

lawmakers. Last week she was denounced for antisemitism by the 

leading Jewish organizations in the U.S., including  by the American 

Jewish Committee, the Anti-Defamation League, and the Conference 

of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations, 

 

This summer, Linda Thomas-Greenfield, the U.S. ambassador to the 

United Nations, stated that Albanese “is not fit for this or any 

position at the UN,” and that “there is no place for antisemitism 

from UN-affiliated officials tasked with promoting human rights.” 

Last week, France called for Albanese to face “consequences.” 

 

In 2022, Deborah Lipstadt, the U.S. Special Envoy on Antisemitism, 

stated that Albanese’s “blatant antisemitic rhetoric” was “an established pattern” that “severely 

undermines” her credibility as UN human rights official. 

 

 
13 Refer to Part 10 for more on Neuer. A Boca Raton News article of December 12, 2006, Neuer sees mission as ‘a sliver of 

light,’ states that Neuer “was a litigation attorney at the international law firm of Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison 

LLP,” and that he “holds three diplomas in law, in government, and intellectual history.” Hillel’s first editorial printed in the 

Montreal Gazette on March 14, 1994, describes Hillel as “a former editor of Dateline: Middle East,” and “is a board member of 

the Canadian Zionist Federation and the Canadian Institute for Jewish Research.”  

Excerpt from Montreal Gazette 

article, Huge D.C. Israel-

support rally, April 16, 2002. 

https://unwatch.org/global-condemnation-of-un-rights-official-comparing-israel-to-third-reich/
https://unwatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/Wolf-in-Sheeps-Clothing-Report-on-Francesca-Albanese.pdf
https://unwatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/Wolf-in-Sheeps-Clothing-Report-on-Francesca-Albanese.pdf
https://x.com/HillelNeuer/status/1848023316306461154
https://unwatch.org/global-condemnation-of-un-rights-official-comparing-israel-to-third-reich/
https://x.com/USAmbUN/status/1816906822361731166
https://x.com/HillelNeuer/status/1847211920807297475
https://x.com/StateSEAS/status/1603160247417405441
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“Never before in the history of the United Nations did France, Germany and the U.S. condemn a UN 

human rights monitor for racism or antisemitism,” said Hillel C. Neuer, executive director of UN 

Watch. “Francesca Albanese is the first. She is today the most dangerous figure on the world stage 

inciting antisemitism and jihadi terrorism.” 

 

Albanese is set to speak in front of the United Nations in the U.S. on October 30. A college tour will 

take her to multiple U.S. campuses including Georgetown University on October 26, Princeton on 

October 29, and Toronto on November 7. UN Watch warns of “the possibility that Albanese will 

incite terrorism and antisemitism on campuses.” 

 

A new series of comments posted 

on X (formerly the Twitter 

platform), began appearing on 

about October 14, 2024, as news 

emerged from Albanese’s social 

media accounts about her new 

report to the United Nations and 

numerous scheduled speaking 

engagements in the United States 

and Canada. If I were to hazard a 

guess about which pro-Israeli body 

/ individual masterminded this 

latest stinging campaign against 

Albanese it would most likely be 

Canadian Neuer, who had 

previously committed earlier series 

of smears against her.  

 

It is probably why, and through 

whom, mass messages were co-

dispatched. One of these dispatches 

reached Michele Taylor, the 

American Ambassador to the 

United Nations Human Rights 

Council, a founding board member 

and vice chair of President Joe 

Biden’s Super PAC, Unite the Country. The hyperlink to Wikipedia, states that Taylor, a grandchild to 

Jewish holocaust survivors, was appointed in 2014 to the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council, and was a 

former board member of the Anti-Defamation League. Taylor tweeted on X on October 15, 2024:  

 

Antisemitism has no place at the UN, especially from those tasked with promoting human rights. 

Francesca Albanese’s recent remarks, including evoking Nazis, show yet again that she is unfit for 

any role at the UN. The U.S. has never supported her mandate, and her conduct is unacceptable. 

 

Of course, any conscientious human rights investigator would retort the following to Taylor’s disingenuous 

statement: it is the “conduct” of the United States’ support of Israel’s genocide that “is unacceptable.” 

Michele Taylor had tweeted on February 12, 2024, four months into Israel’s genocide, that “Francesca 

Albanese has a history of using antisemitic tropes. Her most recent statements justifying, dismissing, and 

denying the antisemitic undertones of Hamas’ October 7 attack are unacceptable and antisemitic.”  

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mich%C3%A8le_Taylor
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mich%C3%A8le_Taylor
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mich%C3%A8le_Taylor
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Hillel Neuer’s originating tweet dispatch was endorsed by Canadian MP (for Montreal riding Mount Royal) 

Anthony Housefather, who tweeted on October 17, in support of Michel Taylor’s October 15th tweet: “I 

agree with @USAmbHRC. Francesca Albanese has a long history of using antisemitic tropes. It is 

absolutely baffling to me that the United Nations condones her behaviour and does not remove her from her 

position.” In July 2024, nine months into Israel’s genocide, Prime Minister Trudeau appointed Housefather 

as Special Advisor on Jewish Community Relations and Antisemitism: 

 

Mr. Housefather will help advance actions throughout the federal government to combat 

antisemitism, enhance the protection of Jewish Canadian communities, and address the unacceptable 

discrimination against them – both historical and current. In this role, Mr. Housefather will work 

closely with Jewish communities and relevant stakeholders across the country and Canada’s Special 

Envoy on Preserving Holocaust Remembrance and Combatting Antisemitism, Deborah Lyons. 14 

 

Wikipedia, on Anthony Housefather (accessed on November 9, 2024) states:  

 

In May 2018, Housefather distanced himself from his own government and strongly disagreed with 

Justin Trudeau, when he made a statement that condemned the Israeli military for using excessive 

force against unarmed civilians and called for an independent investigation into Israel, after an Israeli 

sniper shot a Canadian physician, Dr. Tarek Loubani in Gaza. … Housefather is a member of the 

Canada-Israel Interparliamentary group. Following the start of the Israeli war on Gaza in October 

2023, Housefather travelled to Israel and took photos with former Israeli Prime Minister Naftali 

Bennett. On January 19, 2024, Housefather 

appeared on CBC’s Power and Politics and 

stated that Canada should categorically 

reject South Africa’s genocide claim 

against Israel while saying that Israel was 

merely “defending itself.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 
14 Deborah Lyons, the former Canadian ambassador to Israel (June 19, 2016 – 2020) and now Canadian Special Envoy on 

Holocaust Rememberance and Combatting Antisemitism (as of October 16, 2023). As stated in the hyperlink, Canadian Prime 

Minister Trudeau appointed Lyons “in the wake of Hamas’ large-scale terrorist attacks against Israel. … The Prime Minister 

thanked the Honourable Irwin Cotler for his tireless contributions as Canada’s first Special Envoy … from 2020 t0 2024.” 

https://www.pm.gc.ca/en/news/news-releases/2024/07/05/prime-minister-announces-new-special-advisor-jewish-community
https://www.pm.gc.ca/en/news/news-releases/2024/07/05/prime-minister-announces-new-special-advisor-jewish-community
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anthony_Housefather
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Justin_Trudeau
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gaza_Strip
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Naftali_Bennett
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Naftali_Bennett
https://www.pm.gc.ca/en/news/news-releases/2023/10/16/prime-minister-announces-new-special-envoy-preserving-holocaust
https://www.pm.gc.ca/en/news/news-releases/2023/10/16/prime-minister-announces-new-special-envoy-preserving-holocaust
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As an arm of what might be called the global denial industry, U.N. Watch’s strategy is, clearly, to 

assassinate Albanese’s character and reputation. It is much like what the tobacco industry did to the 

whistleblower in the Hollywood movie, The Insider. In the movie, based on real events, the 60 Minutes 

CBC television program’s top researcher, represented by Hollywood star Al Pacino, who put himself in 

charge of protecting The Insider from a character assassination smear campaign, goes to great lengths to 

redeem The Insider, hiring a group of investigators to counter each smear. The character assassination, 

revealed in a contrived report that was released to the media, came the moment The Insider committed to 

making an affidavit in a court proceeding, breaking his confidentiality agreement, and thereby exposing 

criminal secrets against his old employer, one the “Seven Dwarves.” Similarly, Albanese, as an expert in 

her field of international law and human rights, has framed a series of serious indictments against the 

Zionist settler state, and her latest report as perhaps the most powerful. As all can see, the Zionist project, 

with its many tentacles, will not easily surrender and will go down kicking and screaming. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“I know what they do because I used to ask them 

to do it. I mean when I was in the Mossad, and 

we had a guy that gave us problems in the U.S., 

and he was speaking out, and he was talking, and 

like Pete talked once [referring to what another 

presenter said at the same conference], and said 

Israel is bombing Lebanon with cluster 

bombs. Well, we say, hey, who’s that guy? You 

know, Pete ----- [a Hebrew word for cockroach], 

we used to call it, yeah, which is Pete the  

Cockroach, because he makes a lot of noise, and 

you can’t get rid of him. So, what you do is you 

get in touch with a guy in the [Mossad] station in 

New York or in the [Mossad] station in 

Washington, and you say tell the guys at B’nai 

Brith to label him. And, of course, the campaign 

starts. And before you know it the guy’s labelled, 

and he’s an Antisemite, because that’s what we 

say he is. And that’s one stain you cannot 

wash. Now, it shames me as a Jew to tell you 

that. But that’s the fact and it’s wrong!” 

 

 

Left: Quote from Victor Ostrovsky, “former Mossad 

Agent,” from a September 12, 1995, presentation, 

filmed on C-SPAN. Source: YouTube, “Former 

Mossad Agent on Israel’s Influence Over U.S. 

Policy.” Ostrovsky, a Mossad case officer from 1984 

– 1986, authored two books (By Way of Deception, 

and The Other Side of Deception, on the operations 

of the Mossad. His first book was temporarily 

censured in Canada in 1990 by the Israeli Embassy. 



68 

 

Part 4.  The Big Reveal about Abella’s Conduct (‘Progressive Except for Palestine’) 
 

The ink was barely dry on Abella’s January 9, 2024 opinion article in the Globe and Mail, that within two 

days a lengthy blog post emerged from eastern Canada with an eyebrow raising account under the title, 

revealing a chink in Abella’s human rights record armor. Abella’s words and arguments in defence of the 

Israeli State were so troublesome they triggered an immediate response in Judy Haiven’s blog, My 

Encounter with Justice Rosalie Abella and my Dismay with her: 

“I used to think highly of Justice Rosalie Abella [as so many have], who in 2021 retired from the 

Supreme Court of Canada after 17 years. … But in her op-ed in Tuesday’s Globe and Mail, she 

refused to let facts get in the way of her support of Israel. … Where are the facts behind what Abella 

says? Where is the evidence of genocide against the Jews? Twenty-three thousand dead Palestinians 

suggests a genocide against 

the people of Gaza, not the 

Jews in Israel.”  

Haiven, a former professor in the 

Management Department of the 

Sobey School of Business at Saint 

Mary’s University in Halifax, a 

specialist in Industrial Relations, 

and “a founder of Equity Watch, a 

human rights organization 

dedicated to fighting bullying and 

discrimination in the workplace,” 

detailed a private discussion 

Haiven had with Abella about ten 

years ago, 2014, the focus of her 

‘disappointment’.  

 

“The Religious Studies Department at Saint Mary’s University (where I was a faculty member) 

invited her [Abella] to give a talk in Halifax. It was part of an annual lecture series meant to knit 

faiths together to discuss weighty matters. Abella’s talk on the topic of human rights was co-

sponsored by the Atlantic Jewish Council. … She spoke of all the trouble spots in the world, the 

Congo, Somalia, Rwanda, China, the Russian orbit of countries, Latin America and explained the 

lack of democracy and the wars which had caused huge misfortunes for the local people, and the 

abrogation of their human rights on a grand scale. She must have named 20 countries, but never 

once mentioned Palestine. It was a huge oversight, a glaring omission, a leap that showed not 

only that Palestinian human rights were not an issue, but that Israel’s illegal and brutal 

military occupation of nearly 60 years did not exist – for her. 

When she ended her speech, there was a standing ovation; she looked pleased and curtsied to the 

audience. … After the thanks and gift-giving, I realized I had to talk to her about her refusal to 

speak about Palestine and her support for Israel. … Finally, she and I were alone in the room. I 

walked up smiling and presented my business card. I said I had admired her work in labour law, 

especially her plan for employment equity which lay the ground for the federal Employment Equity 

Act. She was happy, and glad to get the praise.   

Then I said, “You know, people like you and me have to stand up against injustice committed by 

Israel – because if we as Jews don’t stand up, we can’t expect anyone else will. We have to 

https://judyhaiven.ca/2024/01/11/my-encounter-with-justice-rosalie-abella-and-my-dismay-with-her/
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/opinion/article-south-africas-genocide-case-against-israel-exploits-the-post-war-legal/
http://equitywatch.ca/


69 

 

speak against the Occupation.” Her face clouded over; sharply and clearly, she stated, “I will never 

do that.” I said, “Surely if you are in favour of human rights you have to see what Israel is doing is 

wrong.” She turned her back on me and muttered, “I don’t agree, and I will never say those 

things.”  

Then she picked up the shawl, the quilt and the pottery and dashed for the front doors.   

All these years later I remember the furious look she gave me – I was a traitor. I could not believe 

that someone who was a Supreme Court judge, someone who was a feminist, someone who 

challenged existing labour law – could be so wilfully blind.”  

Haiven had long ago discovered a troublesome trait, a wrinkle, a singular orientational flaw in Abella’s 

international human rights portfolio, a thorny weakness in her integrity and conduct. And now, Haiven was 

finally calling Abella out.  

 

4.1.  No, Not There, or PeP 

 

Putting the revelation of Rosalie Abella’s indifference aside, to allow Abella the benefit of our collective 

doubt, in fairness one might argue that this was merely a single speaking engagement where Abella had 

mistakenly overlooked referencing the plight of Palestinians within the context of her numerous speeches, 

presentations and essays on international human rights and constitutional injustices. In pursuit of this 

possibility, I conducted an inquiry into as many of her public presentations I could find, to verify the 

question about a possible pattern, a repeated offense, of excluding Palestinians. I managed to find three 

speaking engagement examples: two prior to 2014 and one after. 

 

*  On January 11, 2007, Rosalie Abella presented the opening lecture for the Trust in Justice series hosted  

by the Canadian Centre for Ethics in Public Affairs, the Nova Scotia Barrister Society, and the Dalhousie 

Law School, held at the McNally Theatre Auditorium, Saint Mary’s University in Halifax. Abella served as 

Supreme Court Justice at the time, when Israel was constructing the massive walls around Gaza and the 

Westbank.  

 

“We have genocide in Rwanda, the massacres in Bosnia and the Congo the violent expropriations and 

judicial constructive dismissals in Zimbabwe, the assassination of law enforcers in Colombia and 

Indonesia, the slavery and child soldiers in Sudan, the repression in Chechnya, the cultural [_____] of 

women Hindus in ancient Buddhist temples by the Taliban, the attempted genocide of the Kurds in 

Iraq, the rampant racism tolerated at the UN World Congress against racism and intolerance in 

Durban South Africa, the world shocking lassitude and confronting AIDS in Africa, a lassitude 

interrupted only when Stephen Lewis donated his iconic passion and indefatigable compassion to the 

issue, and of course Darfur. How come with all our international laws to protect rights we have 

tolerated these and injustices notwithstanding what should have been the indelible lesson of the 

Holocaust that indifference is in justice’s incubator we felt somehow entitled to defer consideration 

of our international moral obligations.” 

 

*  No, not there. Well, what about at a symposium at York University on March 28, 2009, when Abella 

served as Supreme Court Justice: 

 

“The human rights abuses occurring in some parts of the world are putting the rest of the world in 

danger because intolerance in its hegemonic insularity seeks to impose its intolerant truth on others. 

Yet we appear to be reluctant to call to account the intolerant countries who abuse their citizens and 

instead hide behind silencing concepts like cultural relativism or domestic sovereignty or root 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aR2qj46h2iI
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causes.” … Citing massacres and abuses in Rwanda, Zimbabwe, Colombia, Chechnya and Darfur, as 

well as those by the Taliban and against the Kurds, she observed: “Clearly what remains elusive is 

our willingness as an international community to protect humanity from injustice.” 

 

* No, not there either. Well, what about Abella’s December 9, 2020, keynote address for the inaugural Elie 

Wiesel Lectureship in Human Rights, a prepared address recorded by a video link from her home when she 

served as Supreme Court Justice:  

 

“In too many parts of the 

world there are no rights, no 

tolerance, no justice, and no 

hope. Those parts of the world 

are putting the rest of the 

world in danger because 

intolerance, the world’s fastest 

growth industry, seeks in its 

hegemonic insularity to 

impose its intolerant truth on 

others. Yet for some reason 

we seem far too reluctant to 

call to account the intolerant 

countries who abuse their 

citizens and hide instead 

behind silencing concepts … 

silence in the face of injustice means that injustice wins. Since the end of World War Two we’ve had 

the most sophisticated array of laws, treaties, and conventions the world has ever known, all stating 

that rights abuses will not be tolerated anywhere. But they have been tolerated. We’ve had the 

genocide in Rwanda, the massacres in Bosnia, Cambodia, and the Congo. The repression in 

Chechnya, the child soldiers in Sudan, Zimbabwe, the Uygur’s in China, the Rohingya and Myanmar, 

Pakistan, Syria, Iran, Russia, Darfur, Hungary, Poland, and Turkey. And, of course the refugees 

dying by the hundreds as they seek refuge from the wrath of African conflicts. These are among 

many, many others. Clearly what remains elusive is our willingness as an international community to 

protect humanity from injustice.” 

 

No, not there either. Nowhere, so far. Nothing. A more than likely pattern of withholding references to 

Palestinians, to Gaza, or the Westbank was found. Perhaps there was some mention of the Palestinians 

somewhere, but unlikely. And, oddly, no mention of Israel as an oppressor, colonial settler, and Apartheid 

State, as frequently mentioned by conscientious human rights advocates, as reported on by prominent 

human rights organizations, Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, historians, and by special legally 

trained independent rapporteurs and their formal reports to the United Nations. Abella, for instance, like her 

good friend Irwin Cotler, had been involved in supporting those oppressed by the former South Africa 

apartheid regime. What, one might genuinely ask, is with the deafening silence about Palestinians? 

 

Abella did say something of interest most recently on CBC television News, from a special interview 

broadcast on January 22, 2024: “I’ve never seen anything like this where people are silenced for taking a 

side that defends the right of the Jewish state to exist.” Following in line with her January 9 opinion 

article thirteen days prior, Abella’s statement provides clarity. 

 

Sensing the vulnerability and inevitability of Abella’s damaged reputation – like bees out to protect the hive 

and its queen, like the summoning of a Humpty Dumpty directive – the Canadian Israel lobby flexed its 

influence on the federal CBC to salvage and elevate Abella’s public image. The strategy soon emerged in a 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mtDZbgQ75Z8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mtDZbgQ75Z8
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February 2, 2024 CBC news post called ‘Canada’s Ruth Bader Ginsburg’: Justice Rosalie Abella led the 

way on major decisions that affect your life. After a brief introduction on Abella’s legacy, is a link to watch 

filmmaker Barry Avrich’s 2022 documentary, Without Precedent: The Supreme Life of Rosalie Abella, for 

free: 

 

Rosalie Silberman Abella – “Rosie” to almost everyone who knows her – built a legal legacy in 

Canada while becoming a human rights hero and icon around the world. This is the story of an 

exceptional woman who spent her entire life reminding us that we must never forget how the world 

looks to those who are vulnerable. 

 

Similarly, in aid of restoring and or repairing Abella’s self-infliction, the lobby has extended its influence 

into the United States to provide the same offer, where the Public Broadcast Station (PBS) would also 

broadcast Barry Avrich’s documentary about Abella. Unlike a vehicle smash-damaged in some traffic 

accident, Abella’s damaged image may never be repaired. 

 

So, what do we now know? Haiven called out Abella’s conduct in her blog post. And we should all thank 

her for doing so, because it seems that no one, or should I say, very few may have publicly called Abella 

out on her conduct before.  

 

For instance, the February 14, 2023, article published by Peter Larson on the Canada Talks Israel Palestine 

website. When seventy Canadian jurists “signed a letter warning about the proposed changes limiting the 

independence of the Israeli judiciary” on February 9, 2023, Statement by Canadian jurists on proposed 

transformation of Israel’s legal system, the list included “seven retired Supreme Court judges,” including 

“former Chief Justice Beverly McLachlin and former Justice Rosalie Abella:”  

 

The statement, written by University of Toronto academics Lorraine Weinrib and Ernest Weinrib, 

accuses Israel of forgetting the lessons of the Nazis’ mass murder of six million Jews. “We write out 

of concern that recent proposals to transform Israel’s legal system will weaken democratic 

governance, undermine the rule of law, jeopardize the independence of the judiciary and impair the 

protection of human rights.” 

 

But while raising the flag about serious potential threats to the human rights of Israelis, the letter 

totally ignores an even bigger existing Israeli human rights problem in which the Israel’s existing 

Supreme Court judges has been deeply complicit. Those of the human rights of Palestinians. 

https://www.cbc.ca/documentaries/canada-s-ruth-bader-ginsburg-justice-rosalie-abella-led-the-way-on-major-decisions-that-affect-your-life-1.7070956
https://www.cbc.ca/documentaries/canada-s-ruth-bader-ginsburg-justice-rosalie-abella-led-the-way-on-major-decisions-that-affect-your-life-1.7070956
https://canadatalksisraelpalestine.ca/2023/02/14/canadian-justices-jump-to-defend-israels-independent-judiciary-but-ignore-the-role-of-the-israeli-supreme-court-in-allowing-abuses-of-human-rights-of-palestinians/#more-21746
https://www.law.utoronto.ca/blog/faculty/statement-canadian-jurists-proposed-transformation-israels-legal-system
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“The president of Israel’s Supreme Court, gave an impassioned speech this month criticizing the 

radical overhaul of the judiciary proposed by Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu’s government,” 

notes Hagar El-ad, executive 

director of Israeli human rights 

organization B’Tselem. El-ad notes 

that in her speech, Justice Esther 

Hayuit gave many examples of 

where the Supreme Court has 

intervened to protect the rights of 

children, soldiers, LGBT and 

religious rights. “But, continues El-

ad”, she made no mention 

whatsoever of Palestinian human 

rights. This omission cannot be 

accidental.” 

                                                                         

The above-referenced January 26, 2023, article by  

Hagar El-ad, The Silent Branch: How Israel’s Supreme  

Court Crushes Palestinian Rights, examines the 

omissions of Palestinian rights from Israel’s laws, a premediated condition by the Court which El-ad refers 

to as the “silent branch” of government. 

 

“Palestinians are a large minority within Israel proper and make up half the population in the entire 

area between the Jordan River and the Mediterranean Sea. Yet somehow, exactly when she [Supreme 

Court president Esther Hayuit] was lauding the court’s “effective defense of human rights and civil 

rights in the country,” Hayut overlooked half the people who live under Israel's control – even though 

they are the group that suffers the broadest and most severe violations of their rights, which are 

ongoing. How can one honestly talk about protecting human rights in Israel without even 

mentioning these human beings? 

 

Why did Justice Hayut choose silence? Of course, she wanted to defend the liberal image of the 

Supreme Court and of the Jewish state. That is why she could not flaunt the court’s role, under her 

leadership and that of her predecessors, in legally approving the systemic trampling of Palestinians’ 

human rights under the Israeli regime. It simply doesn’t add up: a rich history of sanctioning systemic 

harm to Palestinians with a proud defense of human rights. The only choice she had was to remain 

silent—in a dramatic, landmark speech that purported to speak for human rights. 

 

Further, the current debate in Israel is not about the actual oppression of Palestinians – a matter of 

broad consensus – but about how and to what extent their rights should be trampled. As in the past, 

the Supreme Court continues to faithfully play its role in this regime of Jewish supremacy.” 

 

Of further interest are two public comments posted and tagged underneath Peter Larson’s February 14, 

2023, on-line article. The first, by Lawyer Paul Tetrault, points out, “the Israeli Supreme Court does not 

champion universal human rights but the human rights of Jews in a Jewish state. The human rights 

of Palestinians are left out.” The second, by Wolfe Erlichman, a member of the Independent Jewish Voice 

of Canada, states the following, not only validating my findings about Abella’s pattern of withholding 

references to Palestinians, but also points to a wider net of those committing the same, or similar omissions: 

 

“Good stuff Peter. Rosalie Abella is the Honourary Co-chair of the Raoul Wallenberg Centre for 

Human Rights (RWCHR). RWCHR is concerned about the following alphabet soup of human rights 

Former Chief Justice Beverly McLachlin 

and 

former Justice Rosalie Abella. 

https://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/2023-01-12/ty-article/.premium/a-mortal-wound-to-democracy-israels-chief-justice-slams-netanyahus-legal-overhaul/00000185-a6ff-d948-a1bd-eeffdf2a0000
https://dawnmena.org/the-silent-branch-how-israels-supreme-court-crushes-palestinian-rights/
https://dawnmena.org/the-silent-branch-how-israels-supreme-court-crushes-palestinian-rights/
https://dawnmena.org/the-silent-branch-how-israels-supreme-court-crushes-palestinian-rights/
https://dawnmena.org/the-silent-branch-how-israels-supreme-court-crushes-palestinian-rights/
https://dawnmena.org/the-silent-branch-how-israels-supreme-court-crushes-palestinian-rights/
https://rabble.ca/politics/canadian-politics/chairman-ontario-anti-semitism-subcommittee/
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abuses: Armenia, Bahai World Faith, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Cameroon, Canada, China, Christians, 

Cuba, Darfur, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jews, Khazakstan, Malaysia, Muslims, 

Poland, Rohingya, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Sri Lanka, Sunni, Thailand, Venezuela, Zimbabwe. One 

would think that RWCHR Chair Irwin Cotler could have squeezed a few million Palestinians 

into his, BUT THEY ARE NOWHERE TO BE FOUND. However, prominent Zionists like Alan 

Dershowitz and Gil Troy (who labels Jewish critics of Israel as “un-jews”) are members of RWCHR 

and they do a good job of “disappearing” the Palestinians. Rosalie Abella is a typical “PeP”, 

Progressive Except for Palestine. Of course, if you are not “progressive” about Palestine, you are 

not really progressive about anything.” 

 

Erlichman had also called Abella out a year previous. If Abella, heralded as a human rights defender, is 

found refusing to defend the rights of Palestinians, what does that make of her conduct and of her collective 

claims to fame? These are critical questions. 

 

An October 19, 2023, internet article, Crowd calls for Liberation of Palestine at Kingston Rally, states that 

the Independent Jewish Voice of Canada has “chapters in many cities, with a vision for a just peace in 

Israel-Palestine based on principles of equality and human rights, supporting movements like Palestinian-

led Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions:”  

“His [Erlichman’s] views on relations between Israel and Palestine put him in the minority among 

Jews around the world. … Erlichman says he’s not and has never been happy with the way Israel 

treats Palestinians, and that the conflation of criticizing Israel with anti-semitism is a sentiment that 

has “worn thin” for him and many other Jewish people. He says that western governments, 

including Canada, need to stop adopting the stance that any criticism of Israel is inherently 

anti-Semitic.”  

4.2. Neglectfulness 

 

Wolfe Erlichman’s and others’ assessment of how Raoul Wallenberg Centre for Human Rights chairman, 

co-chairman, and directors have made the plight of Palestinians “disappeared,” is, sadly, not the whole 

story. There is far more behind this picture – namely, “the following alphabet soup of human rights abuses,” 

referenced above – than meets the eye. Their assessment has missed something of greater relevance. 

 

With the advent of Antony Loewenstein’s latest book, The Palestine Laboratory, released in May 2023, just 

five months before Israel’s ‘on-line’ genocide of Gaza began, came disturbing, collected revelations about 

the Zionist Israel project and its clandestine global military affairs. For those knowledgeable about global 

human rights issues, and the role of the military and surveillance complex in aiding governments for having 

committed human rights atrocities and violations, Loewenstein’s investigation sheds invaluable light, 

revealing disturbing information about Zionist Israel’s global participatory roles in them, and thereby, 

indirectly, calling out the neglectfulness of two Zionist human rights legal advocates, Irwin Cotler and 

Rosalie Abella, for denouncing many of these atrocities without referencing Zionist Israel’s complicity in 

many of them, the colonial state oppressor which they both confess allegiance to and morally support.  

 

An Australian with German dual citizenship, of Jewish ethnicity, and a proclaimed anti-Zionist, 

Loewenstein is a journalist and author who has developed a keen ability and sense of truth telling. When 

his first book, My Israel Question, was published in 2006, Loewenstein explained in an August 1, 2023, 

presentation in Australia that when the “Israel lobby” unsuccessfully attempted to censor the book by 

“putting pressure on Melbourne University Press,” the lobby only helped to make it a “bestseller.” 15 

 
15 YouTube, “The Palestine Latoratory,” featuring Antony Loewenstein, presented on August 1, 2023, at the Australian Institute 

of International Affairs. 

https://ygknews.ca/2023/11/06/kingston-protest-calls-for-ceasefire-and-humanitarian-aid-for-palestinians/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0JZeHI9PerY&t=71s
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By the 2020s, Loewenstein set out to expose Israel’s deepest, darkest, coldest inhumane secrets: his finding 

and theme that its collective harms to Gaza, the Westbank and Lebanon were conducted because they were 

also profitable human laboratories for developing military applications and spyware. In that exposure he 

also revealed that by having successfully and laboriously evaded Apartheid South Africa’s 1994 fate of 

collapse and condemnation, and thereby continuing its Apartheid and concentration camp systems against 

captive Palestinians supported by the global west’s ‘democratic’ states, and after the early 1990s at the 

outset of the Oslo accord negotiations regarding Palestine, Israel would rise to become a notorious father 

ethno-nationalist figure, creating ethno-nationalist offspring and partners for global state 

suppressions of the ‘troublesome hordes.’  

 

With private contracts for military hardware and surveillance software, supported and controlled, as 

Loewenstein emphasizes, by the Israeli state to over 130 governments, 16 Zionist Israel could literally buy 

sleazy political cover for its crimes cumulatively exposed at the United Nations since 1946. 

 

Israel has become a key Global inspiration of ethno-nationalism today … I would say that the Israel 

India relationship today is the Israel South African apartheid relationship of yesterday.  

And what do I mean by that? Yes, it’s a defense relationship. India buys huge amounts of weapons 

defense equipment spyware, so-called smart walls, from Israel. That’s part of it. But it’s much more 

than that. It’s an ideological alignment. Indian officials under Modi, and Modi himself, have talked 

extensively about deeply admiring what Israel is doing in the West Bank, wanting to do similar things 

in Kashmir to the Muslim majority population. So, what India is doing in Kashmir in the last years is 

bringing in huge numbers of Hindus from the south of the country to settle and occupy the Muslim 

areas of Kashmir. Now, I’m not saying India is doing that solely because of Israel. They’re not. But 

again, a deep ideological alignment, and to me one of the great threats of this century is 

ethnonationalism. One of the great threats today is that issue, and we have the world’s biggest 

country and the world’s biggest self-described democracy as a proud ethno-nationalist State. Under 

Modi India is proudly talking about becoming a Hindu fundamentalist state. 17 

 

As Loewenstein was researching his Palestine Laboratory expose, he was unaware that author and 

journalist Ezad Essa was researching the clandestine military and political ethno-nationalist relationships 

between India and Israel. Essa’s book, Hostile Homelands: The New Alliance between India and Israel, was 

released in late February 2023, three months before Loewenstein’s. Both authors were later interviewed on 

October 4, 2023, just days before the genocide began, in a video podcast by The Polis Project channel, 

Israel’s Palestine Laboratory: From India to the World. In the interview, they reveal “this ideological link 

between Hindutva and Zionism.” In the discussion, Essa describes that the military “relationship” between 

India and Israel originated “in 1962 when India and China go to war,” when India’s Nehru “writes to David 

Ben Gurion and he asks for assistance.” Ben Gurion then shipped India arms.  

 

“Following 26/11 [November 26, 2008, “India’s 9/11”], India was purchasing an implausible variety 

of hardware from Israel. From sensors, and electro-optical systems, to surveillance and armed drones; 

night goggles to long-range surface to air missiles; radars that would be installed on balloons on the 

border with Pakistan to the upgrading of 130mm M-46 guns used by soldiers. The deals amounted to 

around $10bn worth of business between 2000 and 2010 alone.” 18 

 

“Between 2003 and 2013, India became the single largest purchaser of Israeli arms, accounting for 

upwards of one-third of all arms exported out of the Jewish state. Israel had become India’s second 

largest arms supplier after Russia. At some point in the 2000s, Prabir Purkayastha writes, Israel was 

 
16 Ibid. Loewenstein said on October 4, 2023, there were now 145 countries. 
17 Ibid. 
18 Hostile Homelands: The New Alliance between India and Israel, page 53. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5lWu8Y6uyN0
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supplying more arms to India than it was the Israeli army. Israel’s overall arms exports between 

2000–2007 were close to $29.7bn, a far cry from the early 1980s when exports were closer to $1bn 

per annum. In 2012, exports of weapons hit $7.5bn, an increase of 129% from the previous year, 

cementing Israel in the top ten bracket of the world’s leading defense exporters, with India rapidly 

featuring as its most dependable buyer.” 19 

 

“When it comes to Hindu nationalism and the complete project of Zionism – be it cultural, political, 

labor, revisionist (right wing) – the two ideas share more than symmetry. They shared kinship. And 

their differences aside, the pursuit of consolidating dominion to create unified states with a single 

culture and identity, predicated on erasing the “other” is what ultimately defined their kinship.” 20 

 

Since at least 2007, Rosalie Abella has referenced numerous global human rights issues in her public 

presentations. As noted above, and in Part One of this report, these include the Rwanda genocide, the 

“massacres in Bosnia,” Darfur, the Congo, Zimbabwe, Colombia, Indonesia, Sudan, Syria, the Uighurs in 

China, the Rohingya and Myanmar, Hungary, and Turkey. As Abella stated, above: “How come with all 

our international laws to protect rights we have tolerated these and injustices notwithstanding what should 

have been the indelible lesson of the Holocaust that indifference is in justice’s incubator we felt somehow 

entitled to defer consideration of our international moral obligations?” And again: “Clearly what remains 

elusive is our willingness as an international community to protect humanity from injustice.” 

 

Irwin Cotler, in the multitude of his public presentations, has also referenced global human rights issues, 

particularly his repeated concerns about the horrors of the Rwandan genocide. And most notably, his former 

criticisms about Apartheid South Africa, and his unsupportive, oft repeated claim echoed in the media that 

he was Nelson Mandela’s legal counsel. As a relevant aside, Loewenstein quotes Israeli human rights 

lawyer Eitay Mack at the beginning of chapter 4, Israeli Mass Surveillance in the Brain of Your Phone: 

“Because of surveillance teck, a country can avoid massacring protesters now. Today, you’re able to 

identify and stop surveillance of the next Nelson Mandella before he even knows he’s Nelson 

Mandela.” 

 

It was during the April 19 to 24, 2009 Zionist Israel lobby’s counter conferences at Geneva and New York 

City (detailed in Part 10 of this report), that Irwin Cotler (and his friend Alan Dershowitz) opined against 

the United Nations (who “seeks its reform”), and for those constantly criticizing Israel, for failing to act on 

the genocides in Darfur and Rwanda:  

 

“Shocking, scandalous, that in the 21st century we should not only be talking about but having to 

witness a genocide by attrition in Darfur. And, just as with respect to Rwanda, nobody can say that 

we do not know. We knew with respect to Rwanda but did not act. We know with respect to Darfur, 

but we are not acting. … This UN Council on human rights since its inception in 2006 has adopted 

some 32 resolutions of condemnation. 26 of those resolutions singled out one member state in the 

international community. That one-member state happens to be Israel. But the worst thing – and this 

leads me to the fourth and last manifestation – is that the major human rights violators have enjoyed 

exculpatory immunity. Not one resolution of condemnation against Iran. Not one resolution of 

condemnation against Darfur. And I can go on. And so, what should disturb us, those of us, and I 

suspect that includes almost everyone in this room that care about the integrity of the UN, that care 

about the authority of international law, that care about the struggle for human rights and the struggle 

against discrimination, should be concerned about what is being done in our name and what is not 

being done in our name.” 21 

 
19 Ibid., page 52. 
20 Ibid., page 84. 
21 April 22, 2009, UN Watch forum, Geneva. 
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It is not known if Cotler and/or Abella were cognisant of Israel’s participation in the Rwanda genocide, or 

its other partner participations mentioned below. The fact that Israel was involved in that genocide, is a big, 

gaping hole in the SS Cotler human rights battleship. 

 

Following, are numerous quotations from Loewenstein’s book, The Palestinian Laboratory, detailing many 

of Israel’s notorious business dealings with foreign entities and states in human rights afflictions across the 

globe. They, and many others featured in his book, well demonstrate that the Israel colonial project has long 

aided and profited by military and police state suppression. When combined with a future forensic review 

of statements made by both Abella and Cotler who have criticized human rights abuses in these examples, 

they will help researchers to further expose the integrity of their criticisms, understanding that the colonial 

state they were and are championing has been involved in them, but never referred to.  

 

(a) Rwanda: 

“Israel’s posture around the Rwandan genocide in 1994 was even worse. The government dispatched 

a medical aid team to assist survivors in Rwanda, led by the minister of environmental protection, 

Yossi Sarid. But that mission was all for show, because the government had shipped weapons to the 

brutal Hutu regime, which had killed around 800,000 Tutsis in 100 days. Such shipments included 

Uzi submachine guns and hand grenades, both before and during the genocide. When Sarid was 

questioned about Israel supporting the Hutu-led massacres, he replied, “We have no control over 

where our weapons go.”  

 

The world knew what was happening in Rwanda, both in the run-up to the genocide and during it, 

and yet did nothing. No amount of modern technology or heightened surveillance tools was going to 

stop it when Western powers armed the perpetrators. Israel had the choice at the very least to try to 

contain the massacres by using its vast surveillance powers to inform the Tutsis, but instead it threw a 

massive amount of fuel on the bonfire and thus became directly implicated in the slaughter.” 22 

 

“The end of the Cold War did not see any less Israeli collusion with violent autocracies. Israeli human 

rights lawyer Eitay Mack is trying to find out what role, if any, the Jewish state played in the 1994 

Rwandan genocide. There is a long history of Israel knowing and ignoring Hutu massacres of Tutsi as 

far back at the 1960s. Evidence indicates that Israel continued sending weapons such as grenades, 

guns, and ammunition even when the genocide had started on April 6, 1994. Between 800,000 and 1 

million Rwandans were massacred in the next one hundred days. 

 

Mack filed a petition in the Israeli High Court in May 2020 demanding that the government open a 

criminal investigation into both the arms dealers and government officials who aided and abetted the 

Rwandan crimes against humanity. He even had a video interview with the pilot who flew the 

weapons into Rwanda, but this evidence was dismissed by the court on national security grounds. 

Israel was not alone in being an accomplice in the genocide; the Rwandan army was armed with 

French weaponry and Paris was a close ally of those perpetrating atrocities.” 23 

 

“NSO Group claimed that privacy of individuals included the data used was protected but the 

London-based investigative organization Forensic Architecture founded by Israeli architect Eyal 

Weizman reported in late 2020 that there was evidence that personal data used in testing from 

Bahrain, United Arab Emirates, Saudi Arabia, Israel, and Rwanda was identifiable. Most of these 

countries had purchased and used NSO’s spyware tool, Pegasus.” 24 

 

 
22 Intro. 
23 Chap. 2. 
24 Chap. 3. 
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“A full rogue’s gallery of dictatorships has bought and deployed Pegasus, nations that either had 

official relations with Israel or desperately wanted Israeli spyware. Bahraini and Omani activists have 

been targeted by NSO tech. Rwanda used Pegasus to monitor dissident Paul Rusesabagina, the man 

who inspired the Hotel Rwanda film, who was tricked and then kidnapped by Rwandan officials in 

Dubai, put on trial in Rwanda in 2021, and found guilty of terror-related crimes. Morocco used 

Pegasus to spy on senior French politicians including President Emmanuel Macron. Hungarian Prime 

Minister Viktor Orbán, a close ally of Netanyahu, bought Pegasus to spy on opposition politicians 

and critical journalists. When this was exposed in 2021, Orbán’s spokesman defaulted to his 

government’s usual anti-Semitic refrain when under attack, blaming billionaire Jewish philanthropist 

George Soros. This was the kind of ally that Israel wanted to foster in Europe as a supporter of the 

Jewish state.” 25 

 

“Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi came to Israel in July 2017, and Netanyahu returned the favor 

in India in January 2018. India started using Pegasus in July 2017. Netanyahu visited Rwanda in July 

2016 and leader Paul Kagame began using NSO in 2017. Netanyahu visited Azerbaijan in December 

2016 and President Ilham Aliyev began use of Pegasus in 2018. Poland’s anticorruption body bought 

Pegasus after Prime Minister Beata Szydlo met with Netanyahu in 2017. El Salvador’s pro-Israel 

leader Nayib Bukele was accused of using NSO tools to target dozens of activists and journalists who 

were investigating state corruption from 2020. Ironically, Bukele comes from a Palestinian 

background and his Christian grandparents emigrated to El Salvador from Jerusalem and Bethlehem 

in the early twentieth century. UAE and Saudi Arabia were also enthusiastic Pegasus users, though 

Israel didn’t have official relations with them when its use began. Thailand’s pro-democracy 

movement was targeted by Pegasus, including activists who pushed for reform of the country’s 

monarchy.” 26 

 

(b) Zimbabwe:  

“Israel sold defense equipment to disreputable regimes from the outset. These states include Burma in 

the 1950s in its war against a communist insurgency. Its most successful early weapon was the Uzi 

gun, first designed in the late 1940s shortly after the birth of Israel. It has sold Uzis in more than 

ninety countries, and they’re featured in the militaries of Sri Lanka, Rhodesia [today’s Zimbabwe], 

Belgium, and Germany.” 27 

 

“One of the least known aspects of this dynamic [with Africa], just before the Six-Day War, was 

Israel’s support for the campaign against white minority rule in Rhodesia, now Zimbabwe. Israel 

condemned the regime led by white nationalist Ian Smith after his unilateral declaration of 

independence in 1965 and supported a military and civilian boycott of the regime. … When the first 

leader of Zimbabwe, Robert Mugabe, visited Israel in 1964, he thanked the Jewish state for its 

support of his resistance movement and expressed a desire for his fighters to get Israeli training in 

guerrilla warfare.” 28 

 

(c) Congo: 

“Black Cube was hired in 2015 by the Democratic Republic of Congo’s then President Joseph Kabila 

after the corporation’s director, Dan Zorella, a former member of an elite IDF intelligence unit, met 

him to establish Operation Coltan. Its aim was to spy on his opponents, which included any family 

members who criticized him in private.” 29 

 
25 Chap. 6.  
26 Chap. 6.  
27 Chap 1. 
28 Chap. 5. 
29 Page 175. 
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(d) Bosnia: 

“Israel has often hedged its bets in times of war, unwilling to condemn Serbian crimes during the 

crisis in the Balkans in the 1990s. Even when the Serbs bombed markets in Sarajevo in 1994, killing 

over a hundred civilians, Israel refused to distinguish between the aggressor and the victim.” 30 

 

(e) Colombia: 

“Both Israel and the US trained and armed death squads in Colombia well into the 2000s. The former 

drug trafficker Carlos Castaño, who ran a far-right paramilitary force, explains in his ghost-written 

autobiography, “I learned an infinite amount of things in Israel [in the 1980s], and to that country I 

owe part of my essence, my human and military achievements. I copied the concept of paramilitary 

forces from the Israelis.” He reportedly arrived in Israel in 2004 after fleeing his own country. 

Colombia has long been the most significant strategic US ally in the region. A Colombian 

government-appointed truth commission released its findings in 2022 about the grim realities during 

the country’s civil war between 1958 to 2016. The US was found to have known that its Colombian 

allies were running death squads and yet Washington’s backing increased.” 

 

“The infamous Israeli-made Galil rifles, once used in the Guatemalan genocide, ended up with 

Colombian drug lords in the late 1980s. Made by Israel Military Industries, taken over by Elbit 

Systems in 2018, the weapons were part of a much larger Israeli presence in Colombia. An American 

investigator, E. Lawrence Barcella Jr., told the Washington Post in 1990 that the Israeli government 

should have been more aware of how so many of its weapons ended up in Colombia. “One would 

have hoped it would have caused [the government of Israel] to ask questions, unless that is the way 

business is usually done,” he said.  

 

American and Colombian investigators discovered that the weapons were part of a murky deal 

between Israeli mercenaries and Medellín cocaine cartel head José Gonzalo Rodríguez Gacha when 

he wanted to take over the country and build a neofascist state. Wanting Israelis to help him with this 

project made sense, considering the sort of work elements of the Israeli military had done in Latin 

America in the 1970s and 1980s. 

 

Decades later, Colombian elites remained in thrall to Israel. A WikiLeaks-released State Department 

cable from the US Embassy in Bogota in 2009 revealed the presence of Israeli company Global 

Comprehensive Security Transformation (Global CST), founded by Major General (Res.) Israel Ziv, 

a former head of the Operations Directorate of the IDF. The firm was contracted to assist the 

Colombian military in its war against the FARC rebel group. 

 

In a promotional video for Global CST in 2011, made when he was president of Colombia, Santos 

praised the company as “people with a lot of experience.” Santos told an Israeli TV program that he 

was excited about the Israeli trainers used by the firm: “We’ve [Colombians] even been accused of 

being the Israelites of Latin America, which personally makes me feel really proud.” The show 

mentioned Colombia’s 2008 raid into Ecuador and killing of FARC’s second-in-command Paul 

Reyes. The narrator praised the mission: “All of a sudden, the methods that proved efficient in 

Nablus and Hebron begin speaking Spanish.” ” 31 

 

(f) Sudan, Darfur: 

 

“Like Daniel Silberman, Traubman felt duty-bound to keep pushing for transparency about Israel’s 

role during Chile’s darkest days. “Knowing and understanding what happened there involves a 

 
30 Introduction. 
31 Chap. 2. 
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universal value of freedom,” she said. “Israel’s ties with South Sudan today [where the Jewish state 

has armed its repressive government] prove that such relations continue to exist. To ensure that it will 

not happen again, and for the sake of historical justice, it must be revealed. That is important not only 

because of the past, but also for the future.” ” 32 

 

“Israeli human rights lawyer Eitay Mack, one of the country’s [Israel’s] leading advocates for 

transparency in the country’s past and present defense policy, summed up the situation for me: 

“Not a lot has changed in Israel’s defense sector over the decades. Its interests and carelessness 

about human rights and lack of accountability are the same. This is a problem because when I’m 

filing petitions and approaching the Ministry of Defense and officials it’s like they’re still in the 

Cold War. There may be a US or UN arms embargo on places, but Israel is still involved, such as 

in South Sudan, Azerbaijan, Myanmar and other places. These issues never change. I’m trying to 

expose the past. Not only because of the cliche that history is repeating but because Israel is 

using gag orders and censorship to stop information coming out.” ” 33 

 

“The US Treasury under the Trump administration imposed sanctions on Ziv in 2018 for supplying 

weapons and ammunition to both the South Sudanese government and opposition, a nation at war 

since 2013. Ziv denied that he was an arms dealer by claiming he had helped the poor nation with its 

agricultural needs. The US lifted its sanctions in February 2020 without giving a reason. A United 

Nations report in 2015 confirmed that Israeli weapons were fueling South Sudan’s civil war.” 34 

 

“Mack is a tireless advocate for the victims of Israel’s defense policies. He led the campaign in 2022 

to pressure the Israeli government to arrest the Sudanese General Mohamed Hamdan “Hemeti” 

Dagolo for his involvement in the genocide in Darfur. Israel had invited Dagolo to visit secretly in 

2021 while trying to build relations with the Sudanese dictatorship.” 35 

 

“The most honest comment about the company’s real aim came from a former Israeli intelligence 

officer Tal Dilian, based in Cyprus and head of Intellexa, a cyber-surveillance company working with 

intelligence agencies in Europe and Southeast Asia. After telling Reuters that his equipment to track 

Covid cost between US$9 million and US$16 million, he acknowledged that dealing with the 

pandemic was just the beginning of its useful capabilities, saying that Intellexa surveillance tools 

could fight espionage and aid security. “We want to enable them to upgrade,” he said. Intellexa 

spyware has been found in the hands of a notorious Sudanese militia and in many other repressive 

states.” 36 

 

“With tens of thousands of African refugees fleeing persecution in Eritrea and Sudan in the last 

decade seeking shelter in Israel, Benjamin Netanyahu’s regime aimed to bribe, cajole, and negotiate 

secretly with repressive African states to send people back. Israeli business leaders and politicians 

pressured South Sudan, Chad, and Central African Republic to accept African refugees, with Israel 

giving unenforceable promises to protect them in these nations. The Israeli government even 

considered forcibly returning Sudanese migrants, giving them a small amount of money and 

recruiting them to a Darfuri militia to fight Sudan, an outfit that was to be initially trained on 

Ugandan soil.” 37 

 

 
32 Chap. 1. 
33 Chap. 1. 
34 Chap. 2. 
35 Chap. 2. 
36 Chap. 3. 
37 Chap. 4. 
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“Away from the Gulf, a number of states have embraced Israeli cyber tools because the technology 

was viewed as some of the most effective. South Sudan, a nation that became independent in 2011, 

bought communications interception technology from Israeli company Verint Systems between 2015 

and 2017 despite South Sudan’s intelligence services being a known human rights abuser. 

Allegations of war crimes against the South Sudanese elites did nothing to stop the sales. Azerbaijan 

and Indonesia were also buyers of Verint systems and used the tools to target the gay community.” 38 

 

(g) Myanmar: 

“While Israel’s exact role in the Rwandan genocide remains hidden from public view, the Jewish 

state was happy to support another regime in its ethnic cleansing. Myanmar was credibly accused by 

the United Nations in 2018 of committing genocide against the Muslim Rohingya minority: the 

country’s military had used arson, rape, and murder as weapons of war in its brutal campaign. None 

of this had bothered Israel, and in 2015 a secret delegation from Myanmar visited Israel’s defense 

industries and naval and air bases to negotiate deals for drones, a mobile phone-hacking system, 

rifles, military training, and warships.  

 

One of the visitors who posted on Facebook after attending Yad Vashem, the country’s Holocaust 

memorial, was Myanmar military chief Min Aung Hlaing. During the visit, he met with then 

President Reuven Rivlin and the IDF chief of staff. Hlaing was one of six individuals specifically 

named by a UN Fact-Finding Mission on Myanmar for being the most responsible for human rights 

abuses. In 2018, Israel signed an education pact with Myanmar that allowed both nations to 

“cooperate to develop programs for the teaching of the Holocaust and its lessons of the negative 

consequences of intolerance, racism, anti-Semitism and xenophobia.” Public pressure finally forced 

the Israeli Foreign Ministry in 2019 to abandon the pact. 

 

Despite an international arms embargo, genocide allegations were no impediment for senior 

representatives of Myanmar to attend in uniform Israel’s biggest weapons and security conference in 

Tel Aviv in 2019. After a few journalists reported on the visit, also revealing that South Sudanese 

officials attended, Israel reluctantly agreed that representatives from Myanmar would no longer be 

allowed to attend Israeli arms fairs while a global weapons embargo was in place.  

 

This messaging did not reach the Israeli ambassador to Myanmar, who posted a tweet, quickly 

deleted after being reported by Haaretz in 2019, in support of the leaders of Myanmar, including 

Aung San Suu Kyi, who were about to represent their country in a genocide case at the International 

Court of Justice in The Hague. “Encouragement for a good verdict and good luck!” Ambassador 

Ronen Gilor tweeted with a link to a story. Days after the February 2021 coup by the junta, Gilor 

tweeted a photo of two sisters from Myanmar who had won a competition for honey manufacturing. 

It was later deleted, but this didn’t stop him later tweeting: “In this harsh time the man is the world 

and the man is complex; and yet Myanmar people are beautiful and awesome.”  

 

Although Israel claimed to have stopped selling any equipment to Myanmar in 2018, the exact nature 

or truthfulness of such statements was unclear due to extreme secrecy around weapons dealings in 

Israel. The ties between the two nations remained strong, with Myanmar’s ambassador to Israel being 

one of the few foreign dignitaries who attended a ceremony in 2017 in the Gush Etzion settlement 

bloc in the West Bank to commemorate fifty years of Israeli occupation. Myanmar’s ambassador to 

Israel admitted to the Israeli media in 2017 that Israel had imposed no restrictions on the weapons 

sold to them. Newly declassified Israeli documents show that Israel saw a unique business 

opportunity in the country since its birth in 1948, selling copious amounts of deadly weapons in 

 
38 Chap. 6.  
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exchange for friendly support in international forums. Even during the worst of the country’s 

atrocities against minorities, Israel stepped up its arms sales and training.  

 

It was not until 2019 that Israel finally condemned “the atrocities that took place in the Rakhine 

region against the Rohingya,” but according to Israeli human rights lawyer Eitay Mack, it “likely 

came from the understanding that Ambassador Gilor’s tweet could serve as evidence of criminal 

intent (‘mens rea’) of senior Israeli Defense and Foreign Ministry officials who approved defense 

exports to aid and abet Myanmar forces in their crimes.” While many countries called on Myanmar to 

allow Rohingya refugees to return safely from Bangladeshi refugee camps, Israel refused, likely 

because it had no intention of allowing Palestinian refugees who were forcibly displaced in 1948 to 

come back to the state of Israel.” 39 
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4.3. The Occupation of AWZ Toronto Headquarters, and Herr Harper’s Sudden Flight 

to Israel 
 

In the complex societal chain reaction 

events that occurred after Antony 

Loewenstein published his Palestine 

Laboratory volume in May 2023, one of 

those chain reactions in Canada would end 

up provoking former Prime Minister 

Stephen Harper from his Alberta, Texas 

North nest to make a special, embarrassing 

flight to Israel in late February 2024, that 

is, amidst the international horror of 

Israel’s then 4 months genocide in Gaza. 

 

On December 6, 2023, two months after 

Israel’s genocide carpet bombing assaults 

began, Tim Groves, journalist with The 

Breach, an on-line journalism website, 

published a hard-hitting probing account, 

“Stephen Harper’s firm pours $350M into 

developing military tech for Israel.” 

Grove’s investigation hinged on an 

interview with Loewenstein, integrating 

his understanding and insights of Israel’s 

complex international military arms 

trading and involvement history with Grove’s investigation into the Toronto City cyber citizenry warfare 

research investment company called AWZ. As a result, former Prime Minister Stephen Harper, “the leading 

partner at the firm and president of its advisory committee,” was in the public limelight again, this time 

tying him, and his investment company, in aiding Israel’s genocide. 

 

Grove reported that when AWZ “launched a start-up accelerator in Tel Aviv that partners with the Israeli 

Ministry of Defense’s research and development wing and other Israeli agencies, including intelligence 

agency Mossad, security agency Shin Bet, and the Israel Defense Force’s (IDF) elite cyber intelligence 

unit,” “that partnership has never before been reported in the Canadian media.”  
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Of the few early mentions that did get reported on AWZ, on April 16, 2021, “award-winning” CBC Radio-

Canada news journalist Brigitte Bureau stepped on some toes when she published “Stephen Harper joined 

ex-spymasters in company investing in Israeli security tech – Former PM is a partner at firm that includes 

some of the world’s top former intelligence executives.” Bureau’s piece included six images showing: 

Stephen Harper in 2015 when 

Prime Minister; a Business 

Wire photo of Harper with 

“AWZ Ventures founder Yaron 

Ashkenazi and EnsureDR 

CEO Uri Shay;” a 2010 photo 

of CSIS director Richard 

Fadden; photos of Haim 

Tomer, “former head of 

Mossad Intelligence Division, 

Mossad Counter-Terrorism 

Division and Mossad 

International Division,” and 

Gary Barnea, “former Director 

of ISA Protection and Security 

Division, former Deputy 

Director of Mossad Special Operations Division;” and of James Woolsey, “the director of the CIA under 

president Bill Clinton.” Bureau reported something interesting: “The company's website says AWZ 

Ventures was launched in 2016. According to Ontario government records, it was incorporated in 2013.” In 

other words, the idea of AWZ began in 2013 when Stephen Harper was still Prime Minister.  

 

This incorporation date of 2013, three years before 

AWZ hatched out of its eggshell, taking flight, becomes 

important for consideration when coupled with 

information in Grove’s later piece of December 2023. 

Grove writes Harper “was a hard-line supporter of 

Israel” when in office as Prime Minister. Groves links to 

a September 10, 2019, article interview with Israeli 

Globes business paper, “Stephen Harper is president of 

the Awz venture capital fund advisory committee,” 

wherein Harper frankly stated, “I want to continue what I did in government” through AWZ:   

 

“During my term as prime minister, I encouraged greater military cooperation with Israel, probably 

for foreign policy reasons, but this built many of these bridges. Cooperative efforts were more on the 

intelligence side, and of course teams that 

exchanged information and best practice work 

methods. 

 

We [members of AWZ] met a year ago [in 2018]. 

All of our friends knew that this was the type of 

work that we wanted to do. We also had a long list 

of mutual friends from Yaron’s work at Yad 

Vashem ([Yaron] Ashkenazi was executive director 

of the Canadian Society for Yad Vashem, U.B.). It was (AWZ founding partner and chairman, U.B.) 

Edward Sonshine who introduced us, and we talked about how to work together. I want to see Israeli 

technology come to Canada, and I want to see Canadians taking advantage of the profit opportunities 
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in this area. We also want to 

find opportunities in Israel 

to grow and enter new 

markets in North America. 

 

After I left the Canadian 

parliament in 2016, I and a 

group of my staff tried to 

think what our next step 

should be, and what things 

we'd like to do. I was lucky 

that many of the most 

senior people who worked 

with me joined me in this 

venture. What we decided 

that we wanted to do was to 

combine our experience and 

global network of 

connections in order to 

assist our clients - not 

necessarily Canadians - to 

find profitable ventures, to tell the truth, that would be consistent with 

some of the things that I tried to do in the government. 

 

Today, my involvement in business is to look for profitable 

opportunities, but we’re doing this in the context of promoting the 

same values that I had when I was prime minister. We’re not 

interested in values of a surveillance state. 

 

Harper & Associates is a small company but has global activity. We do 

business around the world, and we also do business with China, but 

we're doing this carefully. … We don’t do business involving 

cybersecurity with China. The only large opportunity of Harper & 

Associates outside Canada and the US is in Israel. There are also good 

opportunities in India. I don’t think that Israel really knows the global potential of its technology 

sector, and this is one of our goals. 

 

I’m not here in order to give Israel advice, but there are very few important international Israeli 

technology companies. Through AWZ, we therefore want to build an important global Israeli 

technology fund that will in time lead to a wider range of commercial results for technology 

companies. 

 

There are therefore in effect two models. We in the fund are learning from the army, from 

intelligence, and from national security, and are adapting things to corporate commercial 

purposes. These are purely defensive purposes, it must be emphasized, never aggressive, 

completely legal and part of what we regard as normal protection of privacy. These are two 

different models, and it’s very hard to combine them. This is something that the fund is very aware of 

when it selects investors and partners. We want to make sure that everything developed through the 

fund is done within the framework of a free democratic society and in the framework of commercial 

use. This is the interest of free democratic societies like Canada and Israel. 
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We live at a time that is called an age of disruption, whether it’s technological disruption, like we’re 

doing here in the AWZ fund, broader political disruption, or a change in social values. There’s a lot to 

be worried about, but I really believe that we’re living in the best time in history, and we’re living 

in Canada and Israel, which are two of the best places to live in.” 

 

In Tim Grove’s December 6, 2023, article, he provides numerous contextual quotes from the Groves’ 2019 

interview with Harper about AWZ. These quotes form key components and themes of Grove’s narrative. 

 

Brigitte Bureau also reports that “former 

Conservative public safety minister Stockwell 

Day [a staunch evangelical and extreme right-

wing conservative, Harper’s former political 

rival, and now chief strategy officer at 

International Fellowship of Christians and 

Jews] was also involved with the company,” 

and that “despite the many prominent 

individuals behind it, the company remains low-

profile in Canada.” 40 Both AWZ founder Yaron Ashkenazi and AWZ partner and advisory committee 

president Stephen Harper turned down Bureau’s 2021 interview requests. 

 

Bureau’s April 16, 2021, article was part of series of five she published on Israeli intrigue in Canada from 

January 22 through to September 29, 2021, but never published anything afterwards on the same theme: 

 

• January 22 – Federal government settles lawsuit with Canada’s former ambassador to Israel; 

• April 16 – Stephen Harper joined ex-spymasters in company investing in Israeli security tech; 

• April 20 – Government officials question ex-ambassador to Israel’s office space, private meetings; 

• May 21 – Former Canadian ambassador to Israel worked for Black Cube, an Israeli intelligence 

                 firm; 

• September 29 – Stephen Harper involved in company looking to arrange sale of surveillance tech to   

                          UAE. 

 

Tim Grove mentions Brigette Bureau’s September 29, 2021, article (cited above) in his piece, which “raised 

concerns about the company’s [AWZ’s] potential involvement in selling cyber-surveillance technologies to 

the country [UAE], which has a history of human rights abuses:”  

 

The article revealed that Canada’s former representative to the Palestinian Authority, Katherine 

Verrier-Fréchette, has been hired to run Awz’s Abu Dhabi offices and facilitate the sales of cyber 

security technology to countries across North Africa and the Middle East, including Saudi Arabia.  

Awz’s Ashkenazi told CBC that the company’s operations in the UAE were “in the spirit of the 

Abraham Accords.” 

Since the CBC article was published, Awz has kept a low profile about its operations in the UAE. 

Between May and July of 2022, Verrier-Fréchette was removed from the company’s website along 

with her job description as managing director for the UAE. She now works for another venture 

capital firm.  

 
40 The mention of Stockwell Day on the board of AWZ was also posted by Peter Larson on December 17, 2021. Day’s name is no 

longer on the board. In June 2020, Stockwell Day came under severe criticism “for denying existence of systemic racism in 

Canada,” forcing him to “step down from his role as a commentator on CBC News Network’s Power & Politics,” and “has left 

senior positions at two major companies.” (Source: Stockwell Day exits CBC commentary role, corporate posts after comments 

about racism in Canada, CBC News, June 3, 2020.) 

 

Both former Conservative Cabinet Ministers with the former 

Harper administration are on the National Board of Advisors for 

The Abraham Global Peace Initiative. (See below) 

https://web.archive.org/web/20220519122619/https:/www.awzventures.ca/awz-team-1.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20220701224635/https:/www.awzventures.ca/awz-team-1.html
https://honestmanagement.org/katherine
https://honestmanagement.org/katherine
https://canadatalksisraelpalestine.ca/2021/12/17/canadian-research-team-exposes-israeli-firm-spying-on-palestinians-and-international-human-rights-organizations/
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Grove reminds his readers of the context of AWZ’s promotional engagement with the UAE, namely the 

shadow of the temporarily-Gaza-genocide abandoned Abraham Accords, signed on September 15, 2020, at 

the White House’s Truman Balcony. With AWZ’s numerous newly funded surveillance technology 

companies, Grove asked Antony Loewenstein what occurred following the signing of the Abraham Accords 

with “the United Arab Emirates and three other Arab countries:” 

 

Loewenstein pointed out that after the deals were signed, Israel exported a record $12.5 billion in 

defence goods in 2022, a quarter of which went to countries that signed the accords. “What does that 

practically mean? It means that the Abraham Accords, signed by Trump as this wonderful, glorious 

acceptance in the Arab world of Israel, was nothing of the sort,” he told The Breach. “It was an arms 

deal.”  

“All this surveillance technology is basically being sold to Arab repressive states because they are 

completely and utterly paranoid about another Arab Spring-type occurrence,” Loewenstein said.  

 

Converging with the launch of the Abraham Accords in 2020 through the blessings of the first U.S. Trump 

administration, Canadian Avi Benlolo, the founder of the Friends of Simon Wiesenthal Center for 

Holocaust Studies Canada (2000-2020), launched a new Zionist NGO, The Abraham Global Peace 

Initiative, celebrated in New York City on October 6, 2021. On the Zionist NGO’s website, 

agpiworld.com, on the About page featuring “founding chairman and CEO” Benlolo, “a noted defender of 

humanity,” it states that the AGPI is “a Canadian NGO which promotes Human Rights.” This is a similar 

category of human rights promotional portfolio that underpins Irwin Cotler and Rosalie Abella’s 

professional CVs. Given the staunch defense of colonial Israel by the AGPI and its captain, what narrow 

definition of human rights advocacy is being referred to here, and what propaganda category of “defender 

of humanity” is Mr. Benlolo?  

 

In his prepared October 8, 2021, column for the 

National Post, Avi Benlolo: Fighting anti-Semitism at 

the UN starts with dialogue, Benlola writes:  

 

“We can apply Canada’s values system as a 

framework to combat the biases that 

permeate the UN and many parts of the world. 

… Over my 30-year career battling anti-

Semitism, confronting hate and discrimination, 

and educating people about Israel and the 

importance of Holocaust remembrance, I have 

realized that we cannot function on our own in 

accomplishing these lofty goals. The Abraham 

Accords between Israel, the United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, 

Morocco and Sudan shows us that peace is possible, and 

collaboration is critical in this effort. … The fight against anti-

Semitism is being understood by leading advocates as the fight 

for the preservation of human rights. After all, the United 

Nations and its Universal Declaration of Human Rights arose 

from the ashes of the Holocaust, a horrific genocide that 

manifested from anti-Semitism.”  

 

The “Never Again” slogan on Benlolo’s AGPI website, the meaning that the Holocaust / genocide by 

Germany’s fascists upon humanity was not to be repeated. The prophetic warnings by German Rabbis in 

1896 following, strongly urging a small secular faction of their ranks against a Zionist settler colonial state 

for Jews, would inevitably lead to unspeakable atrocities and to international political mayhem. 

https://www.reuters.com/business/aerospace-defense/israel-reports-record-125-bln-defence-exports-24-them-arab-partners-2023-06-13/


87 

 

 

 

Avi Benlolo’s Friends of Simon Wiesenthal Center for Holocaust Studies Canada began in 2000 and can 

been understood as a prelude to Zionist start ups that began following the September 2001 Durban, South 

Africa international conference on human rights. That’s when the Zionist crackdown on North American 
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universities and colleges (which began in 1967 after the Six Day War, described in Part 7 of this report) 

took serious flight, engaging, particularly, in countering the BDS movement, which sought to boycott 

Israel’s profiteering and finance networks. From a scan of Benlolo’s statements in newspaper media, his 

role in the Zionist campus crackdowns begins in 2008. On February 5, 2008, both he and Leo Adler 

(Wiesenthal Center’s Director of National Affairs) sent an open letter, published in a full-page ad in the 

National Post, to Toronto University president David Naylor concerning “Israel Apartheid Week at U of T:”   

 

“Israel Apartheid Week” is not really about apartheid. Indeed, the title is a slap in the face of those 

who fought against South Africa’s apartheid regime. It is a contrived extravaganza to ignite false fury. 

Israel is a pluralistic democracy where Christians, Bahai, Jews, Muslims, Druze and others 

have freedoms and rights that are utterly lacking in neighboring Arab countries. 

 

Criticism of Israel is not of itself anti-Semitic. However, the specific targeting of Israel alone is anti-

Semitic. Denying the Jewish people their right to self-determination by claiming that the existence of 

Israel is a racist endeavor is anti-Semantic. … We believe that freedom of speech should be 

protected. But we also believe that the University of Toronto should not lend its implied support and 

its campus to facilitate this baseless racism.  
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Benlolo’s voice at the National Post, the newspaper created by Conrad Black in 1998 as a national platform 

for neo-Conservatism ideologies, first begins in late 2009, slowly working up his newsprint appearances 

over the years to 2020, when he left his post at the Wiesenthal Center, and begins more consistent, 

sometimes weekly, columns at the National Post on September 2, 2020, strategically dovetailing national 

narratives with the signing of the Abraham Accords on September 15, 2020. After a year’s publicity in the 

National Post as regular columnist, Benlolo launched the Abraham Global Peace Initiative.    

 

John Volpe’s blog post of October 5, 2021, “AGPI, launching a 

new peace initiative,” states from an interview with Benlolo that 

AGPI is a “new global human rights organization,” its mission 

to “advance human rights, peace and democracy and combat 

racism and intolerance.” In it he mentions that hedge fund media 

mogul “Paul Godfrey of Postmedia,” the owner of the National 

Post, was AGPI’s new “Honourary Chair,” who also attended the 

founding ceremony in New York City. The Times of Israel 

reported on August 21, 2021, “Counteracting UN biases against 

Israel: The Abraham Global Peace Initiative,” that Benlolo’s AGPI 

“also supports Israel.” The Times of Israel quoted from AGPI’s 

August 11, 2001, newsletter press release: “AGPI Founder and 

Chairman Avi Benlolo urged all those who support human rights 

and Israel to join this organization: 

 

“If you believe in freedom and democracy, in the safety 

and security of Israel and in protecting the rights and 

freedoms of all peoples, we invite you to join us”. … As 

its chosen name implies, their new organization will build 

upon The Abraham Accords to strengthen international cooperation between Israel and an increasing 

number of Arab states while at the same time counteracting the UN’s unfair biases against the Jewish 

state. 
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Benlolo and company quickly launched a new branch of the AGPI, the Abraham Accord Peace Institute, 

a digital, quasi-university staging ground to harmonize the wide field of big business in the Middle East 

with a human rights focus centred on anti-Semitism.  

 
 

Axios reported on May 5, 2021, “Scoop: Jared Kushner founds “Abraham Accords Institute,” that then 

former U.S. President Donald Trump’s son-in-law, Jared Kushner, “is founding an organization called the 

Abraham Accords Institute for Peace,” a U.S. “non-partisan, non-profit organization” with “a five-year 

mandate” to “be funded through private donations.” Kushner’s co-founders were: “former White House 

envoy Avi Berkowitz, who helped negotiate” the Abraham Accords agreement; “Israeli-American 

businessman and Democratic donor Haim Saban;” “Emirati ambassador to Washington, Yousef Al Otaiba;” 

Bahraini ambassador to Washington Abdulla R. Al-Khalifa;” and “Israeli Foreign Minister Gabi 

Ashkenazi.” The Institute’s executive director was Rob Greenway, “formerly the top Middle East advisor 

on Donald Trump’s national security council.” The “group said in a joint statement:”  

 

“In less than a year, this warm peace is melting decades of misunderstanding and hostility across 

the region. This is a peace among peoples as much as it is among nations. This will be the 

institute’s focus – to nurture and deepen these human connections.”      

 

The Kushner group non-profit published its 

Annual Report for 2023 in April 2024, in 

the heat of Israel’s genocide. The editors of 

the Annual Report had to carefully choose 

their words for investors and readers, so as 

not dishearten the reality of what the 

genocide was doing to the promised Abraham Accords and their stated “peace” objectives. 
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The 2023 Annual Report included a 

review on the Peace Institute’s 

discussions on cyber-security. It 

reports that after a meeting of some 

“150 officials from the UAE, Israel, 

Bahrain, Egypt, Morocco, and the 

United States” met in Abu Dhabi in 

January for the “Steering Committee and Working 

Groups of the Negev Forum,” the “national security 

advisors of the UAE, Bahrain, Israel, and the United 

States” convened a private “virtual” meeting after 

the Negev Forum. The private meeting took place 

two weeks before “the Cybertech 2023 conference 

in Tel Aviv,” where the “cyber chiefs from the UAE, 

Bahrain, Morocco, Israel, and the United States 

appeared for the first time:”   

 

2023 also saw intergovernmental multilateral 

forums that expanded beyond the Accords 

signatory countries themselves. In April, the 
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U.S. House and Senate Abraham Accords Caucuses, 

together with AIPAC and the American Israel 

Education Foundation led an inter-parliamentary 

dialogue that included lawmakers and officials from the 

UAE, Bahrain, Morocco, the United States, Israel, 

Austria, Hungary, Portugal, Canada, Germany, Singapore, 

France, Japan, Cyprus, UK, Greece, Serbia, Estonia and 

Lithuania. A key focus of the dialogue was how the Abraham Accords can help address energy 

security issues around the world.  

 

One particularly central partner to the Abraham Accords countries in 2023 was India. The leaders of 

Israel, India, the United States, and UAE first came together in July 2022 to form the I2U2 

Group with the aim of bringing together both the public and private sectors in the four countries. 

Key areas identified by the forum as drivers for cooperation included food security, energy, water, 

space, transport, and health. … In February 2023, a meeting of the I2U2 Forum took place in Abu 

Dhabi, jointly organized by the UAE Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation and 

the Abu Dhabi Department of Economic Development. The Forum brought together senior private 

and public sector representatives to discuss cooperation between the business communities of the four 

countries. 

 

In April [2023], representatives 

and business councils from the 

four countries signed an MoU to 

create a joint business coalition in 

order to advance the I2U2 

initiative. In September [2023, one 

month before the onset of the 

genocide], the sides convened 

again, this time in New York on the 

sidelines of the 78th United 

Nations General Assembly 

(UNGA). … The I2U2 group also 

launched its official website, with 

the aim of promoting collaborative 

projects in the group’s focus areas 

of water, energy, transportation, space, health, food security, and technology. The announcement also 

included the launch of the I2U2 Private Enterprise Partnership, a new public-private partnership to 

bring greater awareness of the I2U2 initiative to the business community. 
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The “first of its kind” public meeting of the Cyber-Security Peace team was covered in the Jerusalem Post 

on January 31, 2023, “5 Abraham Accords cyber chiefs appear publicly in Israel for 1st time.” The Bahraini 

cyber chief, Shaikh Salman bin Mohammed bin Abdullah Al Khalifa, said “we are the new kid on the 

block,” and “I want to compliment Gabi [Portnoy, Israeli Director General of cyber security] on his 

achievements. We have been working together behind the scenes – past stage of trust. The sooner we move 

past bureaucracy, the sooner all of the countries can provide better cyber defense:” 

 

US Cyber chief Silvers said that “we want to cement our role as a beacon or lighthouse for the 

broader cyber community about what to do in the throes” of a major cyber incident where wild 

volumes of conflicting and unclear information are streaming in. … “There was an old way of doing 

business with cybersecurity which didn’t get us where we needed to be. We needed to try things that 

haven’t been tried,” added the top US cyber official. 

 

[Israeli] INCD chief Portnoy explained that “the trust was there from the beginning. … Cooperation 

is better to have a secure region and maybe to affect the whole Middle East regarding cybersecurity. 

Governments – we are the problem and not the solution,” he said. “We don’t run fast enough. With 

cooperation from industry, we will be a lot faster. We see Iran quite well and Hezbollah and Hamas, 

but we need visibility all over. Big companies have visibility all over,” he said. 

 

The Middle East Abraham Accords, primarily steered by Israel, were forging a new and extravagant 

highway business trading corridor from India to the Mediterranean, and the Mediterranean hub would be on 
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the west coast of Palestine, and the Palestinians were not part of the deal – they were in the way, and the 

thievery was on a new, brazen level. A proposed parallel sea route was being planned just to the north of the 

Red Sea route, a new (U.S.) $50-billion-dollar canal with its western terminus at the northern end of the 

Gaza concentration camp. It’s probably why newly elected US president trump, in links with son-in-law 

kushner, stated in late January 2025 that Palestinians should vacate the carpet-bombed Gaza lands. 

 

Two weeks before Palestinian resistance fighters via Hamas broke through the heavily secured concrete 

prison walls surrounding Gaza, Israel’s Zionist Prime Minister Netanyahu spoke before the United Nations 

General Assembly in New York City. On September 20, 2023, two days before his address to the UN, he 

met with then U.S. president Joe Biden at the Intercontinental Hotel, for a prelude, staged performance 

event, ushering in the 

Abraham Accords. At 

the Biden meeting, 

the Israeli Prime 

Minister said: 

 

“You spoke about an 

economic corridor 

that would link Asia, 

the Middle East and 

Europe together, and 

such a corridor will 

make Israel a very 

important hub on a 

highway of 

unprecedented 

prosperity. But I think 

and you think it can 

do something much 

bigger than this. I 

think that under your 

leadership, Mr. 

President, we can 

forge a historic peace 

between Israel and 

Saudi Arabia, and I 

think such a peace 

would go a long way, 

first, to advance the 

end of the Arab-Israel 

conflict, achieve 

reconciliation 

between the Islamic 

world and the Jewish 

state, and advance a 

genuine peace 

between Israel and 

the Palestinians. This 

is something within 

our reach.” 
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Anyone who has carefully followed the 

statements of Israeli statesmen and 

stateswomen recognizes that you cannot trust a 

single word they say. This was true of 

Netanyahu’s words to Biden in full view of the 

media watching the event. “Reconciliation,” 

and “a genuine peace” with Palestinians were 

never on the table. Predictively, his words 

would soon turn out to be deceptively hollow. 

 

Netanyahu also stated at the Biden meeting: “I 

want to reassert here before you, Mr. President, 

that one thing is certain, and one thing will 

never change and that is Israel’s commitment 

to democracy. We will continue to uphold 

the values that both our proud democracies 

cherish.” Those undefined “values” would 

soon come to bear, as the United States (and 

other states) would arm and participate in the 

Israel’s barbaric atrocities upon Palestinians, 

Lebanese, and Syrians.   

 

Benlolo’s AGPI congratulated Netanyahu’s UN address. 

Demonstrations are shown here before Netanyahu’s September 22, 

2023, speech at the United Nations. 
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Tim Grove’s December 6, 

2023, examination of Stephen 

Harper’s profiteering 

complicity for Israel’s military 

tech surveillance through the 

AWZ investment corporation, 

revealed a web of spin-off 

companies involved in it. For 

instance: 

 

In 2021, Awz launched a 

start-up accelerator in Tel 

Aviv that partners with 

the Israeli Ministry of 

Defense’s research and 

development wing and 

other Israeli agencies, 

including intelligence 

agency Mossad, security 

agency Shin Bet, and the 

Israel Defense Force’s 

(IDF) elite cyber 

intelligence unit.    

 

Critic Antony Loewenstein said 

that AWZ’s technologies 

“allow investors to profit off of 

Israel’s repression of 

Palestinians and its illegal 

occupation of Palestinian 

lands.” Grove writes: 
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“A recent investigation by the Israeli publication +972 has linked the large number of civilian deaths 

in Gaza to the Israeli army’s increasing use of AI to develop target lists. This has led to a much larger 

bombing campaign than was previously possible, and a large number of strikes on residential 

addresses.  

The use of AI has let 

Israel create “a mass 

assassination factory,” 

one former Israeli 

intelligence officer told 

+972. 

Loewenstein also said 

that Israel’s defence 

sector is one of the 

most secretive in the 

world, so it would be 

difficult to determine 

whether Awz 

companies are involved 

in the killing of 

Palestinians in Gaza.” 

 

Grove identified that “Awz 

Ventures’ advisory board 

includes several former 

spymasters: Richard 

Fadden, who headed 

[Canada’s] CSIS; James 

Woolsey who led the CIA 

[Woolsey was on the 

advisory council with Zionist 

NGO Monitor]; as well as 

former heads from the British 

MI5 [Dame Stella 

Rimington] and the Israeli 

Mossad [Tamir Pardo]. The 

venture also recruited 

officials from agencies such 

as the FBI [Buck Revell], the 

IDF [Ehud Schneorson, Unit 

8200], Israel’s Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs [Ambassador 

Yuval 

Rotem] 

and the 

Canadian 

Armed 

Forces 

[Lt. Gen. 

Michael 

Day]. Grove failed to 

mention Haim Tomer, former Mossad Chief of Intelligence. 

https://www.972mag.com/mass-assassination-factory-israel-calculated-bombing-gaza/
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Zionist AWZ founder, 

Yaron Ashkenazi, resides 

in Toronto City, where 

numerous incorporations, 

registered at the Toronto 

address of Suite 1008, 20 

Eglinton Avenue, bears the 

three-letter logo of the 

founder’s company. CBC 

News reported on October 

4, 2021, “Israeli-Emirati 

collaboration being 

financed by former 

Canadian PM’s company,” 

that AWZ’s website “has 

investments in 18 Israeli 

cyber security companies.” 
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Peppered in his AWZ analysis, Grove uses descriptives such as “Israeli security industry,” “sophisticated 

spy tools,” “facial and behavioural recognition software,” “use of surveillance footage:” 

 

Loewenstein argued that Israel’s bombardment of Gaza, which has killed 16,248 Palestinians as of 

Tuesday, has allowed the military to test weapons for an audience of international buyers.  

“They’re putting that on social media, which is not just for domestic and international public 

audiences. It’s also for foreign investors,” Loewenstein said. He said Israeli defence companies are 

“looking to maximize and make profits from Israel’s war against Gaza.”  

“What Israel has been doing in the last month is live testing these tools on a scale that they 

never have before.” 

 

A recent investigation by the Israeli publication +972 has 

linked the large number of civilian deaths in Gaza to the Israeli 

army’s increasing use of AI to develop target lists. This has led 

to a much larger bombing campaign than was previously 

possible, and a large number of strikes on residential 

addresses.  

 

The use of AI has let Israel create “a mass assassination 

factory,” one former Israeli intelligence officer told +972. 

 

A May 2023 report by Amnesty International titled “Automated 

Apartheid: How facial recognition fragments, segregates and 

controls Palestinians in the OPT [Occupied Palestinian 

Territories],” focused on Israel’s use of facial recognition 

technology.   

 

Israel is “using these tools to entrench their system of 

oppression and domination over Palestinians,” the report said. 

The country’s use of the technology has expanded in recent 

years with city-wide networks of cameras in East Jerusalem and elsewhere.  

“Canadians should be 
outraged,” said Simon 

Black, an organizer with 
Labour Against the Arms 

Trade. “Canadian 
capital is complicit in 
Israeli apartheid and 
occupation.” “People 

should be worried about 
these kinds of 

technologies in general, 
in terms of what they 

mean for our 
democratic rights to 

protest and to 
assemble.” 

https://abcnews.go.com/International/live-updates/israel-gaza-hamas/?id=105171244#:~:text=In%20the%20Gaza%20Strip%2C%20at,the%20Hamas%20government%20media%20office.
https://www.972mag.com/mass-assassination-factory-israel-calculated-bombing-gaza/
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/mde15/6701/2023/en/
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Amnesty International documented that young Palestinian activists have said Israel soldiers at 

checkpoints scan their “faces with the phone camera, and suddenly their behaviour towards us 

changes, because they see all the information…it’s in the hands of every soldier in their mobile 

phones.” 

 

Tim Groves’ exposition of Harper and AWZ was responsible for generating public concern and outrage, 

which would lead to an organized public demonstration outside and inside AWZ’s office in downtown 

Toronto City on Wednesday, January 31, 2024. This action was planned by local groups and organizations: 

Toronto World BEYOND War; Queers4Palestine; Jews Say No to Genocide (coalition of Independent 

Jewish Voices); If Not Now Toronto; United Jewish People’s Order; The Morris Winchevsky Centre; 

Jewish Faculty Network; and Jewish members of Showing Up for Racial Justice (SURJ). 

 

The brave Canadians that occupied the 

domain of AWZ headquarters, the first 

such occupation since the Zionist 

venture corporation began its 

operations in 2016, accusing the 

company of aiding a genocide, were 

treading on dangerous waters. The 

property is owned by RioCan founder, 

and real estate magnate, Edward 

Sonshine, the founding partner of 

AWZ, and a board member of the 

Royal Bank of Canada. This was an 

international embarrassment for AWZ, 

for both Sonshine and Stephen Harper 

in particular. For their bravery in the 

sit-in, some would later be charged.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/RioCan_Real_Estate_Investment_Trust
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/RioCan_Real_Estate_Investment_Trust
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/RioCan_Real_Estate_Investment_Trust
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In April 2024, Toronto police arrested and charged three of the 

AWZ demonstrators, “released on conditions that prevent them 

from using devices to amplify their voice when attending 

demonstrations.” Martin Lukas with The Breach reported on 

June 17, 2024, “Inside the ‘shocking’ police operation 

targeting pro-Palestine activists in Toronto,” that a large 

contingent of Toronto Police officers, recently grown from 6 to 

32 in number, were part of a newly “expanded Hate Crimes 

Unit and operating under the name “Project Resolute”:”    

 

As of early April, the costs of Project Resolute reached 

$12 million – though additional legal costs associated 

with the operations would likely increase that tally by 

millions more. 

 

Policing scholars and lawyers say the Toronto police 

have undermined Charter-protected rights of protest and 

expression by misapplying “hate crime” charges, with some saying the aim is “strategic 

incapacitation” of a growing Palestinian solidarity movement. 

 

Yet in several instances, months after the arrests and showy police press conferences, the cases are 

falling apart, and charges are being withdrawn. But, in the time it has taken for the Crown to 

acknowledge that charges lacked a prospect of conviction, media headlines have caused significant 

damage to the livelihoods and reputations of those targeted. 

 

But one officer who The Breach is not naming because they were not authorized to speak to the 

media said police had set up a “fully-integrated intelligence sharing model,” getting fed information 

by RCMP’s Integrated National Security Enforcement Team and CSIS, Canada’s spy agency. 

 

Palestinian scholar Muhannad Ayyash was preparing to deliver a presentation at York University 

when two uniformed police officers entered the room. After being challenged about their presence, 

officers said that they had been called by the university to address a “possible protest.” But according 

to The Breach’s investigation, this wasn’t true. York administrators revealed to a select group of 

professors that the police were acting on an alert from a “special intelligence unit.” 

 

 

 

“The Jews Say No to Genocide 
Coalition has been showing up in 
solidarity with Palestinians to say we 
refuse to allow the siege on Gaza to be 
carried out in our name,” said Anna 
Lippman. “We are participating in this 
action at Awz to say that we refuse to 
have Jewish safety used as cover for 
investors to profit from genocide and 
occupation. Our offering today is 
prayers, songs, and poems from our 
many Jewish traditions that allow us to 
mourn and call for peace, healing, 
ancestral connection, and resilience.” 

https://www.durhamradionews.com/archives/182551
https://breachmedia.ca/toronto-police-crashed-york-lecture-palestine-muhannad-ayyash/
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When a special flight was organized for Stephen Harper to visit the Prime Minister of Israel some three 

weeks later, few would have linked his visit as a direct consequence of the demonstration event in the 

offices of AWZ in Toronto. At first, I was unaware of this connection. The media event strategy was to 

solicit full, unconditional political support for Israel’s genocide which Harper referred to in his February 

20, 2024, tweet “as a difficult time,” necessary as “the only path toward durable peace.” The strategy began 

with a prelude, a February 18 opinion article published in the National Post by Harper himself, “Stephen 

Harper: Israel’s war is just, Hamas must surrender or be eliminated.” It had all the talking points of Zionist 

Israel’s Prime Minister, applying the duplicitous ‘turning the table’ on the Palestinians: the events on 

October 7, 2023, by Hamas “were acts of extermination … the urge to commit genocide at its most evil … 

the consequence of decades of institutionalized 

antisemitic indoctrination of a population. … The core 

problem is not Israel … Israel could have incorporated 

all Palestinian territory long ago, and it has not done so.” 

The timing of his article was published the day Harper 

landed on the tarmac of Tel Aviv’s international airport. 

 

On Tuesday, February 20, 2024, Day 137 of Israel’s genocide, photographer Kobi Gideon took a portrait of 

a smiling Harper, an extreme ‘Christian’ Zionist, shaking hands with a smiling Netanyahu, a war criminal, 

an extreme ‘Jewish’ Zionist. Harper and 

entourage then shared photos of the meeting 

on Elon Musk’s X (formerly Twitter) 

platform for all the world to witness.  

The National Post reported on February 18 that 

Harper “arrived” in Tel Aviv “alongside Lord 

Ashcroft, the former deputy chairman of the 

Conservative Party in the United Kingdom.” Both had attended the Munich Security Conference, held at 
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the Hotel Bayerischer Hof in Munich, Germany, from February 16 to 18. The Security Conference lists 

Harper as one of the participants, but not Lord 

Michael Ashcroft. 

Ashcroft is 

Honorary chairman 

of the International 

Democracy Union 

and was seated next 

to its chairman on the flight to Tel Aviv. Ashcroft 

was at a meeting on Monday February 19 in Tel 

Aviv with Stephen Harper, seen here in Lord 

Ashcroft’s X post sitting at the head of the table 

next to Israel Katz (red tie), Israel’s Minister of 

Foreign Affairs and former Israeli Minister of 

Energy. Behind the two Zionists are screen titles 

saying, “We won’t stop until they’re all back.”  

 

In the lengthy list of statesmen, dignitaries, 

and such at the Munich conference, were 

Israel Katz, David Chinn (Managing 

partner, McKinsey & Company Israel, Tel-

Aviv), Isaac Herzog (president of Israel), 

his wife Michal Herzog, Gal Hirsch 

(Brigadier General, Israel Coordinator for 

the Hostages and the Missing), and Tzipi 

Livni (Former Leader of the Opposition in 

the Parliament of the State of Israel; former 

Israeli Minister of Foreign Affairs). 

Even Robert Fife, the Globe 

and Mail’s Ottawa Bureau 

Chief, shamelessly tweeted 

out notice to his followers to 

read Harper’s article in the 

National Post.  
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Stephen Harper has been called an evangelical, social-conservative, nationalist Christian. He admits as 

much, couched in the smile he exudes on almost every public performance. Given his performance so far as 

a person living on planet earth, those who are properly trained and observant in the “Christian” way, would 

not, would never acknowledge Mr. Harper as one. Rather, he is a hypocrite as is the air he breathes, is as 

hollow as they come: he is a fruit without the fruit, an olive without its oil, a shiny apple with a rotten core. 

The very One he 

purports to give his 

allegiance to walked 

on the same planet 

some 24,000 months 

ago and set forth a 

super ripping 

revolution, in essence 

transforming legalist 

Judaism’s ideas of 

Jerusalem City into 

something remarkably other, extending a new way of thinking and doing over the realms of a planet whose 

name was baptised the ‘new’ heart-filled and compassionate Jerusalem. That rainbow revolution turned the 

preceding spiritually bankrupt and gray-scaled world inside out, including the thinking and long-held belief 

about the significance of the lands of Israel as the image of all things ‘holy’ and ‘sacred,’ now merely an 

historical reference point in the Christian Bible and in the Jewish Talmud, not the misunderstood and 

manipulated centre of political Christian Zionism’s earth center. The revolution’s mandates demanded 

peace-making, “loving thigh neighbor,” “do as I do,” not letting the sun go down before removing one’s 

hate and anger toward the other. Clearly, Mr. Harper walks and breathes alongside a host of twisted 

hypocrites, the self-righteous private real estate ideologues out to plunder, war monger, and obliterate the 

earth and its creatures who are not in their right-wing political and hierarchal domain club, all the while 

earth’s inhabitants are slowly cooking themselves like frogs trapped in a giant climate pot.  

 

Not to dwell on this matter too much, but Jewish Reform spokesmen like former Rabbi Elmer Berger and 

Christian statesmen like former Palestinian Fayez Sayegh (discussed later on in Part 8) understood the 

wisdom and warnings from the Old Testament prophets and their pronouncements upon the wicked, 

wayward ways of the Israelites, who were stealing, lying and cheating, neglecting and taking advantage of 

fellow widows and orphans, not caring and providing for their poor and homeless, etc. In Jack Ross’s 2011 

book, Rabbi Outcast, Elmer Berger and American Jewish Anti-Zionism, he summarizes the foundation of 

the prophetic tradition in the “Classical Reform movement” upon “Reform Jewish belief,” which was 

“issued in 1885” known as the “Pittsburgh Platform,” an outright rejection of Zionism:  

 

Thus did the Zionist project definitively demonstrate itself to be the very thing that the Prophets, so 

venerated by the Classical Reform doctrine, took their stand directly against: the instrument of a 

rapacious empire, though it would be as the ancient kingdoms of the Pharisees in service to the 

empires of antiquity. 41   

 

The idea central to Classical Reform theology, upheld as such by both its proponents and its 

detractors, is the centrality of the biblical prophets. That is, that the essence of Judaism is not in the 

“national narrative” that ostensibly constitutes the Old Testament but rather in the example of those, 

namely the prophets, who spoke out against the kings and priests who corrupted the nation and the 

people. It has been said by many that there is no greater polemic against arbitrary power in all of 

human literature than the warning of the Prophet Samuel against the Israelites’ desire for a king. Also 

widely celebrated has been the message of the minor prophets with respect to the just treatment of the  

 
41 Prologue, page 15. 
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poor and the 

corrupting power of 

wealth. Binding all of 

this together were the 

backward-looking 

rebukes of Isaiah and 

Jeremiah, with their 

emphasis on the all-

corrupting nature of 

war. 42 

 

As Marci McDonald 

explains in her book, The 

Armageddon Factor, Harper 

kept “his faith” mostly 

hidden from the national 

media during the election 

campaign years leading to 

his being crowned Prime 

Minister in 2006: 

 

“Although Harper had 

succeeded in 

remaining an enigma 

to all but a close circle 

of advisers, there had 

never been a hint that 

beneath his opaque 

mask lurked a covert 

Bible thumper. Even a 

four-hundred-page 

biography by his 

admiring Boswell, 

William Johnson, 

made no mention of 

his interest in a higher 

power.”  43 

 

In November 2024, two weeks before the State of 

Syria’s sudden ambush demise aided by Turkey, Israel, 

the United States, and Qatar, and as Israel’s genocide 

was about to enter its 53rd week, Stephen Harper took to the stage in Toronto City to receive the Abraham 

Global Peace Initiative’s Defenders of Israel award. Unlike the previous year’s Defenders of Israel award 

to Stockwell Day, retired Colonel Richard Kemp, and Raheel Raza, the event’s location in Toronto City 

remained un-advertised, until it was discovered and publicized. The event gave “its inaugural Defender of 

Media Award to Rob Roberts, editor-in-chief of the National Post, recognizing his journalist courage.” 44 

 
42 Page 24. 
43 Page 24. 
44 Avi Benlolo: I sat down to ask Stephen Harper, ‘What happened to Canada’?, November 15, 2024, AGPI website. 
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Owned by Postmedia Network, Rob Roberts became National Post editor-in-chief on July 8, 2019. On 

Postmedia’s media release, Lucinda Chodan, Postmedia’s senior vice president of Content, said: “Because 

he [Roberts] was part of the Day One team, he is highly familiar with the thought-provoking, conservative 

vision that has earned the Post a strong and engaged national audience.” Paul Godfrey, the media mogul 

owner of Postmedia, is the honorary chair of AGPI, who gave his own National Post employee the not-so-

esteemed Defender of Israel Media award.  

 

MERIDIAN ARTS CENTRE- 5040 YONGE 
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Why is Herr Stephen Harper a top international political point person for the colonial Zionist Israel project? 

Who has Mr. Harper become since fed-up Canadians booted his Canada-destroying-quasi-Reform-

Conservative-Supreme Court-appointment party’s ass out in 2015? Who are the stick handlers on puck 

Harper? How much is he earning annually, way beyond his handsome Canadian pension plan?  

 

In just under three 

years after the 

October 2015 

federal election, 

Israel super 

salesman Harper 

was appointed to 

head the Miami, 

Florida based 

Friends of Israel 

Initiative (FOII) – 

created in 2010 to 

counter BDS 

(Boycott, 

Divestment and 

Sanctions) “waged 

by the enemies of 

the Jewish State” – 

taking over the 

position of 

chairman held by 

former Prime 

Minister of Spain. 

In the most recent 

list of founder 

members, is a 

‘who’s who’ of 

world statesmen, 

politicians, 

advisors, and 

businessmen. One 

of them include 

John Baird, 

Harper’s former 

Cabinet colleague, 

a rather staunch 

defender of Israel 

as frequently 

reported in the 

media during his 

time in office. The 

list also includes 

Vikram Sood, 

India’s former head 

of RAW, the Foreign Intelligence Agency. As noted above in Part 4, Israel has had military ties with India 

since the early 1960s, and shares spying intelligence of the unwanted. 
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On the FOII list is Italian journalist Fiamma Nirenstein, who most likely had many unkind words to say 

about Francesca Albanese, the utterly remarkable and indefatigable U.N. Italian rapporteur for Palestine 

and Palestinians. Nirenstein has a nauseating feature quote in the FOII’s website: “My premise is very 

simple: Israel, contrary to commonly accepted propaganda, is a positive model, a case study for anyone 

who finds himself living in a democratic society that must eventually confront a defensive war – one that 

encompasses the entire universe of Western democracy today.”  

 

In the beginning of 

September 2016, Stephen 

Harper set up Harper & 

Associates Consulting 

Inc. In 2018, MacLean’s 

magazine reported that 

Harper quickly “signed on 

with the Virginia-based Worldwide Speakers 

Groups; was named to the board of Colliers 

International, a Toronto-based global property 

heavyweight; and announced his consultancy’s 

“strategic affiliation” with multinational law firm 

Dentons . … Harper and his staff 

have office space in Dentons 

Calgary office. … Harper retains a 

formal party fundraising role, 

sitting on the eight-member board 

of the Conservative Fund 

Canada. … In February [2018], he 

became chairman of the 

International Democrat Union, 

the league of right-of-centre parties 

founded in the era of Margaret 

Thatcher and Ronald Reagan.”   

 

MacLean’s also mentioned that  

Origen Merchant Partners was 

Harper’s “consultancy and investment 

bank.” 

 

Of the few secret contracts revealed to 

the public from Harper’s consultancy 

firm, was the revelation about 

negotiating a “mining lease on a 

massive swath of Jordanian oil shale” 

for Michael Binnion, the ceo for 

Canadian energy corporation 

Questerre, who had acquired 

“exploratory rights” for the shale oil. I 

had videotaped Binnion who spoke at 

a fracking conference held at the 

University of Toronto’s Munk School 

of Global Affairs on October 14, 2010. 

In 2011, I authored two reports posted 
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on the B.C. Tap Water 

Alliance website, with 

information on 

Questerre’s fracking 

proposals in Quebec: 

“Ants to the Picnic:” 

Canaccord’s 2008 New Frontier 

Emphasis to Investors on the 

Development of Quebec’s Utica Shale 

Gas, and an account of what happened 

to the Larin Family in Saint Louis 

(February 23, 2011); and Backgrounder 

on Shale Gas & Oil Companies in 

Quebec (March 15, 2011). 

 

The March 21, 2024, media release by 

Alimentation Couche-Tard Inc., 

announcing that Harper was appointed to its 

Board of Directors, stated the following of 

Harper’s professional qualifications, 

avoiding reference to his top position at 

AWZ Ventures: 

 

Mr. Harper is chairman and ceo of 

Harper & Associates Consulting, 

which acts as a strategic consultant to 

clients around the world, providing 

advice on matters relating to market 

access, the management of global 

geopolitical and economic risk, and 

the maximization of value in global 

markets. He sits on the board of 

directors of Colliers International 

Group Inc., a Canada-based 

diversified professional services and investment management company, where he also sits on the 

Governance Committee. Mr. Harper is a founding partner and chairman of Vision One 

Management, a fundamental value-oriented equity fund that applies a private investment approach to 

public markets. Mr. Harper also serves as the Chair of the International Democracy Union and 

International Friends of Israel Initiative. 

 

MarketScreener states that Harper is also a director at Colliers International Property Consultants Inc. 

and serves as an advisor at Prime Movers Lab LLC. It also states that he was a former director/board 

member of Good Works II Acquisition Corp. The Financial Post stated on January 20, 2022, Stephen 

Harper – activist investor? Why the former PM’s path after politics shouldn’t surprise anyone, that: 

 

Harper is also an adviser to 8VC, a San Francisco-based venture capital firm that aims to partner with 

founders and entrepreneurs to build “transformative” technology platforms, and whose managing 

partner, Joe Lonsdale, was an early institutional investor in Oculus, a virtual reality platform later 

acquired by Facebook/Meta, and a co-founder of Palantir, a sometimes-controversial data-mining 

software company.  
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The Financial Post article provided more information about Harper’s Vision One Management:  

 

“According to a Bloomberg News report, the firm is to be called Vision One, and the intent is to 

target mid-sized companies – including those in the consumer and industrial sectors – in which they 

could unlock value through 

governance improvements, 

among other changes. Harper 

would be chairman and 

[Courtney] Mather [a former 

portfolio manger at Carl Icahn’s 

investment fund manager Icahn 

Capital], whose professional 

designations in chartered 

alternative investment analysis, 

financial analysis, and financial 

risk management, would serve 

as chief executive and 

chief investment officer. 

Educated at Rutgers and the 

U.S. Naval Academy, Mather 

spent more than a decade at 

Goldman Sachs & Co., from 

1998 to 2012, where he became 

the managing director for 

private distressed trading and 

investing and was responsible 

for finding investment 

opportunities for both Goldman 

Sachs and the firm’s clients. He 

has also served on the boards of 

Newell Brands and Caesars 

Entertainment.” 

 

The article, The Friends of Israel Initiative, which appeared in the Jerusalem Report on October 15, 2018, 

stated that the Initiative’s aim “is committed to disseminating its members’ vision of Israel as a 

democratic, open, and advanced nation like any 

other, and to insist that it should be perceived and 

treated as such,” and that “its major project for 2015 

was to prepare a full and carefully reasoned report aimed 

at changing the perception that many have about Israel.” 

In other words, the FOII is a high-level, shameless 

political propaganda organization. The article cites a 

section from that report, “Israel: A Vital Asset of the 

A media photographer happened to spot Stephen Harper “leaving the White House” on Monday, July 2, 2018. He had a 

secret meeting with White House economic advisor Larry Kudlow and John Bolton, President Trump’s National Security 

Advisor. Bolton is still a member of the Friends of Israel Initiative of which Harper then chaired and still chairs. The 

meeting occurred five months after Harper became chairman of the International Democrat Union. MacLean’s stated, “The 

White House confirmed the meeting took place but declined to comment on both the agenda and any imagined outcome.” 

MacLean’s also noted that Harper “disliked responding to such scrutiny while in office and his post-politics career is also 

largely post-accountability.”  

 



112 

 

West”, which “was launched at a meeting in the UK’s House of Commons in November 2015,” that is, as 

the new Trump U.S. administration took office: 

 

“We want to introduce some rationality when talking about Israel and because of that, this report 

highlights the many positive aspects of a dynamic, vibrant, and promising Israel, yet without keeping 

silent about some controversial issues. In any case, what we want is for the reader to feel and see the 

positive effect of having Israel, a strong Israel, at our side. Having a secure Israel means more 

security for us; having a prosperous Israel enriches us all. Thinking the opposite is simply wrong 

as this report demonstrates with clarity and simplicity.”  

 

Of interest in the super propaganda report is a section called Cybersecurity. Its context anticipates the 

launch of Sonshine’s and Ashkenazi’s AWZ Ventures in 2016. And it reflects the findings in Antony 

Loewenstein’s book, “The 

Palestine Laboratory,” on 

the continuous, sleazy 

machinations of military 

and intelligence 

profiteering. 

 

I have examined a lot of materials for this 

report. FOII’s 2015 report, in my honest 

opinion, remains one of the worst (or best) 

pieces of disingenuous, extremist 

propaganda advertisements printed by and  

for the colonial Zionist Israel project. 

Congratulations are not in order. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
Excerpt and image from the 2015 report. 
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It is of great and apocalyptic significance 

that the International Democrat Union, or 

IDU, (which changed its 1983 originating 

name to the International Democracy 

Union 40 years later, in 2023) would appoint 

Stephen Harper as its chairman in February 

2018, a position he still holds. Mr. Harper’s 

arrival during the middle of the first U.S. 

Trump administration has brought a new 

branding and impetus to the IDU, which is 

made up of ‘right-of-center’ organized and 

recognized political parties from 

global states. Part of that newly 

crowned Harper impetus is to 

harmonize, rationalize, and 

embrace the poisonous Zionist 

Israel project into the IDU’s 

political framework, machinery 

and narratives. Another part of 

the aircraft-fuel-guzzling world 

traveller Harper impetus circus 

show is to transform and undo the 

world into what he aspired to 

undo in Canada but failed to 

complete, and now hopes to 

complete with his faithful 

student, Pierre Poilievre.  

 

And Mr. Harper brought into the 

IDU fold his faithful political 

Prime Minister office companion, 

and co-founder and managing 

director of Harper & Associates, 

Ray Novak, assigned to serve as 

one its board of directors. Who 

better else to strategically 

message-massage-aid Harper as 

ambitious top dog at the IDU?  

“Publicly available Canadian 
securities information does 
not disclose how much Harper 
has been financially 
compensated for his role in 
Awz.” (“Stephen Harper’s firm 

pours $350 million into developing 
military tech for Israel,” The 
Breach, December 6, 2023) 
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The still youngish highly motivated Novak heads the Canada Strong & Free Network. 

 

 

 

 

In a sea of international hobnobbing and spotlighting, 

another pivotal impetus of IDU chair Harper was to 

attract and boost the political involvement of the 

world’s ‘Christian’ nationalists and ‘Christian’ Zionists, 

his ‘missionary position,’ in particular the recent shift to 

the political right in Europe, one of the homes of early 

Christian kingdoms.  

 

One of the frightening European power shifts came in 

Hungary, with the rise of an extreme right-wing party 

under Prime Minister Viktor Orban. As Michael Harris 

notes in the April 5, 2024, edition of The Tyee, 

“Democracy is Under Siege Globally – Canada is Being 

Tested,” that the “global organization” IDU, “run by 

Master and student: seriously septic, 

stinky Zionistische garbage apologists 
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former Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper,” which is 

“dedicated to electing right-wing governments around the 

world,” its membership now “extends to the extremely right-

wing.” He also notes that Harper visited Viktor Orban in 

Hungary on July 6, 2023. There “Harper met and fawned over 

Hungary’s Orban, who pronounced Harper “a great ally.”  

 

Not covered in Harris’s analysis is the other side of the Orban-

IDU intrigue, namely the political endorsement and military 

alliance pact between Hungary and Israel, and political 

alliances between IDU-member European states and Israel, 

such as the United Kingdom, and in particular the military 

alliance and evolving extremist policies recently generated in 

Deutschland (Germany, literally German Land). 

 

Similarly, in Peter Geoghegan’s short, November 3, 2023 

investigative look at the IDU’s operations for on-line 

Byline Times, “Why are the Conservatives in a ‘Union’ 

with Viktor Orban and Narendi Modi?,” he asks pointed 

questions about the IDU, about “who is involved,” and 

“who is bankrolling it?” Goeghegan was somewhat 

perplexed to learn that both “disgraced British prime 

minister” Boris Johnson and former prime minister Liz 

Truss were added to the IDU’s advisory board on October 

17, 2023, nine days after Israel began its genocide on 

Gaza’s Palestinians. How could “a PM who prorogued 

parliament, introduced voter ID and ran roughshod over 

parliament standards give advice on democracy,” he asks: 

 

“Sometime between Sept. 22 and Nov. 8, 2023, 

Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi’s Bharatiya 

Janata Party was quietly dropped from the IDU 

website as a member. India joined the IDU in 2016, 

and there was no explanation for its removal from the 

organization. What makes that development even 

more mysterious is that IDU chairman Stephen 

Harper and PM Modi were close associates. 

Interestingly, Harper’s right-wing lobby group also 

changed its name in the same time period. What was 

once known as the International Democrat Union is 

now the International Democracy Union.” (Quote 

from Michael Harris in the April 5, 2024, Tyee 

article, Democracy is Under Siege Globally – 

Canada is Being Tested.) 
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The IDU has an address in Munich and lists 84 parties as members, including the Tories, German 

CDU and the Swedish Christian Democrats and a host of other centre-right outfits – but the ‘union’ 

also includes members on the extreme right of the political spectrum.  

 

Viktor Orbán’s party Fidesz is a member. A self-styled ‘’illiberal democrat’, Orbán has 

gerrymandered Hungary’s electoral system, nobbled the judiciary and banned LGBT teaching in 

schools. While Orbán is busy shaking hands with Putin, his party has trumpeted its membership of 

the IDU as evidence of its 

success.  

 

Orbán is not the only voice 

from the radical right 

involved in the IDU. 

Perennial GOP presidential 

hopeful Ted Cruz, who has 

perpetuated Donald 

Trump’s myth of a stolen 

election in 2020, gave the 

keynote speech at the 

IDU’s annual conference in 

Washington DC in 

December.   

 

Narendra Modi’s Hindu nationalist 

Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) was listed 

as a member on the IDU website as 

recently as August. While novelist 

Arundhati Roy has accused Modi of 

presiding over a “fascist drift”, the IDU 

congratulated the Indian prime minister 

on his most recent election victory. (I 

asked the IDU if the BJP had left the 

union but have yet to receive a 

response.) 

 

Orbán, Modi, Trump. These are hardly 

friends of democracy.  

 

Edward McMillan-Scott, who led the 

Conservatives in the European 

Parliament from 1997 to 2001, said that 

the IDU began as a mainstream centre-

right alliance but started to move 

rightward from the 2000s.  

 

“David Cameron’s association following 

the 2009 Euro-election with Europe’s far-right parties – Poland’s PiS, the Czech ODS and later the 

post-fascist Brothers of Italy – set a new direction for the Tories – and the IDU,” said McMillian-

Scott. 

 

“Prager University … is not a university and does not 

hold classes … its largest funders include … fracking 

billionaires Dan and Farris Wilks.” (Source: “The Power 

Worshippers,” by Katherine Stewart, page 104) 

https://www.politico.eu/article/orban-putin-handshake-middle-finger-dying-ukrainians-says-luxembourg-pm-bettel/
https://hungarytoday.hu/novak-fidesz-valued-member-of-international-democrat-union/
https://hungarytoday.hu/novak-fidesz-valued-member-of-international-democrat-union/
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/01/03/us/politics/trump-cruz-election-fraud.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/01/03/us/politics/trump-cruz-election-fraud.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/01/03/us/politics/trump-cruz-election-fraud.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20230807121130/https:/www.idu.org/members/
https://web.archive.org/web/20230807121130/https:/www.idu.org/members/
https://www.lemonde.fr/en/international/article/2023/09/30/arundhati-roy-in-india-the-political-thinkers-in-modi-s-party-openly-worshiped-hitler-and-mussolini_6142003_4.html
https://bylinetimes.com/2024/08/15/the-uks-race-riots-a-trial-run-for-another-us-insurrection/
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“It is tragic that the IDU, once the home of moderate centre-right politicians, has now allowed these 

extreme parties into its ranks,” he added.  

 

Today, the IDU hierarchy is peppered with British Conservative politicians – and a notable political 

donor. 

 

Tory MP Alec Shelbrooke is an assistant chairman. Former MEP Daniel Hannan is a vice-chairman. 

David Cameron and William Hague are on the advisory board. Foreign secretary James Cleverly 

attended the IDU’s 40th anniversary in London in June, while Boris Johnson delivered a “rousing 

speech” to delegates at the Savile Club. 

 

Goeghegan, author of Democracy for Sale: Dark Money and Dirty Politics, asked “author and 

authoritarianism expert Anne Applebaum” to comment on the role of the IDU. Applebaum “told me that “if 

the IDU admits Orbán as a 

member, then it isn’t an 

organisation that defends 

democracy, but rather one that 

whitewashes illiberal 

autocrats”.” Applebaum was 

referring to the IDU name, the 

misappropriate, misleading use of 

the word “Democracy.”  

 

In Geoghegan’s question about 

“who is bankrolling” the IDU, he 

provides one clue, one piece from 

the large (private?) bankrolling 

puzzle box. He cites Lord Michael 

Ashcroft, “IDU’s honorary 

chairman,” the man who 

accompanied Stephen Harper on 

his flight to Tel Aviv on February 

18, 2024, as one of the IDU’s 

bankrollers. He referred to Ashcroft 

as a “Belize-based Tory” who “paid 

for Liz Truss and former Tory party 

chairman Sir Jake Berry to travel to 

Washington for December’s 

conference, at a cost of £12,210 and 

£6,420 respectively, according to the 

Register of Members Interests.” But 

where did Lord Ashcroft get the funds 

from for the December conference, and 

did Lord Ashcroft pay for Harper’s 

flight and accommodation in Israel 

February 2024? 

 

According to Forbes on-line, Ashcroft 

is worth a cool $2 billion, and as of 

February 1, 2025, it makes him the 

1,671st wealthiest person on earth: 

https://bylinetimes.com/2024/10/10/darkly-comic-former-conservative-chairman-calls-for-electoral-reform-but-only-for-his-party-after-leadership-voting-debacle/
https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=10162733505215130&set=a.224812590129
https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=10162733505215130&set=a.224812590129
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“Michael Ashcroft’s fortune comes from 

buying and selling a number of 

companies, most notably home security 

giant ADT. He purchased ADT in 1987 

then flipped it to Tyco International in 

1997 for $6.7 billion; proceeds from the 

sale still form the bulk of his fortune.” 

That insight lets one understand that he 

can easily finance fund his friends at the 

IDU, including Herr Harper, if he so 

chooses, and its probably the main reason 

as to why he was made honorary chair.  

 

PressProgress editor Luke LeBrun writes 

in his February 5, 2024, on-line article, 

Stephen Harper’s Global Alliance of 

Conservative Parties Quietly Scrubbed 

India off its Website, that “the 

Conservative Party of 

Canada has among 

the deepest ties of any 

party around the 

world to the IDU in 

its current 

formation.” He also 

states that the IDU 

“organization,” which 

operates out of 

Munich, Germany, “is 

legally registered at 

the address of a 

downtown Ottawa 

law firm,” but fails to 

name the law firm, 

most likely because the 

name is undisclosed. 

LeBrun mentions Ray 

Novak, Harper’s aid 

for some 15 years. 

Though LeBrun doesn’t mention Novak’s ties to the downtown Calgary City-based The Canada Strong 

and Free Network, where Novak sits on its board, the Network’s website has a page describing the IDU 

and a link to the IDU’s website. Of interest, alongside Novak, is board member Michael Binnion, 

“president and founding shareholder of Questerre Energy,” the man which Stephen Harper had a contract 

with regarding an oil shale lease in Jordan (see above). On Preston Manning’s Strong and Free Network 

board sits Joe Oliver, the former Minister of Natural Resources appointed by Harper during his third term 

reign as Prime Minister. 

 

Some six years before the Harper appointments began streaming in, CBC News reported on September 27, 

2012, that Mr. Harper had received “the World Statesmen of the Year” award, an award “bestowed by a 

U.S.-based inter-faith group” called the Appeal of Conscience Foundation which is run out of New York 

City. The Appeal was founded in 1965 by Rabbi Arthur Schneier. Wikipedia states that it promotes 



119 

 

“partnership of corporate and spiritual leaders from all faiths who come together to promote “peace, 

tolerance and ethnic conflict resolution”.” The Wikipedia page also states that the Appeal’s “true 

motivation” was “called into question” after “honoring of Indonesian president Yudhoyono” with the World 

Statesman of the Year award in 2013, the year following Harper’s award, “despite controversy within 

Indonesia and the ongoing genocide Yudhoyono’s government is overseeing in West Papua:” 

 

Petitions to Rabbi Schneier to withdraw the award garnered over 10,000 signatures from around the 

globe. Instead of heeding the concerns of persecuted minorities, Rabbi Schneier granted the award 

and helped President Yudhoyono to, “whitewash his legacy.” Human rights activists eventually 

concluded that the Appeal of Conscience Foundation was little more than a vehicle for 

publicity-seeking and influence-peddling.    

 

CBC News stated the Appeal of Conscience 

Foundation “group says its World Statesman Award 

is meant to honour “heads of state who have 

exemplified their commitment to freedom, human 

rights, peace, and respect for religious and ethnic 

diversity, and endeavor to advance these essential 

democratic values on the international scene”.” 

 

CBC News included a photo showing black bow-

tied, black-and-white-suited 82-year-old Schneier, 

alongside black bow-tied, black-and-white suited 

89-year-old, former 1999 World Statesman awardee, 

Henry Kissinger, standing on either side of black-and-white suited Stephen Harper who was clutching the 

award. The award trophy is an 8-inch diameter shiny ‘golden globe,’ attached to an eight-inch-long golden 

shaft, attached to a golden tapered stand. Visible in the photo showing the shiny golden globe is the shiny 

reflection of Kissinger’s subdued smiling face as he looks smugly toward the audience and the cameras. 

The photo also shows Schneier’s lefthand forefinger outstretched and touching the shiny golden globe, with 

Schneier’s eyes and face looking intently at the shiny globe, and not toward the audience. Behind Schneier 

are the national flags of the United States and Canada.  

 

In his prepared speech Harper stated, in parts: 

 

“We Canadians are very conscious of our 

own sovereignty and we expect our 

governments to make pragmatic 

decisions in Canada’s national interest 

but we also want those governments to 

be good world citizens to try to 

understand other points of view and to 

act in concert with our partners for the 

wider interests of humanity. That is of 

course not the same things, friends, as 

trying to court every dictator with a vote 

at the United Nations, or just going along with every emerging international consensus no matter how 

self-evidently, wrongheaded. When confronted with evil in the world, we do take a stand, we take 

strong principled positions in our dealings whether popular or not.” 

 

“It is important to state that whatever Israel’s shortcomings, neither its existence nor its policies are 

responsible for the pathologies present in that part of the world. And we are also mindful of an 
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important lesson of history that those who single out the Jewish people as a target of racial and 

religious bigotry will inevitably be a threat to all of us. Indeed those who so target Israel today are by 

their own words and deeds also a threat to all free and democratic societies.” 

 

The CBC news noted, as did other news agencies, comments from “opposition politicians” in Canada 

critizing Harper for not attending and speaking at the United Nations while in New York:  

 

The prime minister has only spoken to the General Assembly twice since taking office in 2006. To the 

opposition, it’s a clear sign the prime minister simply doesn’t like the UN. World leaders have been 

addressing the UN General Assembly this week. Everyone from U.S. President Barack Obama to 

Iran's President Mahmoud 

Ahmadinejad has taken the podium 

to address the world. But when 

Canada’s turn to speak comes up, 

Harper won’t be there.  

 

Calgary correspondent Joshua Blakeney 

commented for PressTV the following day 

(found on YouTube): 

 

“So, anybody who can read and use 

the internet understands that Israel is 

a violator of human rights. And, so 

of course, anyone who whitewashes 

those crimes is going to ingratiate 

themselves with the Zionist regime 

and that appears to be what Prime 

Minister Stephen Harper has been 

doing. And for doing so, he’s 

received an award. I mean, some 

would say it’s almost Kafkaesque that you 

have someone like Henry Kissinger who 

throughout the Cold War participated in 

many violations of human rights in Vietnam, 

in Chili with the coup d'etat. Christopher 

Hitchens wrote a whole book on it, indicting 

Henry Kissinger for 

his war crimes. That 

he should be handing 

an award to Prime 

Minister Harper for 

human rights, 

freedom and 

democracy is perhaps 

appropriate seeing as 

he himself opposed 

all those pinnacles 

throughout his career 

as a statesman.” 
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In Chapter 3,“A Sample of Cases: Kissinger’s 

War Crimes in Indochina,”of Christopher 

Hitchens book, he summarizes: 

 

The US Senate Subcommittee on 

Refugees estimated that in the same four-

year period [1968-1972] rather more than 

three million civilians were killed, injured 

or rendered homeless. In the same four-

year period, the United States dropped 

almost 4,500,000 tons of high explosive 

on Indochina. (The Pentagon’s estimated 

total for the tonnage dropped in the entire 

Second World War is 2,044,000.) 

 

The deep Zionist and U.S. state Stephen Harper award ceremony in New 

York was part of a carefully planned, integrated, staged blitz event by 

Zionists and friends. They certainly made the most of it in the span of a few 

days, especially with all the press coverage! It was similar to the staged 

success the Zionists orchestrated 10 years previous, when Netanyahu paraded 

through Canada and onto the centre stage in Washington D.C. on the first 

anniversary of the 9/11 attack, with Netanyahu drumming and urging the 

United States to invade Iraq (see Part 12 of this report). The very day that 

Canadian opposition politicians were chastizing Harper for not attending the 

U.N., Benjamin Netanyahu gave a speech at the U.N., with his conniving 

crosshairs firmly aimed at Iran. He lifted a diagram showing that Iran was 

making a nuclear bomb, and getting close to finishing it.   
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During the entire same week, “hundreds of 

world leaders have been gathered … 

discussing the biggest global issues of the day, 

incluing the situation in Syria, the ominous 

dispute between Israel and Iran and the 

eruption of anti-American violence in the 

Middle East.” 45  

 

The United Nations bashing / Iran hating 

roadshow ended, of course, with global actors 

Harper and Netanyahu “in a tiny hotel room,” 

“in front of a crush of Canadian cameras 

before the men held their private, 30-minute 

discussion.” on Friday, September 28, 2012. 

Their statements were well-rehearsed and 

unabashed: 

 

“I think what you did, severing ties with 

Iran [closing the Canadian embassy in 

Tehran], was not only an act of 

statesmanship but an act of moral 

clarity,” he [Netanyahu] told the prime minister. “The fact that you took such clear, decisive steps is a 

great example to be followed by other nations, many of which attended a conference in Tehran and 

said nothing.” He added to the assembled Canadian media: “He’s a great champion of freedom and a 

great friend of Israel.” 46 

 

As Herr Harper was lifted on high by Zionist political elites in New York on September 27, 2012, a 

contextual whirlwind of political processes were unfolding in Canada the same day, concerning initiatives 

underway by Harper’s Conservatives. 87 of 163 Conservative MPs (Members of Parliament) were in 

support of a motion by Conservative MP Stephen Woodworth to “study whether or not a fetus is a human 

being before the moment of birth,” was defeated on September 26. 47 Then, the controversy of Canada 

approving China’s CNOOC Ltd’s “$15.1 billion bid” and “takeover of Nexen Inc.,” on “Harper’s policy of 

selling more of the nation’s natural resources to Asia.” 48 The public opposition to a proposed pipeline to 

transport Alberta’s tar sands oil to the west coast of British Columbia. 49 After passing the surprise 

bombshell omnibus Bill C-38 in April 2012, changing “70 different laws covering everything from 

environmental reviews to the role of charities,” the Conservatives were ponying up the same scheme in the 

new Fall session of Parliament, as “government House leader Peter Van Loen announced the first order of 

business would be another omnibus bill,” to “give the government more latitude to sign free trade deals, 

export resources and offer buisness-enhancing tax credits.” Columnist Carol Goar commented about 

“Harper’s implicit message: I have a parliamentary majority. I’m setting the rules now:” 

 

“His rules … violate the fundamental tenet of democracy: the government acts without the consent of 

the people. Canadians never gave their assent to Harper’s just-trust-me approach. … They contravene 

his own pledge of “open government”.” 50  

 

 
45 Harper, Netanyahu discuss threats posed by Iran in New York, Whitehorse Star, September 28, 2012. 
46 Ibid. 
47 Tory MPs divided over abortion, Windsor Star, September 27, 2012. 
48 Harper urged to allow Nexen bid while Suncor Shielded, Ottawa Citizen, September 17, 2012. 
49 Feds should horse-trade for Northern Gateway – Open B.C.’s offshore, National Post, September 27, 2012. 
50 Harper rewrites the rules of democracy, Guelph Mercury, by Carol Goar, September 27, 2012. 
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                                                         Canadian legal academic Michael Lynk wrote 

                                                         an essay for the 2015 on-line Harper Decade in  

2015, before he became the March 2016 – April 2022 United Nations’ “Special  

Rapporteur for the human rights situation in the Palestinian Territories occupied  

since 1967.” The following are excerpts from his essay. 

 
“In the Harper years, Canada stands quite isolated on Middle East policy within the  

international community, and our broader cachet has plummeted. While many reasons have 

contributed to our reputational decline since 2006 – our environmental performance, the  

more bellicose use of the Canadian military in international conflicts, and the government’s 

growing disengagement from the United Nations and multilateralism generally – Stephen Harper’s tight embrace 

of Israel over the past decade has been a significant contribution. Even as Israel’s governments have steadily 

marched rightward, as the Israeli settlements in the West Bank and East Jerusalem have substantially thickened, 

as the faint hope that Israel would allow a genuine Palestinian state to emerge from any peace process has been 

eclipsed, and as most of the world, and particularly Europe, has recoiled from defending recent Israeli conduct, 

Canada has stood virtually alone in siding with Israel on every major issue dealing with the Middle East conflict. 

Even on those occasions when Israel has been publicly admonished by the United States – as when its 

intransigence triggered the collapse of the 2013-14 peace process, when it shelled United Nations schools in Gaza 

that were sheltering civilians, and when Prime Minister Benyamin Netanyahu vowed on the eve of the March 

2015 Israeli elections to never permit a Palestinian state to emerge during his tenure – no criticisms were issued 

by Canada. “I think Canada’s an even better friend of Israel than we [Israelis] are,” stated Israel’s then-Finance 

Minister Yuval Steinitz from the right-wing Likud Party in 2012.”  

 

“When Harper spoke to the Israeli Knesset in January 2014, he said … principle demands that “the shared 

values” between the two countries – particularly Israel’s experience as a “vibrant democracy, a freedom-loving 

country with an independent and rights-based judiciary” – commits Canada to stand by Israel “through fire and 

water”.”  

 

“As Henry Seigman, the former national director of the American Jewish Congress, has observed about Israel: “A 

political arrangement that limits democracy to a privileged class and keeps others behind military checkpoints, 

barbed-wire fences and separation walls does not define democracy. It defines its absence.” Israel has occupied 

the Palestinian territories for 48 years, by far the longest occupation in the modern world. While it disputes 

that it occupies these lands – it refers to them as “Judea and Samaria” and, if pressed, it will call them 

“administered territories” – the rest of the world (including the United States) considers them to be occupied 

under international law, and therefore beyond any legitimate Israeli claim of sovereignty. The 220 settlements that 

Israel has built in the West Bank and East Jerusalem are expressly illegal under the Fourth Geneva Convention 

according to the United Nations Security Council, the International Court of Justice and even Canada’s Foreign 

Affairs website. The 570,000 Israeli settlers in the Palestinian territories live under Israeli law, travel primarily on 

settler-only roads, enjoy full citizenship rights and provide a reliable bloc of votes for the right-wing parties that 

now dominate the Israeli government. For the 2.75 million Palestinians living among them, every single aspect of 

their daily lives is determined by their ethnicity and their lack of rights. As the Israeli philosopher and Ghandi 

scholar David Shulman has recently written in the New York Review of Books, “Israel’s policy of colonizing the 

West Bank” includes “the massive theft of land, the disenfranchisement of millions of Palestinians, an entrenched 

regime of state terror, and the lack of meaningful legal recourse to those living under the Occupation.” Gaza, 

where another 1.8 million Palestinians reside, has been free of formal Israeli rule for a decade, but its land 

borders, airspace and access to the sea have been completely blockaded by Israel since 2007, making it, in the 

words of British Prime Minister David Cameron, “a giant open prison”.” 
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Part 5.  Developments and Applications of the Anti-Semitic Trump Cards 

 

The settler colonial State of Zionist/Israel’s 

primary defence hammer for its domination 

policies and aggressions over Palestinians has 

been its anti-Semitism and anti-Zionism 

trump cards. Its implemented effectiveness – 

the painful and emotional reminder to anyone 

and everyone of the genocide holocaust – has 

been well-documented, well-demonstrated for 

decades.  

 

One of the more infamous and shocking 

episodes of this application occurred following 

the napalm bombing, torpedoing, armor-

piercing bullet-holing of the USS Liberty, a 

United States top-of-the-line communications 

navy vessel 58 years ago on June 8, 1967, 

while sailing in international waters off the 

Egyptian coast. It was the wicked, merciless 

murder and slaughter by Israeli jet fighters, 

under orders by military commanders, of 34 

American sailors, and the wounding of 172 sailors, killing and injuring just over two thirds of all crew 

members, some of which were machine gunned with 50-calibre bullets by jet fighters whilst paddling in 

vulnerable life raft boats in open water. To boot, America was now on the cusp of becoming Israel’s 

strategic ally and financier after defeating the Egyptians!  

 

Just before a national election, Israeli emissaries 

in Washington D.C. threatened U.S. president 

Lyndon Johnson with anti-Semitism and 

“blood libel” if he should further reveal the truth 

to the American public about the Liberty incident, 

which Johnson quickly covered up. These details 

and threats were revealed almost five decades 

later, when Al Jazeera published the fascinating 

50-minute documentary on November 3, 2014, 

The Day Israel Attacked America. Here is a 

segment from that documentary: 

Narrator: Back in Washington the 

government ensured there was little 

information for the press while politics 

went on behind closed doors. …  

Wolle: My name is Bill Wolle. I was in 

charge of the Arab Israeli desk sit-in 

because the Secretary of State himself, 

Dean Rusk, had summoned ambassador 

Harman of Israel to come in urgently. And so, I sat through the meeting taking notes. And in a loud 

voice the Secretary was really demanding some explanation for why and what had happened. The 

Ambassador himself seemed to be ignorant of the incidents. He immediately said, I can’t believe 

what you’re telling me. It would be impossible. It would be unheard of.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tx72tAWVcoM
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Narrator: It was especially tough for Lyndon Johnson. To date, the most Pro Israeli American 

president in history.  

Hughes: Johnson was in a very tough mood. I’m Tom Hughes. I was director in the State 

Department, Director of Intelligence and Research at the time of the Liberty incident in 1967. The 

attack on the Liberty, Johnson himself briefed Newsweek magazine off-the-record that the Israelis 

had attacked. And the reason they had attacked was that they thought this was an intelligence ship 

that was intercepting perhaps Israeli, as well as Egyptian communications. 

Narrator: But then everything 

changed.  

Hughes: The fact that Johnson himself 

was the leaker and briefer of 

Newsweek was soon leaked. And this 

alarmed of course the Israeli 

Embassy and their leading friends in 

the Jewish organizations. The Israeli 

Embassy regarded this as a major 

problem, and that what Johnson had 

told Newsweek practically amounted 

to blood libel.  

Narrator: Declassified Israeli 

documents show they were going to 

threaten President Johnson with blood 

libel, gross antisemitism and that 

would end his political career.  

Bobby Ray Inman: Blackmail. This is 

Admiral Bobby Ray Inman, U.S. Navy 

retired, a former director of the 

National Security Agency. But they 

[Israelis] know if he [President Johnson] is thinking about running again, he’s gonna need money for 

his campaign. So, alleging that he’s blood libelling is going to arouse the Jewish donors.  

Narrator: The Israeli government hired teams of lawyers, some of whom were close friends of 

Lyndon Johnson, and began an all-out offensive. They leaned on the media to kill critical 

stories, and slanted others in favor of Israel.  

Hughes: There was a campaign mounted to see if what could be done about returning Johnson to his 

normal and predictable pro-Israeli position.  

Narrator: At the time Johnson was still undecided as to whether to run for president the following 

year. Hughes: Efforts were to be made to remind the president of the delicacy of his own position that 

he personally would, might lose support for his run for re-election in 1968.  

Narrator: Israeli tactics were clever. They identified Johnson’s soft spot, the war in Vietnam, and 

gave him two extraordinary gifts, neither of which were made public at the time. The first was 

political. 

Hughes: One of Johnson’s complaints about Israel was that many of the Jewish positions in the 

heads of the leaders in the Jewish community were opposing him on Vietnam, and they were 

suddenly becoming more silent on Vietnam as the Liberty crisis moved. So, he also knew that there 

was a move back in his favor if he was moderate-Israel. 

Narrator: There was a second gift, much more secret, but vital to the American president. The 

dreadful death toll in Vietnam was dominating the domestic news agenda. The North Vietnamese had 

Russian surface-to-air missiles which were bringing down American aircraft on a daily basis. The 

American military attaché in Israel got a surprise visit from a senior Israeli intelligence officer. 

Bobby Ray Inman: [He] took some helicopters and went across the North Red Sea to the surface-to-

air missile sites. And not only captures them but took back everything, the launchers, the missiles, the 

http://www.thelibertyincident.com/messages/NW670619.html
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maintenance manuals, the rest of it. And then he went to the U.S. Embassy to the area attaché and 

said I think I have something you might be interested in. Of course, those were the same missiles that 

our aircraft flying over North Vietnam were encountering day to day. And countermeasures was a 

huge issue. 

Narrator: So grateful was the American government, they gave Israel two gifts in return. They re-

supplied them with the weapons they had just lost in the [1967] war, and the Liberty inquiry, run by 

the Department of Defense, the DoD, was watered down.  

Bobby Ray Inman: All that [the Israel strategy] is influenced by what have we benefited from, from 

the captured SA-2 missile sites. 

Hughes: Soon Johnson did respond, and he took a much more lenient line, and wished that the whole 

incident could be put behind us as soon as possible.  

Narrator: Johnson's softer approach to Israel was immediately reflected in the American Navy 

inquiry which was now underway onboard the Liberty.  

Lloyd Painter, Liberty research officer: We began to realize that a cover-up was descending 

upon us.  

 

The matter of Israel’s sustained human rights violations and 

ethnic cleansings aimed upon segregated, ghettoed 

populations of Palestinians since about 1947 came into 

political focus on November 10, 1975, with the adoption of 

the United Nations General Assembly resolution # 3379. The 

resolution: “Determines that Zionism is a form of racism 

and racial discrimination,” was / is often referred to as 

“Zionism is Racism” (Z=R). The resolution’s foundation 

was based on a November 20, 1963, United Nations General 

Assembly declaration, the Declaration on the Elimination of 

All Forms of Racial Discrimination. In turn, that Declaration 

was based on the structure of the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights passed by the United Nations on December 

10, 1948, when, ironically, the newly formed State of Israel 

became an apartheid regime following the first ongoing 

“Nakba.” Resolution 3379 officially condemned the discriminatory and human rights violations by the 

State of Israel. Israel’s U.N. 

Ambassador, Chaim Herzog, 

responded with a lengthy letter 

of condemnation. The 1975 

bluntly worded Resolution 

would haunt, humiliate, and 

dog the colonial settler State of 

Israel and its Zionist 

nationalist spokespeople from 

that day forward. 

 
Photo: The United Nations 1975 

“Zionism is Racism” nickname was 

often later used in public 

demonstrations, as in the massive 

marches in South Africa during the 

International conference on Racism 

(August 29 – September 8, 2001).  

https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/israeli-statement-in-response-to-quot-zionism-is-racism-quot-resolution-november-1975
https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/israeli-statement-in-response-to-quot-zionism-is-racism-quot-resolution-november-1975
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UNITED 
NATIONS 

• 
General Assembly Distr . 

GENERAL 

A 

A/ RES / 3379 (XXX) 
10 November 1975 

Thirtieth session 
Agenda item 68 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
[on the report of the Third Committee (N I0320)] 

3379 (XXX). Elimina tion of a ll f OI"Hl S of ..adal disuimination 

The General Assembly, 

Recallil1g its reso lution 1904 (XVlU) of 20 November 1963, proclaiming the United Nations Declaration on 
the Elimination of AJi Fonm of Racial Discrimination, and in particu lar its affinnation that "any doctrine of 
racial differentiation or superiority is scientifically fa lse, moraJly condemnable, socially unjust and 
dangerous" and its expression of alaml at "the manifestations of racial discrimi nation still in evidence in 
some areas in the world, some of which are imposed by certain Governments by means of legislative, 
administrative or other measures" , 

Recalling also that, in its resolution 3 151 G (XXVIII) of 14 December 1973, the General Assembly 
condemned, illter alia, the unholy alliance between South African racism and zionism, 

Taking note of the Declaration of Mexico on the Equality of Women and Their Contributi on to Development 
and Peace, I I proclaimed by the World Conference of the International Women's Year, held al Mexico City 
from 19 June to 2 July 1975, which promulgated the principle that "international co-operation and peace 
require the achievement of nalionalliberation and independence, the el iminat ion of colonialism and neo
colonialism, foreign occupation, zionism, apartheid and racial discrimination in all its fonns , as well as the 
recognition of the dignity of peop les and their right to self-detennination" , 

Taking nOle also of resolution 77 (X II) adopted by the Assembly of Heads of$tate and Government of the 
Organization of African Unity at ils twelfth ordinary session,£! hold at Kampala fTom 28 July to I August 
1975, which considered "that the racist regime in occupied Palestine and the racist regimes in Zimbabwe and 
South Africa have a common imperialist origin , fonning a whole and having the same racist structure and 
being organically linked in their policy aimed at repression of the dignity and integrity of the human being", 

Taking nOTe also of the Political Declaral'ion and Strategy to Strengthen lntemational Peace and Security and 
to Intensify Solidari ty and Mutual Assistance among Non-Aligned Countries,J.1 adop ted at the Conference of 
Ministers for Foreign AITairs of Non-Aligned Countries held at Lima from 25 to 30 August 1975, which mOSI 
severely condCtmlCd zionism as a threat to world peace and security and called upon all countries to oppose 
thi s racist and imperialist ideology, 

Determines that zioni sm is a form of racism and racial di scrimination. 

I I El5725 , part one, sect. I. 

Y See Al l 0297 , annex ll. 

J! Al I0217 and Core! , annex, p. 3. 

2400,11 plenary meeting 
10 November 1975 
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The Just Peace Advocates blog 

published: The Unholy Land by 

Rev. Dr. A.C. Forrest: 

“Attempts were made to 

silence editor of the United  

Church of Canada’s Observer magazine, Rev. Dr. A.C. Forrest when in 1973 the United Church of 

Canada signed an agreement with B’nai Brith. This is an agreement that continues to be in place 

until today. This agreement was put in place primarily to silence Rev. Dr. Forrest about his writing 

on the United Nations Resolution 194, Right of Return, and his publication of The Unholy Land. It 

was also meant to squash the grassroots church support for Palestine.” 

 

“It just hadn’t occurred to me that 

anyone would ever charge me or the 

United Church Observer with being 

racist, or bigoted, or, of all things, anti-

Semitic. … “We have a file on you, 

and it goes back twenty years,” John 

Devor, a leading Toronto Zionist, said 

to me, wagging his finger. … New 

Testament professor, David Dempson, 

of my own college, seemed to imply: 

“If you don’t want to be thought anti-

Semitic, don’t disagree with Jewish 

people on political matters.” (Quotes 

from The Unholy Land, chapter 8) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&rct=j&opi=89978449&url=https://www.justpeaceadvocates.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/The-Unholy-Land-by-AC-Forrest.pdf&ved=2ahUKEwiah9SnvPSLAxUSDTQIHYUbMloQFnoECBoQAQ&usg=AOvVaw0Qi2QcAoJIFhpvFFxABeh2
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&rct=j&opi=89978449&url=https://www.justpeaceadvocates.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/The-Unholy-Land-by-AC-Forrest.pdf&ved=2ahUKEwiah9SnvPSLAxUSDTQIHYUbMloQFnoECBoQAQ&usg=AOvVaw0Qi2QcAoJIFhpvFFxABeh2


129 

 

Israel, as a Zionist settler colonial state, often hid and denied its cumulative crimes upon Palestinians, 

camouflaged through fabrications, contrived persuasions, emotional sympathy and empathy, defensive dirty 

tricks. Accounts of such incidents abound. Canada was among 35 nation states that opposed “Zionism is 

Racism” Resolution #3379 in 1975. Israeli Zionists 

had already begun propaganda messaging therapies 

within Canada well before that. In the early 1970s, 

came the lobby’s campaign to redirect the United 

Church of Canada’s criticism of Israel’s inhumane 

treatment of Palestinians. After sequential fundraising 

preparations and events by Canadian Jewish associations 

and donors in 1972, the Toronto branch of the Jewish 

National Fund (JNF) sponsored a special mission to 

Israel. That plan was conceived by JNF of Canada’s 

president Bernard Bloomfield. The 78-year-old former 

Prime Minister John Diefenbaker went on a 10-day 

special trip to Israel, accompanied by his physician and by fifty-one members “of the Canadian Jewish 

community, most of them from Toronto.” The event was a seemingly innocuous ceremony to honour his 

namesake, and that of Canadians, namely the christening of a strip of highway dubbed the Diefenbaker 

Parkway, and an adjacent area that was dubbed Canada Park. 

What Bloomfield and the JNF failed to disclose to the 

former Prime Minister and to Canadians was that the 

dedicated lands in the by then $15 million fund-

donated “7,500-acre recreation area and the largest in 

Israel,” located in the Jerusalem hills, and within the 

western peninsula of the Palestinian Westbank 

territory, and the Parkway highway, were former 

properties – farms, orchards, structures, and homes – 

belonging to three Palestinian villages. These 

villages and almost all tell tale signs had been 

destroyed and bulldozed, its 10,000 or so inhabitants forced out, displaced by Israeli soldiers in 1967. Some 

Palestinians died resulting from their displacement, falling down on roads and paths, desperate, tired, 

without food or water, the elderly and the sick. The Diefenbaker Parkway and Canada Park were stolen 

lands soaked in the expelled blood of Palestinians, and by association and implication, Canadians had now 

become silent accomplices of the atrocity. Israel, through its Canadian supporters, suckered Canadians, 

abusing their trust. 

 

https://www.thecanadafiles.com/articles/uccpri
https://www.thecanadafiles.com/articles/uccpri
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“Then he [Diefenbaker] climbed on 

a tractor and drove to cut a ribbon 

at the start of the parkway, leading 

into the huge recreation area that 

will take five or six years to finish. 

Impressed by the park’s proximity to 

Jerusalem 10 miles to the east, 

Diefenbaker quoted from the Bible, 

compared Israel’s pioneering 

experiences to those of Canada, and 

praised the Israelis for what he 

called “their willingness to shed 

blood in defence of their liberty.” 

Yaacov Tsur, president of the Jewish 

National Fund, saluted Diefenbaker 

as a friend of the Jewish state and 

Canadian Ambassador Paul Malone 

praised Diefenbaker for his “efforts 

to promote friendly relations 

between Canada and Israel.” James Kay, president of the Toronto Jewish National Fund, and David 

Dennis, chairman of the Negev dinner which launched the parkway project also praised Diefenbaker’s 

friendship for the Jewish state and presented him with a leather-bound memorial album.” (Source: ‘Now 

they’ll know’ who Dief is, The Province, April 20, 1974) 

 

On October 21, 1991, a month after the 

end of the First Intifada (December 

1987 to September 1991), CBC 

television’s Fifth Estate aired a 

documentary, Canada Park – Park with 

no Peace. Tipped off by concerned 

Canadians, Fifth Estate staff travelled to 

Israel to interview Israeli officials, 

Israeli citizens, and Palestinians, to 

document the scandal. The airing of the 

special investigation was highly 

embarrassing for the Canadian Israeli 

lobby, just as the lobby was gearing up 

and reorganizing their operations in Canada: a minor setback. 
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CBC Narrator: “The three villages [’Imwas, Yalu, and Bayt-Nuba] were levelled by the Israeli 

army. About 10,000 people were driven out. … The names of the Canadians who gave $15 million to 

build the park are displayed at its entrance. Their money was donated to the Jewish National Fund 

[JNF], an agency affiliated with the Israeli government that reforests and procures land for Israel. … 

The destruction of what used to be here was then protested by then Israeli Parliament [Knesset] 

member Uri Avneri.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Avneri: “By putting this park there, and calling it Canada Park, you give a Canadian 

cover-up to a war crime. … Civilian population is protected under international law, 

under the Geneva Convention. It was certainly a war crime. No question about it. The 

eradication of these villages, the deportation or expulsion of the villagers, especially in 

the very inhumane way this was done, according to what Amos Keinan testified to. 

These are crimes under any standard of international law.” 

CBC Narrator: “This is what’s left of Mr. El Shaik’s house, a door, some rusted steel rods, and 

rubble. It’s the sort of rubble that litters this park, but it’s not mentioned in the JNF guide. It directs 

visitors to ancient ruins and ignores that only 24 years ago [in 1967] these were the homes of Arab 

families. Prior to our visit to Canada Park, the Jewish National Fund’s Toronto office assured us the 

Park was built on only the fields of these villages, not on their remains. But this is clearly Yalu 

village. There is evidence everywhere. … Yet despite all of this [evidence], the JNF in Israel denies 

this village is in their park.” 

Amos Keinan: “I think it is a very stupid idea on the part of those Canadian people who 

helped calling this park, Canada Park. It’s no business of any Canadian to intervene in a 

disputed issue. The land of Palestine, Arab Israel, is disputed between two people. And 

let us not call any park Canada before peace is settled.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



132 

 

 

 
Lawyer, and Canadian Senator 

(Joseph James Guillaume) Paul 

Martin (center of photo, with bow 

tie), was the father of former 

Liberal Prime Minister Paul 

Martin (2003-2006), under whom 

human rights attorney, former 

Canadian Jewish Congress 

president, Irwin Cotler was 

appointed Attorney General and 

Minister of Justice in 2003. 

Martin senior was appointed 

Canada’s Secretary of State for 

External Affairs under the Lester 

Pearson government. Prime 

Minister Pierre Elliot Trudeau 

appointed Martin Sr. to the 

Canadian Senate in 1968. In 

1974, Martin Sr. was appointed 

as High Commissioner to the 

United Kingdom.  
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In Walter Lehn’s 1977 essay, The Jewish 

National Fund: an Instrument of 

Discrimination, published in Zionism & 

Racism, Proceedings of an International 

Symposium, he states: 

 
“As clear an example as can be found 

of a Zionist institution which 

practices, by design and by intent, 

discrimination against non-Jews … 

is the Jewish National Fund (JNF).” 

 

“In May 1954 the Keren Kayemeth 

Leisrael, ‘‘Perpetual Fund for Israel,’’ 

was incorporated in Israel; it should 

be noted that the Hebrew name (from 

which the abbreviation KKL, also 

denoting the JNF, derives) is not a 

translation of the English Jewish 

National Fund. This new company 

acquired all the assets, liabilities, etc. 

of the JNF incorporated in England in 

1907; thus, the JNF became an Israeli 

corporation. … Whatever the intent, 

this appears to authorize the JNF to 

operate in the territories occupied in 

1967, since they are indubitably under 

the control and hence effective jurisdiction of the government of Israel, whatever their status under 

international law. Is it too far-fetched to suggest that in 1954 the possibility of territorial expansion was 

foreseen and provision for this eventuality was made?” 

 

“In November 1961 the JNF and the Israeli government signed a Covenant, based on legislation enacted in 

July 1960, clarifying the relationship of the JNF to the state, spelling out their respective powers and 

responsibilities, and setting up two bodies: an Israel Lands Administration (controlled by the government) 

and a Land Development Administration (controlled by the JNF). The latter is responsible for reclamation, 

development, and afforestation of all state and JNF lands, with costs borne by the respective owners. … the 

most significant effect of which is the application of JNF restrictive land policies to all state lands, 

which together with JNF lands constitute over 90 per cent of the land in pre-1967 Israel.” 

 

“… As a consequence of these developments, the JNF has gradually expanded its activities – since 1967 

also in the occupied territories – to include, in addition to land acquisition, land reclamation, large-scale 

afforestation, road building (not insignificant from a military point of view), and various forms of 

assistance to new Jewish settlements. It should be noted that some of these activities in the occupied 

territories are in clear violation of international law, in particular the Fourth Geneva Convention of 

1949, making the JNF a party to these violations by Israel.” 

 

“Lest anyone think that the JNF is today concerned mainly with land reclamation and afforestation in 

Israel, an announcement quoting the Director General of the Israeli Land Fund (as the JNF is also known in 

Israel) over Radio Israel on 23 March 1976 is of more than passing interest. The announcement was that in 

1975 the JNF and the Israel Lands Administration, through a jointly owned subsidiary, spent ‘’50 million 

Israeli pounds ($6.6 million)” to purchase land in the occupied West Bank, including “buildings, public 

institutions, and church property.”’ According to the Director General, the purchases are all secret and 
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‘‘many of the Arab inhabitants, living on the acquired lands, do not yet know that these lands are in the 

possession of the Israeli Land Fund.” 
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5.1. The Troublesome Matter of Canadian Resident Professor Klaus Herrmann 

 

United Nations’ 1975 Resolution #3379, “Zionism as a form of racism and discrimination,” was 

vehemently denounced by Israel and the United States administration. Pro-Israel lobbies in America and 

Canada quickly responded. They uniformly demonized the United Nations, promoted international anger 

and hate, and launched a disingenuous counterclaim that those promoting ‘antizionism’ were themselves 

racists, responsible for advocating a “new antisemitism.” Echoes of this counterclaim were recycled and 

refined over the decades by the pro-Israel lobbies who advocated the adoption of ‘new antisemitism’ to 

American, Canadian, and European lawmakers for carefully defined inclusions into racial discrimination 

policies and law: i.e. the February 16, 2024, Hate Crimes Policy by the British Columbia government. 
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So, what was the meaning and definition of this most troublesome resolution? Who defined it? Why was it 

adopted? Why was Zionism declared to be associated with racism, as discrimination? Why were the source 

definitions of these resolutions being distorted and attacked by Israel, America, Canada, other national 

governments, and by many in the media?   

 

The answers to these important and related questions were addressed in written presentations by professors, 

lawyers, clergymen, authors, and statesmen at the July 24-28, 1976, International Symposium on Zionism 

and Racism, held in Tripoli, Libya. The symposium’s purpose was to address the 1975 U.N. Resolution. 

The conference “was attended by some 500 participants from 80 countries.” From this conference was born 

the establishment of EAFORD (Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination), which had its first 

office located in London in 1979, in Geneva in 1983, and by 1986 its international secretariat was moved to 

Geneva and an office in Washington, D.C. The EAFORD organization would later be smeared, for instance, 

by Israel’s propaganda lobby in Geneva, NGO Watch. According to Keith Feldman, in his 2015 book, A 

Shadow Over Palestine, Fayez Sayegh – an important critic of Zionism whose role is described at length in 

Part 8 of this report – founded EAFORD. The introduction of the proceedings stated: 

 

“On 10 November 1975 the General Assembly of the United 

Nations adopted resolution 3379, determining “that Zionism is a 

form of racism and racial discrimination.”’ The response of 

Zionists and their supporters to this resolution was, not to 

attempt to demonstrate that the finding was in error, but to 

mount a campaign designed to discredit the UN and to impugn 

the motives of the 72 member states voting in support of it. In 

order to provide an opportunity for a careful study of Zionism, 

within the context of the definition of racial discrimination 

accepted without dissent by all members of the UN since 1965, the 

Bar Association of the Libyan Arab Republic decided to hold an International Symposium on 

Zionism and Racism and to invite as participants individuals of recognized stature in their several 

professions and countries.” 

 

According to the introduction of the Symposium’s proceedings (published in 1977), the western media 

ignored the conference: “It is a sad commentary on the objectivity of the western information media that 

they virtually ignored the symposium, in spite of the importance of the subject and the international 

character of the assembly.” A search for the conference title in digitized newspaper collections in the U.S. 

and Canada was made, but nothing was discovered. It is likely that media were instructed to boycott the 

conference, and nothing about the event was reported on! Small wonder, what with the daily, constant 

smear attacks, hundreds upon hundreds, in the print media, on the November 1975 resolution. A careful 

read, however, of the presenters’ biographies and their publications and expertise, would help to understand 

why the Israelis were not keen on publicizing the experts’ cumulative knowledge about Zionism and 

racism. The matter was simply buried: there was to be no revelations, no information, no public debate! 

 

Take for instance Klaus J. Herrmann’s 14-page presentation, “Perspectives on Political Zionism and 

Antisemitism,” part of a “panel discussion with three others on ‘The Law Relating to the Middle East, 

South Africa and Rhodesia’.” 51 Herrmann, American born and resident of Canada, “associate professor of 

political science [for 11 years] at Concordia University, Montreal, has served as visiting professor at the 

Institute of Judaisites, Free University, Berlin.” Reading through his paper, it is evident that he had an 

excellent grasp of his subject matter and understood the deep religious and discriminatory flaws in political 

Zionism. But what is unfortunately interesting about Herrmann, explains Canadian born Walter Lehn, the 

 
51 Source: Canadian Jewish News, September 26, 1976. 
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editor of the Proceedings in his introduction, is that Herrmann was among others that were “publicly 

censured later for their nonracist views:”  

 

“Klaus J. Herrmann, a member of B’nai B’rith, was, in his words, “tried in public” by Canadian 

Jewish Congress Executive Director Alan Rose and by Canadian Zionist Federation President 

Phil Givens who declared that ‘‘someone who takes part in a conference which gives aid and 

comfort to the enemy should be barred [from B’nai B’rith];” [documented in] Canadian Jewish 

News (Toronto), 1 and 15 October 1976. Columnist J.B. Salzberg, writing in the same newspaper (26 

November 1976), addressed Herrmann in these words: “Your extremism, visa-vis Zionism and the 

state of Israel, places you in the same bed with the most Orthodox, most extreme, and most 

fanatical enemies of Israel who operate from Meah Shaarim in Jerusalem,” i.e. the Neturei 

Karta. Readers can judge for themselves the “extremism” of these ‘‘fanatical enemies of Israel” by 

reading the papers by Klaus J. Herrmann and G. Neuburger, a member of Neturei Karta.”  
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Members of the Zionist/Israel lobby in Canada, who, alongside American lobbyists, were attacking U.N. 

Resolution 3379 as anti-Semitic. They were now attacking someone of their own tribe for exposing their 

hypocrisy and twisted ideology. Many of the strident Zionists with B’Nai B’rith, and those in other 

organizations, were intolerant of criticism. As Herrman deeply understood, this was nothing new.  

 

In the October 1, 1976, Canadian Jewish News article below, B’nai B’rith Investigating Trip to Libya by 

Anti-Zionist Member, Herrmann had been “invited to the Libyan meeting by the Bar of Libya after he 

delivered an anti-Zionist speech in Canada.” Contrary to what Sheldon Kirshner stated in his article, 

Herrmann never gave a “speech in Canada” prior to the Tripoli symposium, because he had been away for a 

year on a sabbatical. Herrmann had presented a paper prior to the symposium, but far away in Germany.  

It was Alan Rose, national executive director of the Canadian Jewish Congress (CJC), who “pointed out to 

B’nai B’rith that one of their representatives was present at the conference.” Rose filed a complaint to 

B’nai B’rith’s District 22 which began conducting a “preliminary” investigation, to determine “whether one 

of its members, an anti-Zionist … is guilty of violating the cardinal principles of the international 

organization.” 

 

A cardinal principal is a vague term, and only those in judgement of a defendant have the 

power and discretion to define it. The committee of three will attempt to ascertain whether Prof. 

Klaus Herrmann of Montreal is guilty of immoral conduct and misbehavior, according to Herb 
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Levy, executive director of District 22, which encompasses Eastern Canada. If the Committee finds 

cause, University Lodge, of which Herrmann is a member, can prefer charges and theoretically oust 

or reprimand the 47-year-old political science professor from the brotherhood. Levy, asserting that 

B’nai B’rith has no rule or regulation barring an anti-Zionist from membership said … that the 

German-born academic will receive a fair hearing. 

The Palestinian Expulsion: 
A Canadian's Awakening 
A. C. Forrest 
[ have been asked to address myself to the Palestinian exodus , based on 
what I saw and heard in Jordan, Israel, Syria, Lebanon, Egypt, and in 
Jerusalem , Gaz3, and the West Bank of Palestine during the summer of 
1967. [ made that visit at the request of editors of the leading religious 
papers of the USA and Canada, t6 study and report on what they called 
"the new refugee problem." 

But first let me put the story into perspective in the context of the 
scattering of the Palestinian people. I also want to add something about 
the role of the western churches and about North American attitudes and 
Jewish reaction and defensiveness . 

With the exception of western Europe and North America, the entire 
world has learned that in order to set up a Zionist-Jewish state in 
Palestine, the indigenous Palestinian majority had to be robbed of their 
homes and lands and to be dispossessed of their national patrimony. Most 
of them were driven Qut by one means or another , while those who 
remained were eventually deprived of their independence and dignity, 
forced to exist under military occupation in Gaza and the West Bank, or 
with limited human and civil rights in Israel and Jerusalem. 

John H. Davis, former Commissioner-General of the UN Relief and 
Works Agency. has put it succinctly: "The extent to which the.refugees 
were savagely driven out by the Israelis as part of a deliberate master-plan 
has been insufficiently recognized. " I He also notes: 

A Jewish state could not have come into being except by resort to pressure 
and force against the indigenous Arab populat ion .... Once the Zionists 
gained sufficient support from major powers to bring Israel into be ing, it 
became inevi table that the indigenous Arab people wou ld be driven from 
their homes , their return blocked by force, their property seized and 
awarded to immigrants; and that a new government would be created under 
which immigrants would be citizens, and Jews throughout the world be 
made potential citizens, whilst the exiled native Arabs would be relegated to 
the status of refugees and foreigners. ) 
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Herrmann identified that Joel Pinsky, vice chairman of the CJC Eastern Region, had also ratted on him. 

Herrmann said that “certain highly placed Zionist leaders” were “trying to use all kinds of means to make 

my stay at B’nai B’rith impossible.” Herrmann, “former 

member of the Eastern Region’s Holocaust Committee,” 

“a longtime member of the anti-Zionist American 

Council for Judaism,” “was one of the approximately 20 

Canadians who participated at the International 

Association Against Racial Intolerance in Tripoli.”  

 

The September 24, 1976, edition of the Canadian Jewish News identified (exposed) ten more of the 20 

Canadian participants, but not the remaining nine: “Yvon Charbonneau, “head of the Quebec’s French 

Catholic’s teachers union;” Michael Chartrand, former head of the Confederation of National Trade 

Unions; Professor Richard Blackburn of the University of Toronto; Charlotte McEwen of the Voice of 

Women, Ottawa; Khaled Mouammar, president of the Canadian Arab Foundation; Mordechai Briemberg, a 

one-time professor at Simon Fraser University; Abie Weisfeld of the Alliance of Non-Zionist Jews; Dr. 

A.C. Forrest, editor of the United Church Observer; MP Ralph Stewart (Liberal, Cochrane); MP Derek 

Blackburn (NDP, Brant). Because the symposium was held in Libya, Sheldon Kirshner fingered the “host” 

of the conference “Libyan leader Muammar Quadaffi” as “a fierce anti-Zionist.”  

 

Asked whether he believed Zionism to be a form of racism, Herrmann said it was a type of 

“national exclusionism” which discriminated against Palestinian Arabs and therefore was 

“contrary to Jewish teachings”.” … He said that “any member of B’nai B’rith should have the 

right to be an anti-Zionist”.”  

A member of the Montreal’s Reform Temple Emanuel, Herrmann said he was an opponent of 

political Zionism and a proponent of the messianic Zionism expounded by the Satmar rebbe and 

Jerusalem’s Neturei Karta. “I believe Judaism is a religious 

faith … and it is not incumbent on Jews to be committed to 

the establishment of a national state in Palestine. Political 

Zionism is totally opposed to the traditions of Judaism, and I 

consider it detrimental to the citizenship status of Canadians of 

the Jewish faith.” 

An American citizen who has taught at Concordia for the past 11 

years, Herrmann explained that he believed in the creation of a 

bi-national state where Jews, Moslems and Christians can 

live in peace. Asked to explain the differences between a 

binational state and a secular state, a concept supported by the 

PLO, Herrmann proclaimed: “If the PLO has copied the program 

of Rabbi Judah Magnes (the first president of the Hebrew 

University who spoke in favor of a bi-national state), that is not 

my responsibility”.”  

Elaborating, he said he favored what he termed the “de-

Zionification” of Israel.” Denouncing the Canadian Jewish 

Congress, Herrmann said he was against Jewish organizations 

acting as political spokesmen “for the legitimate or illegitimate positions of Israel,” and stressed 

that their championing of Israel was “conducive to anti-Semitism.”  

 

“Alec Fineberg, who has served as president of Herrmann’s lodge on two separate occasions … was 

disturbed by his colleague’s recent statements:” 

 

Elaborating, he said he 

favored what he termed the 

“de-Zionification” of Israel.” 

Denouncing the Canadian 

Jewish Congress, Herrmann 

said he was against Jewish 

organizations acting as 

political spokesmen “for the 

legitimate or illegitimate 

positions of Israel,” and 

stressed that their 

championing of Israel was 

“conducive to anti-Semitism.” 
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“We’ve known him to be what you might call different,” he said. “Normally, we’re happy to have 

diverse opinions. But B’nai B’rith does have rules. A member doesn’t have to be a Zionist, but 

there is a difference between being a non-Zionist and an anti-Zionist”.”  

Phil Givens, president of the Canadian Zionist Federation, which together with B’nai B’rith and 

[Canadian Jewish] Congress sponsors the pro-Israel Canada Israel Committee, said Herrmann 

should be evicted. “A B’nai B’rith member may disagree with Israel’s policies, but someone who 

takes part in a conference which gives aid and comfort to the enemy should be barred.” 

 

As Herrmann pointed out, some of the Canadian 

Zionists were dishonest brokers, and there was little 

room for an honest discussion and debate on a matter 

that was now clearly 

understood as off limits. 

Herrmann’s blame on 

such Zionists causing 

anti-Semitism, and his 

claim that he had a right 

to be an anti-Zionist in 

their midst, were two 

important matters for 

public discourse. But 

some Zionists would 

endeavor to turn these 

matters of fact on their 

heads. 

 

Two weeks later, came another article in 

the Canadian Jewish News about 

Herrmann, Herrmann charges he is being 

made a target of campaign, October 15, 

1976.  

 

Klaus Herrmann … has bitterly 

denounced what he calls the 

“public campaign” now being 

waged against him by leaders of 

the Canadian Jewish community. 

“My membership in B’nai B’rith is 

not the business of Congress. I 

think it is most inappropriate that I 

am being tried in public. There 

have been no charges laid against 

me and I look forward with 

equanimity to any investigation 

against me.”  

 

Contrary to what was reported in the CJN, Herrmann claimed he had 

made no anti-Zionist speech in Canada as he had been on a 

sabbatical in Germany for over a year, only returning Sept. 4. He said 

he had written an article, “Judaism & Zionism No Identity,” on his 

interpretation of anti-Zionism for the Protestant Student Movement 
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of Germany which was delivered in the presence of Dr. Israel Shahak-Himmelstaub of the Hebrew 

University and president of the Israeli Committee for Civil Rights. As a result, he was invited by the Bar of 

Libya to the Tripoli conference. 

 

In reply to Canadian Zionist Federal president Phil Givens, who stated “someone who takes part in a 

conference which gives aid and comfort to the enemy should be barred from B’nai B’rith,” Herrmann said: 

“I was not aware that the United States, of which I am a citizen, or Canada, where I am a resident, were at 

war with the Arab republic of Libya. Therefore, I find it most disturbing to refer to Libya as the enemy. 

I am not a citizen of Israel, and not subject to the laws of that country. “To cast Libya as the enemy is 

absurd, from a Jewish point of view, as I perceive Judaism is asking us to build bridges with people 

of other religions, such as the Moslems, and not characterizing them as enemies.” Herrmann calls 

himself a “reformed Israelite,” and an opponent of political Zionism, which he describes as contrary to 

Reform Judaism. Herrmann believes a Jew can be a nationalist of any country but cannot be a Jewish 

nationalist without denying the precepts of Judaism. He differentiates between the “republic of Israel” 

and the biblical use of the word “Israel.” 

 

“Political Zionism has no bearing on Christian-Jewish relations. [Responding to a letter Joel Pinksy 

wrote to the Archbishop of Montreal.] To infuse political Zionism into dialogue is detrimental, as it 

will automatically alienate Christian Arabs,” said Herrmann, a former member of the Joint 

Community Relations Committee, as well as the cabinet of the League for Human Rights. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A.C. Forrest tried to visit Canada Park before it was conceived as “Canada 

Park” by Jewish National Fund of Canada’s president Bernard Bloomfield. 
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Another jab at Herrmann was printed in the October 15, 1976. edition of the Jewish National News. The 

letter to the editor from Jerry Lerman of Toronto said: 

 

It does assure us that the new anti-Semitism comes not only from assorted Third World, Communist 

and Arab Nations; but from the ‘pious,’ asserting non-Zionist Jew as well. Perhaps today’s 

spokesmen for the Canadian Jewish leftist viewpoint on Israel and the Middle East could do a little 

more homework on the subject before saying Judaic religious principles and political Zionism are 

totally opposed to one another. 
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Part 6.  ‘Zionism As Racism:’ the International Conferences on Racism, 1978, 1983,  

               2001 
 

“One of the suggestions made repeatedly was for some continuing effort to further the elimination 

of racism in all its manifestations, especially Zionism and Apartheid, two sides of the same coin. 

Accordingly, it was resolved at the concluding session of the Symposium on Zionism and Racism 

that “an international organization to be known as THE INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR 

THE ELIMINATION OF ALL FORMS OF RACIAL DISCRIMINATION is hereby established. 52  

 

“In some instances, racism becomes so dangerous and extremist that it becomes directed against the 

very existence of a people – nationally, ethnically, and culturally, and thus partakes of some of the 

attributes of genocide without the direct acts of annihilation. Racism, such as Zionist racism, which 

denies the very existence of its victims, can safely be termed, in law, “‘constructive genocide.’’ 

When a people, like the Palestinians, are not recognized as existing, when they are denied their 

homeland, their national existence and identity, and the basic rights and fundamental freedoms 

accorded to other peoples – what, in such circumstances, remains of them and for them as a people? 

They become non-people and the individuals, nonpersons. Is this not in effect genocide, hence 

constructive genocide?”  

“It is not acceptable for any regime to insist on recognition of the racist and illegal conditions it 

creates. Israel evicted the Palestinians from their homeland and turned them into refugees; it 

expropriated their homes, lands, and personal belongings; it demolished hundreds of Arab villages 

and built Zionist colonies; it changed the demographic and cultural character of Jerusalem; it built 

dozens of new settlements in the West Bank, Sinai, and the Golan Heights. All this is racist, 

colonialist, and illegal, and it has been so declared by all organs of the UN before which the question 

was raised.” 53 

 

“A lot of energy might have been saved if more had bothered to look up the General Assembly’s 

official definition of racial discrimination which was in the minds of those who voted that Zionism 

should be included among the forms of racism. Resolution 2106A (XX), adopted 21 December 1965 

by the General Assembly defines racial discrimination as ‘‘any distinction, exclusion, restriction, or 

preference based on race, color, descent, or national or ethnic origin.” This broad definition needs to 

be kept in mind in any discussion of Zionism as a form of racism.” 54 

 

“The problem facing Jews is not the assault from without, that is a permanent part of Jewish history,” 

said Irwin Cotler, a law professor at Montreal’s McGill University. “The problem becomes the 

confrontation within.” Cotler said that in the face of widespread world hostility, some Jews were 

beginning to debate whether a Jewish state was an obstruction to peace. He warned that Zionists 

living outside of Israel often become content with an affluent lifestyle rather than accepting the rigors 

of life in Israel. He said the United Nations resolution equating Zionism with racism has given legal 

sanction to assaults on Israel and demonstrates that the UN has “become a theatre of the absurd.” 55 

 

The 1967 ‘Six-Day’ Israeli war, and the further segregating, displacement, and apartheid inhumanities 

against Palestinians, was responsible for creating significant world attention and condemnation, triggering, 

in part, UN Resolution #3379 eight years later. In general, concerns about racism and discrimination were 

 
52 Statement by the executive Council, International Organization for the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, in 

Zion and Racism, Proceedings of an International Symposium, 1976. 
53 Racism and World Peace, by Anis Al-Qasem, in Zion and Racism, Proceedings of an International Symposium, 1976, p. 13-14. 
54 Zionism and Racism: Contrasting Perspectives and Perceptions, by L. Humphrey Walz, in Zion and Racism, Proceedings of 

an International Symposium, 1976, page 20. 
55 Zionist Federation takes in hard-line youth group, Montreal Gazette, March 19, 1980. 
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global, and the harsh injustices against Palestinians were one of many other inhumanities. That is why, after 

the United Nations’ Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination came into legal 

force in 1969, the General Assembly of the United Nations, under Resolution 2919, created the Decade for 

Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination that began in December 1973. The programme stated: 

 

“As a major feature during the Decade, a world conference on combating racial discrimination should 

be convened by the General Assembly as soon as possible, but preferably not later than 1978. The 

Conference should have as its main theme the adoption of effective ways and means and concrete 

measures for securing the full and universal implementation of United Nations decisions and 

resolutions on racism, racial discrimination, apartheid, decolonization and self-determination, as well 

as the accession to and ratification and enforcement of the international instruments relating to human 

rights and the elimination of racism and racial discrimination.” 

 

The independent organizing body which was created 

from the 1976 Symposium on Zionism as Racism 

(discussed in Part 5) helped inspire the United Nations’ 

first international conference held in Geneva, August 14-

25, 1978, the World Conference to Combat Racism and 

Racial Discrimination, held at the Palais des Nations, 

the event boycotted by the United 

States and Israel. The event coincided 

half-way through the heralding of the 

March 1978 to March 1979 

International Anti-Apartheid Year. 

 

Canadian delegates which attended the 

conference, where Canadian Geneva 

U.N. Ambassador R.H. Jay was 

nominated as one of ten conference 

vice-presidents, would later object to 

some of the language in the 

Conference Declaration, and would 

abruptly march out of the conference during the final day of proceedings, alongside delegates from 

Australia, New Zealand, Norway, Iceland, West Germany, Italy, France, Britain, Ireland, the Netherlands, 

Belgium, Luxembourg and Denmark. The NGOs watched the skirmish from the sidelines.   
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From the 1978 conference’s Declaration and Programme of Action, sections 18 and 19: 

 

18. The Conference condemns the existing and increasing relations between the zionist State of Israel 

and the racist regime of South Africa, in particular those in the economic and military fields, and 

deplores and warns against co-operation between them in the nuclear field; it particularly 

deplores the expansion and intensification of those relations at the time when the international 

community exerts all its efforts towards the objective of completely isolating the racist regime of 

South Africa; the Conference views this co-operation as an act of deliberate choice, and a hostile act 

against the oppressed people of South Africa, as well as a defiance of the resolutions of the United 

Nations and the efforts of the society of nations to ensure freedom and peace in southern Africa; the 

Conference also notes with concern the insidious propaganda by the Government of Israel and its 

zionist and other supporters against the United Nations organs and against Governments which had 

advocated firm action against apartheid; 

 

19. The Conference recalls with deep regret the cruel tragedy which befell the Palestinian people 30 

years ago and which they continue to endure today – manifested in their being prevented from 

exercising their right to self-determination on the soil of their homeland, in the dispersal of hundreds 

of thousands of Palestinians, the prevention of their return to their homes, and the establishment 

therein of settlers from abroad, and in the practice of diverse forms of racial discrimination against 

Palestinians affecting all aspects of their daily lives in a manner which prevents their enjoyment of 

their elementary human rights on a basis of equality; the Conference expresses its grave concern over 

this continuing situation and deplores Israel’s refusal to comply with the relevant resolutions of the 

United Nations and it calls for the cessation of all practices of racial discrimination to which 

Palestinians, as well as other inhabitants of the Arab territories occupied by Israel, are being 

subjected; the Conference voices its hope that the Palestinian people will soon have the opportunity 

to exercise their inalienable right to self-determination in accordance with the relevant resolutions of 

the United Nations on the question of Palestine, and proclaims its solidarity with the Palestinian 

people in their struggle for liberation and against racial discrimination. 

 

Erich Honecker of the German Democratic Republic stated on August 14, that the Republic “is closely 

linked with the Arab people of Palestine in its legitimate struggle for full freedom and independence in a 

national state. The German Democratic Republic supports the sanctions imposed on the South African 

apartheid regime by the United Nations and joins world public opinion, which demands that this fascist and 

racist regime be barred access to nuclear weapons once and for all.” Before the walkaway, West German 

Ambassador Per Fischer said that West Germany and the other European members “could no longer 

participate because the anti-Israeli texts deviated from the purpose of combatting racism.” (Source: Canada 

Among Protesters at United Nations Meeting, Star Phoenix, August 26, 1978.)  
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In Paragraph 15 of the Conference Declaration: 

 

The Conference proclaims that racism, racial discrimination and apartheid in all their 

manifestations are crimes against the conscience and dignity of mankind and must be 

eradicated by effective international action. It reaffirms the special responsibility of the United 

Nations and the international community to the 

oppressed peoples of South Africa, Namibia, 

Zimbabwe, Palestine and their liberation 

movements. The Conference requests the 

Security Council to consider urgently the 

imposition of comprehensive and mandatory 

sanctions, under Chapter VII of the Charter of 

the United Nations, against the apartheid regime 

of South Africa and the racist regimes of 

southern Africa. 

 

 

There was a revealing report that later went unnoticed by the ‘mass media.’ It was the reference in section 

18 of the Declaration (see above) to the military cooperation between the State of Israel and South 

Africa. It was a simple summary, which was based on a long dossier submitted to the Conference by 

Special Rapporteur Ahmed M. Khalifa, referenced on page 136 of the U.N. Conference report. It is most 

intriguing. Here are some sample excerpts from that report of the two apartheid colonial states, sharing 

common apartheid practices, sharing military weapons and nuclear assets and technology, in exchange for 

military expertise and raw resources. It is one thing for the state of Israel to complain about the United 

Nations’ Resolution of ‘Zionism as Racism,’ whilst aiding a partner apartheid regime also accused of 

racism. It was precisely this double standard that would later dog Irwin Cotler, the human rights advocate. 
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37 . In l~ugt!st 1976, the Israeli radio announced that Israel "TaS htrilding tHO long
range gtmboo.ts armed uith se~to-sQa missiles for the South Mxican Nayy. 
Unofficial SOl1Xce~ ,·,exe quoted as havinG said that 50 South f..:frican naval officers 
and their feI!lilics had arrived in .Israel :md vOl.1.ld take t:clive of the boats in 
January. Press reports have indicated that Israel is building lIseveralll missil e 
boats fOl' the apartheid reGime, and in l'etmn 1till receive steel and coal. 11f 
38 , 'l'he development of the uranium enrichment -process has also increased 
South Africa l s ability to attract I!lilit~.ry. support from non- uranium- producing, 
nuclear- capable cotUltries . In April 1976, follouinz the VoxstOI' viai t to Israel, 
it was reported that Israel ,"TOWel sell I(£ir fighter planes, Reshef patrol boats and 
other military e~uipment to South Africa in ey.change for etrateeic materials, 

lincllldlng enriched uranium. l1§! 

39. PoEtically the over- all strengthening of ralations betHcen the two countries 
subse.q~nt. to .the June 1967 \Tar led to the general l.lperading of Israeli s level of 
l'cpresentation: in 1969, Israel aJ:lpointed a Charcre d '·aff.?h'0S ld th the personal 
ra.qk . .of · al)lbassador. In April 197::; , it expanded i t .s Consulate- General . Follo;;ring 
the October 1973 Far, Israel decided to elevate its diplomatic mission to a .full
scale embassy. South Africa reciprocated 'oy establishing 0.. consulate-gener al in 
Tel Aviv in 1971, headed by a consul-aenoral uith the peroonal ranl:: of ambassador. 
~ 1975, South Africa established an embassy it! Tel Aviv, and. ita fi:..~st ambassador 
to Iorae1 presented his credential:> in January 1976. 12.1 
40. Given the many links, repeatedly pointed out by United nations organs and many 
uorld and regional conferences and me.etings , bci.:l!een the tuo r6gimcs, it i s c l ear 
that hard evidence that is not denied by one or both sides is dif.ficult 

35 . In the spring of 1916, Hr . Voreter vis1 ted 181"ael. lIe \-lent , escorted by the 
commander of Israel's nat1Y, to look at a guide-d- missilc patrol boat built at Haifa. 
He also inspected the Israeli~l!la.dl2 refiT fidltcr- oojjiber, end there are repo:rts 
that South Af:r:!.ca, is interested in a tank lleoi enec. especially for desert conditions 
al?d . in an' anti- tanic' helicopter that Israel is said to be developing. ·12/ 

36 . 1be desire to share in I srael i s expertise in militan' technology and modern 
uarf~ vas re.poJ;'te.d : to: be an iJ:nport<l..<""1t e:t.erncnt 1-'1 ·Iir . '{ors'~er IS visit to Israel. 
Pres"!:1 ;reports" indicated ·that South Africa uas xe axed ·~o finance ~ ex sian··of . 
Israel ' s a.rms- producing capacity, .:meL e-.ren to supply L:;rael wi tIl uraniUl!l, in return 
1'0"1.' the I ~"1.'aeli I~ir jet fighter and other anns . 1 

ld~ei8ii!cniicid:J~i,:!lIj"r:ol·e:li:!I~"~~~~!!!!ii!.i!!!iiiii!:ii!ii!!i!!!iii!!ii!!!loln!!!i:!i!iii:iii;J termed ",;,hol ~ unconfirDlable ll rumours that the IS1~ae lis 'havi o'utained "blue Tints of the 
Prench Hir ii !'iter b' es ion::!'e had t'.~de them available to South Africa... He 
also said that he had been told official1 ';;hat a South African mission fle\P/ to 
Israel duri "" the June lIar 19 7 ·to stud the use of trca cns and the tactics of 
light.ning stxiJws. ':s.'le Israeli radio s\!oseq.uently reported t hat the 'oreign J.1ini ster 
had denied the l'eporl about the Uzi. 
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AdY!i:r~~ S;;g !HUl:g u~ns;;~§: '~a: t h!il; !i:njQ~§:nt Qf hum~n right ~ Dist r. 
o f eQlt~i~al. mi !itar~~ e !;;2DQmis;: end 2tbgr fQrm~ g f GENERAL 
~s:ilH:~nc~ g,i ven to th~ ;ra~i::it Ang ~Q12nl8llH r!il:gimf;: 

Q' SQyth Af [~ ca 14. / 47 / 48 0 
30 Septembe r 1992 

:!J.Rd at!il: ~ r !!:R2 r t, Rr!i!:Eilrf;:~ :t!~ Mr, hlunj;l,d M, ISb~lif a.. 
SEeclal Rapporteu r ORIGINAL: ENGL I SH 

I. BACKGROUND 

1. ID its reso l ution 3 (XXVI) of I. September 1973 . the Sub-CormlissioD DD 
Prevention of Discrimination and Pr otection of Minorities recommended that the 
Commission on Ruman Rights direct the Sub-Commission to appoint a special 
rapporteur to evaluate the adver.se consequences fo' the enjoyment of human 
rights of assis ta.nce. in particular through investment of foreign capital and 
mill t ary aid. given to the r acist regimes in southern Africa. Pursuant to the 
endorsement of that resoJ.ut.10n oy tn. COrml.1sS.1on on Human R.1ghts and the 
Economic and Social CounciL the Sub-Commission. by its resolution , ( XXVII ) 

of I. August 1974. appointed Mr. Ahmad M. lhallfa a. Special Rapporteur fo' 
the preparation of a study on the Subject. That study (E / CN.(/Sub.2/383) .a. 
submitted by Mr. Khalifa to the Sub-Commission at its thirtieth session. aDd 
.a. further considered by the Commission on Human Rights at its thirty-fourth 
.session and by the General Assembly at it. thirty-third session. 

, . In its resolution 1 (XXX) of 2. August 1977 • the Sub-Commission. having 
considered the report 0 f Mr. lOlali fa. invited the Special Rapporteur. as 
requested by the Commission on Human Rights. to prepare the necessary materia l 
fo' a provis ional general list identifying those 'Whose activities constituted 
assistaDce to the colonial and racist regimes in southern Africa. 

3. Th. report prepared by Mr. Khalifa pursuant to that r equest (E/CN.4 / 425 
and Corr.1-3 aDd Add.I -7) contained a provisional general list of banks. firms 
and other organizations whi ch give assistance to the colonial and raei st 
regimes in sou thern Afr ica as well a. comments received by the Special 
Rapporteur from Governments on the subject. 

•• In its resol ution 2 ( XXXIII) of 2 September 1980. the Sub-Commission. 
in accordance with Commission on Human Rights re.solution 11 (XXXVI) 
of ,. February 1980. endorsed by the Economic and Social Council in its 
decision 1980 / 131 of 2 May 1980. decided t o mandate the Special Rapporteur to 
continue to update the list annually and t o submit the updated report through 
the Sub-ColMlission to the Commission . That decision was welcomed by the 
CommissiOD in its resolution • ( XXXVII) of 23 February 19B1 and endorsed by 
the Economic and Social Council in its decision 1981 / 141 of • May 19B 1. 

5. The General Assembly. at its thirty-fifth , thirty-seventh. thirty-ni nth. 
forty - first. forty-third and forty-fifth sessions (resolutions 35 / 32 of 
1. Novemher 1980, 37139 of 3 December 1982 . 39 / 15 of 23 November 1984. 41 / 95 
of • December 1986, 43 / 92 of a December 1988 and (5 / 84 o f 14 December 1990) 
and the Commi ssion OD Human Ri9hts at its thirty-seventh to forty-eighth 
sessions (resolutions • ( XXXVII) of '3 February 1981. 1982/12 of 
25 February 1982, 1983 / 11 of 18 February 1983. 1984115 of Z8 February 1984. 
1985 /9 of 2. February 1985 . 1986/6 of Z8 February 19815, 1987110 of ,. February 1987, 1988 / 12 of 29 February 1988. 1989 / 6 of 23 February 1989. 
1990 / 23 of 27 February 1990. 1991117 of 1 March 1991 and 199217 of 
21 Februar y 1992) mandated t .he Special Rapporteur to update his report, 
subject to annual review. 
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6.1. The Second World Conference on Racism, 1983 

 

Five years later, the United Nations’ Second World Conference to 

Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination, August 1-12, 1983, was 

also convened in Geneva. Amongst many invitees that were to 

present information to the Conference, including international NGOs 

and liberation movements, was “the Committee on the Exercise of 

the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People and the Special 

Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human 

Rights of the Population of the Occupied Territories to be 

represented by observers.”  

 

Once again, Israel and the United States boycotted the conference! 

And, for a second time, there was a blanket censorship on attendance 

reporting of the event in the print media throughout Canada and the 

United States, this time during the right-wing Reagan and the Brian 

Mulroney administrations. National blackouts. This blanket 

censorship is astounding given that they are ‘democratic’ nations with thousands of dedicated investigative 

newsprint reporters. This fact bears testimony to the influential power of the Israeli lobby network. 

 

Evidence of this blanket shadow order over North America print media and government-related 

participation was exhibited in the case of Shirley Hill Witt of Sante Fe New Mexico. She had been New 

Mexico State’s Natural Resources Secretary and stepped out of the blackout to defy the United States’ 

boycott order: she slipped through the force field, slipped through the net. New Mexico Governor Toney 

Anaya discovered on August 3rd that Witt was “attending” the Conference, and 

now “wants Ms. Witt back because the United States is boycotting the meeting. I 

think it would be totally inappropriate for the state of New Mexico to be 

represented there under those circumstances:”  

 

“U.S. participation at the session would require a reversal of a 1975 UN 

resolution, equating Zionism with racism, according to news reports. 

Ms. Witt’s attendance at the conference was to have 

been her last official act as a member of Anaya’s 

Cabinet. She had resigned her post effect August 15. 

Anaya said he also has directed his staff to try to 

determine when Ms. Witt knew about the boycott. “If I 

determine that she, in fact, knew that the United States 

was boycotting before she left, then that (her departure) 

will be moved up by a few days.”  

The governor ordered a telegram sent to Ms. Witt 

Wednesday [August 3] morning. The telegram, made available to the 

Albuquerque Journal, said, “As a consequence of the United States’ and Israel’s 

boycott of the conference, Gov. Anaya requests that you return to New Mexico as 

soon as possible.” 

Last June 30, Anaya and Ms. Witt issued a joint statement that she would resign 

her post on Aug. 15.” (Source: Witt Ordered Home from Europe, Albuquerque 

Journal, August 4, 1983) 

 

Upon her return from the Geneva Conference, Witt wrote a final letter to Governor Toney Anaya in which 

“Witt says she had “every legal right to participate.”  
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Witt attended the United Nations Second World Conference to Combat Racism and Racial 

Discrimination as an honorary observer, “I was credentialed as representing a U.N. recognized non-

governmental organization and had every legal and political right to participate.” (Source: Witt 

Explains Controversial Trip, in the Deming Headlight, September 22, 1983)   

 

Witt also stated, “several other U.S. citizens attended the conference and that they “were stunned and 

dismayed to learn on the fourth afternoon that the U.S. was not 

participating in an official capacity”.” (Source: Anaya Won’t OK 

Reimbursement, Carlsbad Current Argus, September 22, 1983.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Once again, Canada did not join the U.S. / Israel boycott of the Conference.  

 

Here are paragraphs 19 and 20 of the August 1983 United Nations Conference final draft Declaration, the 

wording of which Canada and other nations contested: 

 

19. The Conference condemns any form of co-operation with South Africa notably the existing 

and increasing relations between Israel and the racist regime of South Africa, in particular those 

in the economic and military fields, and deplores and warns against co-operation between them in the 

nuclear field, it particularly deplores the expansion and intensification of those relations at a time 

when the international community exerts all its efforts towards the objective of completely isolating 

the racist regime of South Africa, the Conference views this co-operation as an act of deliberate 

choice, and a hostile act against the oppressed people of South Africa, as well as a defiance of the 

resolutions of the United Nations and the efforts of the society of nations to ensure freedom and 

peace in southern Africa, the Conference also notes with concern the insidious propaganda by 

Israel against the United Nations and against Governments which are firmly opposed to 

apartheid; 

 

20. The Conference recalls with deep regret the practices of racial discrimination against the 

Palestinians as well as other inhabitants of the Arab occupied territories which impacts on all aspects 

of their daily existence in such a manner that it prevents the enjoyment of their fundamental rights; 

the Conference expresses its deep concern about this situation, and calls for the cessation of all 

the practices of racial discrimination to which the Palestinians and the other inhabitants of the 

Arab territories occupied by Israel, are subjected. 
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The Canadian delegate made the following written critique to the Conference, siding with Israel: 

 

“As the Canadian delegation pointed out in its statement in plenary meeting on 4 August and in 

several subsequent interventions, Canada supports the search for new measures to strengthen the fight 

against racism and racial discrimination in all its forms. The Canadian Government unequivocally 

condemns the institutionalized racism which apartheid represents. Both at the national level and 

in its foreign policy, the Canadian Government intends to pursue the objectives it has set itself with a 

view to combating racism, racial discrimination and apartheid. 

 

The Canadian delegation has been unable to associate itself with the Declaration because political 

matters extraneous to the fundamental concerns of the Conference have been introduced into it. In 

particular, paragraphs 19 and 20 refer to specific problems relating to the Middle East. These 

paragraphs are unacceptable to Canada and clearly fall outside the terms of reference of the 

Conference. Certain references to South Africa are likewise drafted in terms that are unacceptable to 

Canada. These, briefly, are the reasons which have obliged Canada to vote against the draft 

Declaration even though we are in agreement with most of its contents.” 

 

What if the claim, made 39 years later by Human Rights Watch and Amnesty International, that Israel was 

an apartheid state? Would Canada have condemned Israel at the conference as it indirectly did of South 

Africa? The preceding paragraphs of the Conference Declaration, of those quoted above, stated the 

following regarding apartheid, the attributes of what were taking place in Israel: 

 

6. Apartheid as an institutionalized form of racism is a deliberate and totally abhorrent affront to the 

conscience and dignity of mankind, a crime against humanity and a threat to international peace and 

security.  

7. In South Africa the most extreme form of racism has led to a form of exploitation and degradation 

which is in clear contradiction to the Charter principle of human rights and fundamental freedoms for 

all without distinction. 

8. The creation of bantustans is an inhuman policy designed to dispossess the African people of their 

land, deprive them of their citizenship and consolidate the political and economic domination of the 

minority white population of South Africa; this policy has been condemned by the international 

community, and should continue to be rejected and condemned. 

9. United Nations sanctions against the racist South African regime must be implemented strictly and 

faithfully by all States in order to isolate it further. Assistance and collaboration in the economic, 

military, nuclear and other fields constitute an impediment to the struggle against apartheid. It is the 

obligation of all governments to develop appropriate legislation and regulations that would prevent 

transnational corporations from following these practices which assist and support the racist regime 

in Pretoria, or which exploit the natural resources and people of South Africa and Namibia.  

10. All those who contribute to the maintenance of the system of apartheid are accomplices in the 

perpetuation of this crime. 

 

Paragraph 10 implied that Israel was aiding and abetting the crime of apartheid. One can imagine how 

difficult it was for any delegation to suggest that Israel might also fall under the category of an apartheid 

regime. One delegation came close to saying so. In part, this is what Yassar Arafat of the Palestinian 

Liberation Organization stated: 

 

Zionism has long attempted to hide its racist face but its practices and actions against the people of 

Palestine and the neighbouring Arab countries and its organic alliance with the racist entities of South 

Africa and Namibia have unveiled its basic racism. Furthermore, this basic ideological racism was 

expressed in the land of Palestine by the expulsion of the Arab people, the massacres of women, 
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children and the aged, the usurpation of land and property and the adoption of a policy of racial 

discrimination against those of our people who have remained under the Zionist-Israeli occupation. 

 
6.2. The Third U.N. World Conference on Racism, 2001 

 

If Steven Seligman’s thesis finding is a valid signpost made about the significance of the 2001 international 

Conference on Racism – “The 2001 United Nations World Conference against Racism (WCAR) was one of 

the most controversial United Nations events of the post-Cold War era” 56 – it sheds light on the world’s 

mindset about Israel at that time, and to the significant public relations apparatus that Israel invested on that 

moment. And, despite the international attention during the Conference, Israel would skilfully manoeuvre 

through another tense political minefield moment, shielded by the world’s attentions following the events 

of 9/11, days after the end of the Conference, determined and undaunted, in continuing to crush the 

Palestinians, the pattern for almost 80 years, stemming well before the United Nations gave birth – under 

organized political pressure from Zionist operatives – to a monster colonial oppressor state in 1948.  

 
56 Source: Canada and the 2001 United Nations World Conference Against Racism, by Steven Seligman, PhD Thesis, University 

of Western Ontario, 2014. 
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Ten years before the convening of the Durban, 

South Africa event of August 14-25, 2001, Israel 

and the United States had finally disarmed the 

United Nations’ Resolution #3379, Zionism as 

Racism. It took sixteen long years of endless 

skirmishing and lobbying to have the 1975 

attribution removed from the books. But the 

shadow of that resolution, as an irksome slogan and 

Israel’s bane, repudiated by Israel’s nation partners, 

would remain firmly anchored in the public’s 

mindset as the 2001 event approached and 

unfolded. The primary reason for the continuance 

of this slogan is the fault of Israel itself. It had 

made an agreement with the Palestinian Liberation 

Organization, that if the PLO consented to the 

removal of the wording of Resolution #3379 at a 

United Nations proceeding, then Israel would 

consent to peaceful negotiations. Unfortunately, 

Israel breached its promise as Benjamin 

Netanyahu’s Likud party came into power after 

1996, provoking the PLO, a consistent pattern by 

Israel’s Knesset. That is why the slogan Zionism as 

Racism re-emerged in pre-Conference United 

Nations regional meetings in early 2001. Even so, 

the wording of the 1975 slogan was not included in 

the Conference’s final declaration. 

 

But a critical shift occurred three days after the end 

of the controversial Durban Conference: Nine 

Eleven (9/11), the bombing of the Twin Towers in 

New York City. The world’s attention, through the 

mass media, suddenly shifted, dominating and 

temporarily erasing all other issues. Though the 

resolutions and motions brought forward at the 

Durban Conference were not forgotten by 

advocates pressing to help the Palestinians, the rest 

of the 

world’s 

attention 

was 

redirected 

elsewhere.  
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A6 THE RECORD KITCHEHER. ONT. WORLD SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 1, 2001 

Racis~ conference off to a rocky statt 
Protests, tension __ --"'9~--=-=_=-~:;:__,.__--------_____,=_ .. 
mark opening of 
controversy-pJagued 
gathering 

Associated Press 
DURBAN, SOUll1 AFRICA 

Palestinian President Vasser 
Anllat, addressing leaders al a 
.... 'Crld ronfcrence against racism 

yesterday in Durban. South Africa , 
condemned what he said were Israel's 
raci5t practices in dealing with Ihe 
Palestinlans. 

His comments came shon.1y after 
US. civil rights leader Rev. Jesse Jack· 
son said Arafat had ngreed to drop con· 
demnation of Israel and Zlonlsm- the 
movement that founded Israel as a 
homeland for the Jews - in a declara· 
tion being prepared by tbeconfere.nce. 

The conflict over the declaration's 
wording has threatened to deraillhe 
World Conference on Racism , which 
opened yesterday with UN Secretary 
GcnoraI Kon Annan making a pIca for 
delecates to look beyond their individ· 
ual disputes and develop an interns.· 
lionalplan lOcomlYJt prejudice. 

After JSl!kson's announcement of a 
deal, Palestinian officirus accused him 
of being "overzealous," and Araral 
called on de.legates to condemn Isntel's 
"colonial racist plot" against the Pales
tinians. 

Araf'at called on the conference to 
stand by the Palestinian people, saying 
the objecth'e or the Tsraell go\l'emment , 
is " to deprive our people. to Coree us to -"-----~----'-----' 
our knees in order to continue r;peI" Yunus Kann8 WItches 8 protest held to coincide with the World Conference on 
traling occupation and melal d I· Racism In Durban, South Atric8, yesterday. About 10,000 demonstrators, many 
nation." 

Thousands of people participated In an antI-Israel march In Cape Town, South Africa, 
Tuesday. Marchers waved Palestinians flags and held banners to protest Israel 's 
handling of the mldeast violence. The protest comes ahead of a UN conference on 
racism, due to start In Durban Aug. 31. Associated Press photo: Obed Zi lwa 
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REP 
Complied from Star News Services Jews protest racism 
~m:---------.:ii 

"ISRAEL" 
Does Not 
Represent 
WORLD 

Have Always 
OPPosed Zionism 

AId The 

Je_ demonstnIte Wednud.y lit • nonco •• mmentlll or..,1atIon proteet rally .... net I ...... IhMd 01 tile lntemlltloMl 
conference ....... raelsm In DutIIM, South Africa. The UN IM8tIn&. which runs tllrouch Sept. 7, w_ p\8nned _ • ~ for 
world leadeN, academloa and ..,mote orc-nlzatlona to d1ac .... 1M.- oIlnto\erance and _,. to combIIt them. ""-, It ~ 
already been marked by controversy over efforts to equate ZIonIam with rae ..... and dem8nc\8 for Welltem ,000emmenta to pay 
,eparetlona fo, .... ." and colonltlllem. Windsor Star, 30, 2001 Associated Press photo: Themba Hadebe 

I~r.~!. ~2~~or.abbi to spew hatred 
In response to "Mufti allowed to 

spew hatred" (Comment, Aug. 25), 
while it might be true that the Pales· 
tinian Authority has not done 
enough to restrain Palestinian reli· 
gious extremists, it is absolutely ludi· 
crous to assert that Israel is doing its 
best to curtail its own religious ex· 
tremists. I need only mention the 
name of Rabbi Ovadia Yosef - an is
raeli politician and founder and spiro 
itualleader of the Shas party, which 
is a member of Ariel Sharon's gov· 
erning coalition, who has openly 
called for the mass mW1ler of Arabs. 

Not only is this man not being "re
strained" by the Israeli govern
ment, but he is actually an influen· 
tial member of the Israeli govern· Rabbi Ovadia Yosef 
ment 

I would like to know how the au- It impossible to believe that The 
thor of the article, Jeff Jacoby, can Gazette vias not aware of Mr. Yosef, 
claim that Israel is doing its utmost or his extreme right-wing party, 
to prevent incitement to hatred and when It made the decision to pub
violence, while a man who makes lish this article. 
vile, racist, hate-filled statements CHRISTOPHER HAZOU 
sits jn the Israeli government I find Montreal 

THE OTTAWA CITIZEN 

END 
OF 

ZIONISM 
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Windsor Star 
August 22, 2001 

Racism confab a farce 

THANKS A lOT, 
JOHN ... YOU 
@#*>#* 

B ecause of Foreign Affairs Minister John Manley's well-found
ed concerns Canada's cabinet representative at this week's 
controversia'i UN Conference Against Racism is junior multi

cultura lism ministe r Hcdy Fry. How appropriate. 
Perhaps she'll rega le the meeting, which officially begins today 

in Durban, South Africa, with more tales of non-existent ~ross
burnings in Canada - the sort of stuff s he recently spewed In the 
Commons. with no consequence to her job. 

U she did, Fry could fit right in with some of the hundreds of 
other de legates Canada has scnt to Durban, many on the taxpay
ers'tab. 

But that's not why we think Man ley is right to join U.s. 
Secretary of State Colin Powell in boycotting Durban . Nor is it 
because the conference has set feel ~good goals, from reducing 
Third World debt to e rad icating poverty. 

Il's because it goes too far - notably in si.ngling out Israe l's 
treatment of Palestinians as racist Not only does this show a deep 
misunderstanding oCthe Mideas t situation and Israeli policies, it 
ignores countless other ethnic connicts a round the globe. (U.S. 
President George W. Bush bluntly ca lled it "picking on Israe 1.") 

Zionist issue stalls 
racism conference 
Delegates lobby to heal rifts, salvage UN talks 
The Gazette - July 31, 2001 

AssocIaU!d Press 

GENEVA - Under threat of a U.S. boycott, dele
gates from more than 100 countries began an ef· 
fort yesterday to salvage tbe World Conference 
Against Racism - going quickly into talks after 
being warned by the top United Nations human
rights official that Arabs must abandon attempts 
to uate Zionism with racism. 

"The United Nations has already dealt with this 
issue at great length," Mary Robinson, UN higb 
commissioner for human rights, told the opening 
of a two-week session trying to bridge divisions 
in the setup for the conference starting Aug. 31 in 
Durban. South Africa. 

She noted that a deca e ago the UN General As
sembly had repealed its 1975 resolution denounc· 
ing Zionism, the movement that led to the re-es· 
lablishment and support of a Jewish homeland 
in biblical lan!ls. "1 believe that it is inappropriate 
to reopen this issue in any form here and that 
anyone who seeks to do so is putting the success 
of the Durban conference at risk," Robinson said. 

Robinson's ss, UN Secretary-General Kofi 
Annan, said in Washington that preparations for 
the conference had "opened up deep fissures on a 
number of sensitive issues, such as the legacy of 
slavery and colonialism, and the situation in the 
Middle East" 

Israeli·Palestinian tensions led to the proposal 
from Arab countries and Iran to insert the anti· 
Zionism language in the draft of the conference's 
final document. 

The U.S. administration said last Friday it 
would boycott the conference if the Zionism lan
guage remains. 

t week in Geneva, negotiators trying to [rod 
a way to enforce the global ban on biological 
weapons were shocked by a U.S. announcement 
that if was withdrawing from those talks. 

Referring to the coming meeting in Durban, 
Annan said: "If this conference is to succeed. 
there is an acute need for common ground ... The 
conference must help heal old wounds without re
opening them." 

Canada has not yet decided whether it would at
tend. "While we believe that engagement is the 
correct approach in most instances. we will decide 
... on Canadian participation once we have a clear 
understanding of what the conference outcomes 
will be," said a spokesman 
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Arab states succeed in placing 
Israeli I racism/on UN agenda 

National Post - August 11, 2001 

u.s. CONSIDERS BOYCOTT 

Conference aims 
to foster tolerance 

worldwide 

Bv STEVEN EDWARDS 

UNITED NATIONS. Arabcoun
tries yesterday succeeded in en
suring a major United Nations 
conference on racism this month 
will attempt to portray Israel as 
racist. 

At midnight last night, the cur-' 
tain dropped on a two-week 
Geneva gathering aimed at set
ting the agenda for the US$14-
million conference, which is sup
posed to bring about racial heal~ 
ing worldwide. 
Western delegations, among 

them those of the United States 
and Canada, failed to convince 
an Arab-led caucus to abandon a 
bid to have the conference attac~ 
Israel. 

Also blocked were efforts to 
have African countries drop de
mands for compensation and an 
apology for colonialism and the 
slave trade. Attempts to resolve 
these issues will resume at the 
World Conference Against 
Racism, Racial Discrimination, 
Xenophobia and Related Intoler
ance, slated for Durban, South 
Africa, from Aug. 31 to Sept 7. 

Discussing them will leave less 
time for discussion on how to 
combat racism and bigotry in 
general, and may lead to a break
down of the conference if no com
mon ground can be found. 

"There is a real polarization of 
those countries that want to use 
the conference to discuss the Is
raeli-Palestinian conflict, and 
those that feel the conference 
should avoid specific global prob
lems; said Karen Mock, who at
tended the Geneva gathering as 
National Director for the League 
of Human Rights, B'nai Brith 
Canada, a Jewish advocacy 
group. 

The continued deadlock has dis
appointed Mary Robinson, the 

UN's chiefhuman rights commis
sioner and organizer of the con
ference. 

Before the division emerged, 
she promised the conference 
would deliver "actions, not 
words" in the fight against 
racism. 
Now she says that stemming the 

attack on Israel will be a measure 
of success. 
"There is a genuine feeling that 

this is going to be one of the real 
breakthroughs in Durban; she 
said. 
The United States said two 

weeks ago it would boycott the 
Durban conference if countries 
failed to back away from brand
ing Zionism as racism. Canada 
said it may protest by sending a 
"low-level" delegation to Dur
ban. 
Last night, South Mrican offi

cials said backroom talks involv
ing principally the Americans, 
the Israelis and Arab countries 
had tempered the anti-Zionist 
language. 

But ¢e words "Zionism" and 
"racism" were still present in pro-

posed texts for an international 
declaration on what constitutes 
racism. 
One section spe~ of ~e emer

gence of violent movements, "in 
particular the Zionist movement, 
which is based on racial superior
ity." 
Although African countries are 

said to have reduced specific de
mands for compensation, the 
word "compensatory" remains in 
texts. African countries are also 
adamant that an apology is re
quired, and not expressions of 
"regret" or "remorse," which have 
been offered. 
Texts that emerge from interna

tional conferences are important 
because they set precedents that 
are used to draft international 
law. 

The United States is expected to 
say early next week whether it 
will attend Durban. Canadian in
tentions are more fluid . "We will 
first get an assessment of the 
talks at Geneva from our delega
tion," said Carl Schwenger, a 
spokesman for the Department 
of Foreign Affairs. 

Arab countries consistently try 
to place the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict on UN conference agen
das. Recent international gather
ings on urbanization, the plight 
of children, women and gun con
trol have all featured references 
to the Middle East. 

National Post 

Arafat-in war of words 
Palestinian president, Rev. Jackson at odds over Israel condemnation 
~lalllillOIl Sp(,Cl~\t o r • S{'p(embcr I , 2001 

Spectator wire services ment of a deal, Palestinian offi· 
DURBAN, SOUTH AFRICA dals accused him of being 

"overzealous," and Aratat 
Palestinian President Vasser called on delegates to condemn 
Arafat condemned what he said Israel's" "'colonial racist plot" 
were Israel's racist practices in 
dealing with the Pale\tinians 
yesterday during a speech at a 
world conference against 
racism. 

His comments came shortly 
after u.s. civil rights leader Rev. 
Jesse Jackson said Arafat had 
agreed to drop condemnat ion 
of Israel and Zionism - the 
movement that founded Israel 
as a homeland for the Jews - in 
a declaration being prepared by 
the conference. 

The contlict over the declara
tion's wording has threatened 
to derail the World Conference 
o n Racism, which opened yes
terday with UN Secretary Gen
eral Kofi Annan making a plea 
for delegates to look beyond 
their individual disputes and 
develop an international plan 
to combat prejudice. 

After jackson's announce-

against the Palestinians, • , 
Aralat called on the confer

ence to stand by the Palestinian 
people. saying the objective of 
the Israeli government is "to 
deprive our people. to force us 
to our knees in order to conlin
ue perpetrating occupation and 
raciaJ discrimination." 

Following a three-hour meet
ing with Arafat, Jackson had 
said the PaJestinian leader had 
also agreed to recognize the 
Holocaust as the worst crime of 
the 20th century. 

Palestinian Minister for In
ternational Co-operat ion Nabil 
Shaath acknowledged writing 
the document but said it djd not 
commit the Palestinians to not 
seeking- the condemnation of 
what he called Israeli "racist 
practices." 

"We have taken out any at
tack on Zionism as such, and 

we are not labelling Israel as a 
Zionist state.. .. Shaath said. "We 
are only against practices by 1s
rael as an occugation authority 
that discriminate against the 
Palestinian people." 

"If we leave here without 
agreement, we should give 
comfort to the worst elements 
in society," Annan told dele
gates from 166 countries and 
hundrt:dsofhuman rights orga
nizations. If an agreement is 
reached, "we shall send a signal 
oi hope to brave people who 
struggle against racism all over 
the world." 

The conference in the coastal 
city of Durban has been 
plagued by controversy over ef
forts 10 condemn Is rael and de
mands for reparations for slav
ery and colonialism. 

The U.S., Canada and Israel re
fused to send high-level delega
tions because of proposed word
ing in the conference's draft fmal 
document they considered anti
Semitic or anti-Israel. 

Foreign Affairs Minister John 

Manley, following a similar de
cision by U.S. Secretary of State 
Colin Powell, announced 
Wednesday he would not be 
heading the Canadian delega
tion. 

Annan 

"There's no 
doubt, a1 this 
point, that 
what we have 
developing on 
the ground in 
Durban is an 
unfortunate 
situation." 
Manley said. 

Instead, the 
Canadian del

egation is being led by Hedy 
Fry, a junior ministe.r responsi
ble for multiculturalism and 
the status of women. 

Fry was accompanied by Lib-
eral MPs Irwin Cotler and jean 
Augustine.. as weU as Paul Hein
becker, Canada's ambassador to 
the UN. A number of non-
government participants from 
Canada are attendin2 as weU. 

jackson produced. a handwrit-

ten eight-page document he said 
was signed by Shaath and Ararat 
that said the Palestinian delega
tion did not want the conference 
derailed by attempts to criticize 
Israel. Later, Jackson said Ararat 
liad agreed to the statement but 
did not sign it. 

However, Arafat continued to 
criticize Israel during a round 
table of world leaders shortly 
after Jackson spoke. 

"What we can hope (or is that 
this conference will say what is 
bad. what is just in the Caceoithis 
bloody tragedy that has befalien 
the Palestinian peopJe." Arafat 
said. "It is a colonial racist plot, a 
plot of aggression. o( uprooting, 
of taking over land as well" 

About a dozen heads of state 
attended the opening ceremony, 
induding Fidel Castro of Cuba, 
Joseph Kabila of Congo and Paul 
Kagame of Rwanda, as 10.000 
demonstrators., many protesting 
the treatment of Palestinians by 
Israel and the slow pace of land 
redistributlon in South Africa, 
marched nearby. 
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Sharon gtY~§.!~rU~~~20~ bad name 
T am acutely awor of th sufferil1g 

of the Palestinian people and dis
mayed at the ontinuing toll fdeath 
and injurie on a daily ba Is. 

Mary Robinson. U.N. High 
Commis loner for Human Rights. 

T
HE MU H-ADMIRED for
mer pre Ident of Ireland 
wa peaking in Geneva on 
Tuesday, trying to alvage 
theAug. 31 - ept. 7 World 

onference on Racism, which i in 
danger of being derailed by Arab at
tempting. yet again, to equate Zion-
i m with racism. 

he reminded delegate from 
about 100 nation at a pre- ummit 
preparatory meeting that "the Unit d 
Nations has already dealt with thi i -
sue at length," with the Gen ral As-
embly in 199.1 repealing it 1975 Zi

oni m-is-racism re olution. 
he wa e hoing th United tat s, 

which is thr atening to boycott the 
anti-ra i m conference in Durban if 
the Arab don't back down. 

All thi wa expected. Whatwa n't 
i what foUowed . She departed from 
her text to link the issue to the vent 
in the occupied territories. 

he know wh reof-he peaks. 
The i ue ha re urfaced primarily 
because of the il1tlfada. 

It i the impotent Arab world' way 
of registering it utter dismay and to
taJ helple ne s at what Ariel haron 
i doing to the Pale tinians. 

EI ven months Into th cri i . 133 
I raelis ar dead, and 549 Pale tin
ians; the worsening cycle of teITor-
I m and ecurity mea ure ha e ca
lated into a near-war; and I raell 
now officially and actively in th a 
sassi nation busines - !:I .k.a. "active 
defence" 01' "target d kiUing "- to 
eliminate su ect d militants 

What has been lost in the almost 
daily reports of mis i1es being fired 
and tanks and helicopter gunship 
deployed i. that 3 mil.lion Pale tin
ian in the We. t Bank and . aza hav 
been under tate of economic and 
military iege for months. 

Highway and back roads hav 
b en ealed. People ar penn d In n
c1aves uITounded by army bani
cade . Their movement are strictly 
re tricted. A routine trip to a market 
or a hospital that hould take mJnut s 
often tum into a nightmar of many 
hours. Decad s-old grov s have been 
ripped out, hom demolished. 

u p cts, including children, hay 
be n marched off to prison wher 
they are abus d by security force , 
according to B'T elem, th Isra U hu-

lIAR 
IDDIQ I 
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Part 7.  Cotler’s Battle against U.N. ‘Zionism as Racism’ Slogan 

 

Canada’s Irwin Cotler, a then Member of Parliament (MP), resurrected the issue of Zionism as Racism in 

his full-page September 12, 2006, National Post opinion article, The disgrace of Durban – five years later. 

In it, he linked recent occurrences in 2006 of anti-Semitism to what he explained were root causes 

emanating from the 2001 Durban (South Africa) Conference and the Zionism as Racism slogan. The 

lengthy opinion article included the often published, large Mike-Hutchings-of-Reuters photo from the 2001 

Durban conference showing demonstration placards, “Zionism is Racism,” amidst other placards, “War 

Crimes,” “Genocide,” “Ethnic Cleansing,” “Apartheid,” “Land for the Landless.”  

 

Cotler’s opinion article was based on a paper he presented four years prior in Jerusalem City at the Institute 

for Contemporary Affairs on July 1, 2002. That presentation manifested into a revised paper published for 

the Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs’ Jerusalem Issue Brief (Volume 2, No. 5) dated August 20, 2002, 

called “Durban’s Troubling Legacy One Year Later: Twisting the Cause of International Human Rights 

Against the Jewish People.” Cotler mined ideas from his 2002 paper and simply added a few extra spices. 

 

Cotler had served as Canada’s Minister of Justice and Attorney General (Dec. 12, 2003, to Dec. 2005), his 

prominent Cabinet position abruptly ending after his Liberal Party’s defeat at the poles in January 2006, 

following, in part, ‘sponsorship scandal’ and ‘corruption charges’ in 2005 of the Paul Martin Liberal 

administration. After his departure from government – in what could be understood as his coming out of the 

closet after his Cabinet post, and his lengthy public service since 1999 as Member of Parliament, namely 

his public pivot moment in the defence of Israel – Cotler wrote the following in his opinion article: 

 

It was said in the immediate aftermath of 9/11 that “the whole world changed.” I don’t know if the 

world is any different. But it is clear that 9/11 had a transformative impact on our politics and 

collective psyche. But if 9/11 was a transformative event, the same description must apply to another 

event that ended on the eve of 9/11. I am referring to “The World Conference against Racism, Racial 

Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance” in Durban, South Africa, which was the 

“tipping point” for the emergence of a new wave of anti-Semitism masquerading as anti-

racism. 

 

As one of my colleagues put it at the time, if 9/11 was the Kristallnacht of terror, Durban was the 

Mein Kampf. Those of us who personally witnessed the Durban festival of hate – with its hateful 

declarations, incantations, pamphlets and marches – have forever been transformed. For us, Durban 

is part of our everyday lexicon as a byword for racism and anti-Semitism, just as 9/11 is a 

byword for terrorist mass murder. 

 

But what happened at Durban was truly Orwellian: A conference purportedly organized to fight 

racism was turned into a festival of racism against Israel and the Jewish people. A conference 

intended to commemorate the dismantling of South Africa as an apartheid state resonated with 

spurious calls for the dismantling of Israel’s alleged apartheid state. A conference dedicated to 

the promotion of human rights as the new secular religion of our time increasingly singled out Israel 

as a sort of modern-day geopolitical Anti-Christ. 

 

… Zionism was characterized not only as “racism,” but as a violent expression of racist supremacy. 

In the ultimate Orwellian inversion, Zionism was held out to be a form of anti-Semitism itself. 

 

Cotler never penned the words “spurious” and “alleged” in his 2002 paper. He wrote in 2002: “A 

conference to commemorate the dismantling of South Africa as an apartheid state called for the 
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dismantling of Israel as an apartheid state.” In re-examination of this sentence, Cotler realized that he 

had made a monumental, accidental error. He had stated the truth, which now required obfuscation.  

 

As a long-recognized  international human rights lawyer and advocate, as someone familiar with Canadian 

provincial, federal and international constitutional law and principles, familiar with United Nations legal 

history and frameworks, and as someone who purportedly helped to liberate South Africa from apartheid, 

why would the recognition of Israel as an apartheid state be a big problem for advocate Cotler? Why did 

Cotler believe the “calls” that Israel was an apartheid state were, as he wrote, “spurious?” How could 

Cotler reconcile the similarities and or differences between South Africa as an apartheid state and that of 

Israel? His answer on that obvious question is vague, slippery and aversive. Avoiding the wealth of 

repository documents held at the United Nations and elsewhere about the state of Israel, and discounting 

nor referencing the Palestinians and their well-documented plights, Cotler stated the following: 

 

None of this is intended to suggest that Israel is somehow above the law, or that Israel is not 

accountable to the international community like any other state. On the contrary, neither Israel 

nor the Jewish people are entitled to any privilege or preference because of the horror of the 

Holocaust or the threat of anti-Semitism. … If Israel must respect human rights, the rights of Israel 

deserve equal respect, including the right to live in peace and security. [Cotler originally stated in 

his 2002 paper: “Human rights must be respected, but the rights of Israel deserve equal respect.”] 

  

Cotler officially began battling UN Resolution #3379 ‘Zionism as Racism’ slogan thirty years previous in 

January 1976 when he was chairman of something called the Ad Hoc Committee for Human Rights. That 

‘protest’ Ad Hoc Committee, with a long list of signatories, had been formed a year previous, as late as 

January 1975, being a block response to resolutions passed by UNESCO in November 1974, discussed 

below.   

 

Cotler’s Ad Hoc Committee ran full-page ads in newspapers (section 7.6, below), including a January 26, 

1976, ad in the Ottawa Journal, “November 10, 1975: The day the U.N. voted against itself:” 

 

“The United Nations Resolution of 10 November 1975 equating Zionism with racism, is not only a 

dreadful untruth but it also endangers the future effectiveness of the United Nations. The Arab bloc 

sponsored resolution is an attempt to legitimize anti-Semitism everywhere and continued aggression 

against Israel. Zionism is the expression of the Jewish people’s right to and desire for national 

life and self-determination – for survival itself. The General Assembly, by this action, has 

symbolically voted to dismantle the Jewish State, and in contravention to the United Nations Charter, 

has given aid and comfort to those who seek the destruction of a member state of the United 

Nations.” 

 

The ad included the support signatures of 126 individuals: 60 Members of Parliament (including NDP 

Tommy Douglas), 11 Senators, 21 representatives from Canadian universities and colleges, and so on. The 

final wording of the full-page ad most likely would have required the approval from Cotler. According to 

the online Encyclopedia.com biography of Cotler, he is said to be a Zionist. What leaning, or flavour of 

Zionism he believed in, or still believes, is not stated.  

 

According to many statements and writings of Elmer Berger, the former American Rabbi, Zionists were and 

remain the problem. Berger, a rabbinic, Reform Judaic Jew, an avowed anti-Zionist, and president of the 

American Jewish Alternatives to Zionism, Inc., also ran full-page advertisements in both the United States 

and Canada about U.N. Resolution 3379 (i.e., in the Washington Post and in the Montreal Gazette). Those 

 
 In Cotler’s 2002 paper in the Jerusalem Issue Brief, the word “renowned” is used to describe the author: “a renowned 

international human rights lawyer.”  
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ads ran almost six weeks before 

Cotler’s ads, meaning that Cotler 

ignored Berger’s statements and chose 

to focus on attacking the U.N. and the 

Arab League instead. Berger’s ad in 

the December 13, 1975, edition of the 

Montreal Gazette was a complete 

reprint of his November 14, 1975, 

signed letter sent to the League of 

Arab States to the United Nations. In 

Berger’s response letter to the United 

Nations Resolution #3379, he 

describes the definition of Zionism as 

it relates to the State of Israel, the 

“Zionist state,” definitions and 

positions which run contrary to 

Cotler’s full-page ad statement. 

Berger was among the best of his 

contemporaries at calling out Zionist 

Israel and was able to cut to the chase 

in framing his arguments, confirming 

the wording in the U.N. Resolution, 

but from a carefully defined angle.  

 

“I am unsure of what “racism” 

may mean to all those who 

participated in the debate or 

have been witness to it or some 

of the side-shows. But if 

“racism” is a form of 

government or a structure of 

society in which national rights 

and responsibilities are 

officially legislated upon the 

basis of creed, color or ethnic 

derivation, then the Zionist 

character of much “Basic” 

Israeli law qualifies. 

 

Israel is a state, therefore in 

which if apartheid is not as 

blatant or as territorially visible 

as South Africa, “Jews” are 

nevertheless “more equal than 

others.” The central, political / 

legal proposition of this 

Zionism is that “the Jewish 

people” – all Jews because they 
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are Jews – are recognized in international law to be a 

national entity. This alleged national entity, according to this 

Zionism, possesses a system of nationality rights in and 

“obligations” to the State of Israel, often described in official 

Zionist instruments as “the Jewish State” but which, more 

precisely, should be identified as the “Zionist state.” 

 

It is this Zionism to which – however imprecisely – the 

United Nations debate (or at least mass media reports of the 

debate) addressed itself. And since the determining criterion 

of membership in “the Jewish people” nationality is either 

active profession of Judaism or birth by a Jewish mother, the 

discriminatory, exclusivist character of Zionism is obvious, 

by definition.  

 

ANTI-ZIONISM 

UNINTIMIDATED: 

Because the facts – and the 

relevant law – speak for 

themselves, many of us 

have long been anti-

Zionists. Articulating our 

anti-Zionism as opposition 

to these Zionist practices, 

we believe we are 

articulating our deepest 

commitment to humanistic, 

liberal, democratic values. 

The inequities which 

Zionism has inflicted on 

Palestine and Palestinians 

and the violence Zionism 

does to the moral and 

ethical values of Judaism 

(and Christianity) continue. 

We anti-Zionists will 

therefore continue our 

opposition to Zionism. … In 

the process of civil and 

disciplined discussion, no 

legitimate religious sensibilities will be bruised, and the State of 

Israel need not be “destroyed.” In fact, there are increasing numbers 

of Israelis who either advocate either de-Zionizing the state or, at 

least, containing its Zionist character to the pre-1967 “borders” and 

agreeing to the establishment of a Palestinian state precisely for 

those non- “Jewish people” Palestinian nationals, who, because of 

Zionism’s discriminatory and exclusivist policies, cannot now find 

satisfaction for their legitimate rights in the Zionist state.” 
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Israel had already been called out publicly as “a racist nation” in American media as late as January 1971. 

There was nothing new about this claim. Though controversial when compared to the incessant opposite 

messaging in the mass media from the influence of the Israeli lobby, it would not be tolerated when the 

United Nations pronounced it in November 1975. What is important is that the allegation, and the 

understanding behind it, originated not from the communists, not from ‘ideologically’ driven, ‘revengeful’ 

Arabs, but from progressive anti-Zionist Jews, as annunciated by Rabbi Elmer Berger, who often related his 

understanding to Palestinians and Arab peoples in many public presentations and lectures in America, 

Canada, and abroad. When the Arab peoples were blamed for saying so, they had gotten their cues, the 

language and training directly from Rabbi Berger and one or two others. The lobby was aware of this. 
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-
ELMER BERGER 

USF student club 
gets mail threat 

By ED PRICKETT . 
Times Staff Writer 

Tampll Timt'N 
l"'\uI'embt'1' 26,1974 

. A USF student organization, Americans tor J ustice 
In the Middle East, received a threatening leUer 
through the university's mail system. a spokesman said 
today. 

The USF organization has invited anti-Zionist 
spokesman Rabbi !Elmer Bergel' to address the student 
body Monday at 2 p.m. 

A spokesman who a~ked not to be identified said 
campus police have been alerted and will provide extra 
security for Berger's speecb. The alert went out after 
news_ filtered in that derr.onslrations will be held, 
s ke.<;men say. 

Rabblll ... , a., .. , 

" 1 am one in a very close klllt group 0 srae I so
diers on this campus. If you attempt to organile an an
ti.Israel movement on this campus, we ..... iIl. have to 
resort to meano; other than disclIssion," the letter says. THE INSTITUTE FOR PA LESTINE STUDIES 

""9 ~;-1 EI_ BMI1"''''''' ~~ 
!he bo.>h>owo ...... '" ooi-Looi" dJ<ifll 
.....,,, 01 hi. 1",,_, pori",Io·Iy ~ ... 
\'Ig, I """"9h'" 1967 5 .. 0.,., """,, gn.j 

... .Jo .... , .. A Rolev .. "'""" a..g.. 
_ ....I ",.",,~k<ot "'" I'""~ " ... 
<~o<"i .. dioor.loo- '" .... ....... ,., ... C""",i 
"" inioi,.... "" "" .Z"'i""'G""i""O<;n 

i ~.Io.m ,.bbi, 

One of the founders of the Amencans or uS ICC In 

the Middle East received the letter about a week ago. 
He immedialely notified student organizations and 

campus security. 

Zionism 
Denounced 
By Rabbi 
SAN F'Rk'lCISCO - A Jewish 

rflbbi denounced Zionism <I nd its 
"handmaiden" rel ationship with 
I.~rile l over the wcekend nere. 
and claimed the United Stales is 
being " misled" by Zionist pm, 
paganda . 

Rabbi Dr~.~::~~~J~~~t;~ 

BCl'kdq D:liIy Ga~ttc 
I\IaHh 24, 1970 

The New York r(lbbi , a \'ocal 
critic of the Zionist sedor of 
..... orld Jewry, variously referred 
10 the rnoycmenl founded in lB97 
by Vienesse journalist Theodore 
Herzl a s "a nti-demncratic," 
"exclusivist" and ,. an·! i -
Semitism in I'e\'crse" and com
pilrcd modern Israet wi th South 
Africa and Rhodesia, both of 
\\· hi.ch prac ti c e wh i le 
su remac 

HE F'OUN D it ironic t at "tilC 
western democracies have aided 
and abett ed·' Israe!. whose 
b;!sis he ar ued. is Zionism. 

He argued that "t e onglll<l 
si n·' or Israel was the ex.pulsion 
of Palestinian At'abs from their 
homcland and added his belief 
that the " monstrous escalat ill tl" 
III the Middle East crisis cannot 
be resolved until the "de
Zionization" of Israel occurs. 
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7.1.  Shaping the Narrative: American Professors for Peace in the Middle East Inc. 
 

As a McGill University law professor, Cotler’s early roots and associations with the Israeli / Zionist lobby 

organizations in the United States and Canada were, in measure, tied to the American organization, 

American Professors for Peace in the Middle East (APPME). That umbrella organization, and its rapid 

and almost instantaneous growth with APPME chapters popping up within American universities and 

colleges, was born “ten days before” Israel’s Six-Day War. 57 The U.S. Journal and Courier news wrote on 

March 24, 1969, “The national group was formed in June 1967, when the Arabs and Israelis went to war for 

the third time in 20 years.” By July 1967, they reportedly had 7,000 members. One newspaper account said 

the group formation was a “spontaneous response to the Middle East crisis.”  

 

The Israel lobby’s idea for the name, 

the APPME, was sparked from 

American institution academics 

strongly criticizing the Vietnam war. At 

the time, American and Canadian 

Jewish Zionist networks, operating 

with an almost unparalleled 

enthusiasm devoted to monitoring and 

cataloguing the mass media, assessed 

the information and prepared political 

counter strategies. And it wasn’t just 

about framing a name: the lobby 

perceived a looming threat from the 

international academic quarter, 

including ‘left leaning’ Jewish 

professors, intellectual criticisms that 

could suddenly shift against the Zionist 

state, as they shifted against the U.S. 

administration. For instance, the 36-

page UNESCO Courier magazine 

published in March 1967, with the 

theme of Apartheid. The magazine, 

sent across the world in multiple 

translations, focussed on South 

Africa’s human rights violations. In the aftermath of the June 1967 Six-Day-War, Israel fought to contain 

the U.N.’s label of apartheid being thrust upon its doorstep. Stated in the preface of the Courier publication: 

 

The General Assembly of the United Nations has proclaimed March 21 [1967] “International Day for 

the Elimination of Racial Discrimination.” In the same resolution proclaiming this International Day, 

which coincides with the anniversary of the Sharpeville massacre in South África, the Assembly 

again called on States practicing racial discrimination or apartheid to comply with the United Nations 

Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination and with the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights. 

At the beginning of this year, on January 18, an important UNESCO report on the effects of apartheid 

on education, science, culture and information in South Africa was made public by the United 

Nations in New York. This report will be published in its final form in English and French in some 

months time. 

 
57 In St. Louis Jewish Light news, January 1, 1969. 
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The present issue includes passages 

from this document together with a 

series of statements on the effects of 

apartheid on South Africa’s cultural 

life. These articles have been specially 

written for the UNESCO Courier by 

the distinguished South African 

writers Alan Paton, Lewis Nkosi, 

Dennis Brutus, Ronald Segal and 

Breyten Breytenbach. 

 

In January 1966, twenty-seven college and 

university professors from Indiana published 

an open letter to President Johnson urging 

peace negotiations for the Vietnam war. In 

the summer of 1966, members of the West 

Coast Professors Council on Peace criticized 

the Johnson administration and gained 

media attention. Some professors announced 

they were running for Congress. Hawkish 

William F. Buckley Jr.’s September 6, 1966, 

article, “Inexpert Professors for Peace,” 

criticized “intellectual resistance,” the “apparent alienation of the intellectual class by President Johnson,” 

Johnson’s “apparent failure to win over the support of professional students of international relations,” 

casting doubt on the ability and integrity of the “Greater Boston Faculty Committee on Viet Nam.” Buckley 

referred to a full-page ad printed in the New York Times on June 5, 1966, signed by “6,000 members of 

the “academic community” and “members of the professional community”,” the danger of academics 

affecting foreign policy. In early May 1967, Teachers for Peace, Nurses for Peace, and Professors for Peace 

were marching in the streets, amongst a rally of 100,000 on their way to the United Nations building. In 

late May 1967, a syndicated columnist, Marquis Childs, mocked attendees at a Geneva conference 

organized by the Centre for the Study of Democratic Institutions: “The participants from 80 or more nations 

are the do-gooders, theologian intellectuals, professors, yearners after peace in a misty idealism.” 58 Childs 

also referred to concerns about “the threat of armed conflict in the Middle East,” a threat that “may keep 

both Israeli and Arab representatives away from the convocation.”  

 

Alongside Cornell University Jewish professor Michael Curtis, was Allen 

Pollack, the European and Middle East political scholar and APPME media 

commentator point man, the young Pittsburgh University associate professor 

of History, who helped found the APPME and became its president and 

executive committee chairman. Pollack was a previous director of the 

Habonim Labor Zionist Youth, member of the International Affairs 

Committee of the National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council, 

on the Executive Committee of the Poale-Zion labor Zionist Organization 

and chairman of its Community Affairs Committee. 59 Later, he was on the 

executive committee of the World Zionist Organization. Four months before 

APPME’s formation, Pollack spoke about the Middle East at a luncheon of 

the B’nai Israel Sisterhood in Pittsburgh on February 21, 1967.  

 
58 Apostles of Peace Gather Amide Dar War Clouds, Journal Times, May 24, 1967. 
59 Dr. A. Pollack to Discuss ‘Prospects for Peace in Mid-East’ at Forum Lecture, Wisconsin Jewish Chronicle, October 10, 1969. 

“Dr. Pollack also led study missions which were invited to Israel in December 1967, July 1968 and April 1969.” 
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The June 5, 1966, three-page academic protest ad in the New York Times served as a later template for the 

Cornell University-based academics behind the Ad Hoc Americans for Democracy in the Middle East, who 

helped create the American Professors for Peace in the Middle East 20-year campaign in support of Israel.                   
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Pollack, the APPME secretary in 1967, was very busy conducting missionary work for the state of Israel, 

travelling across America to harvest new memberships. For instance, in November 1967, he “convinced … 

about 25 University of Minnesota academicians” to form a group, after Pollack “explained the national 

group’s objectives:”  

 

Pollack said that peace in the Middle East wouldn’t come soon, but that professors could exert 

influence by educating people on the issues blocking a peaceful resolution. He said the national 

organization, which numbers about 13,000 professors at 190 colleges, already has established speaker 

bureaus, prepared background materials and is planning a conference of more than 1,000 

American professors to be held in Israel next summer.  

“Many people are sympathetic to Israel without knowing really knowing why,” he said, noting that 

the organization may bring some understanding to people. “We take no stand on things like 

boundaries or politics,” he said. “But we do basically support Israel’s right to exist. The Arabs 

must accept this before a lasting peace can be achieved.” 

Pollack said the national organization is open to Jewish and non-Jewish elements and noted that more 

than half the 70-man national committee is non-Jewish. 60      

 

“Israel’s right to exist” became Pollack’s motto, a refrain, wherever he spoke. APPME procured a head 

office in New York City, located at 420 East 79th St. It later moved that office to 330 7th Ave, Suite 606, the 

“same address as the American Zionist Federation’s Academic Council.” 61 APPME had a national board 

and chairman, chairmen appointed in regions, sections, and chapters. Initially, Albert B. Sabin became 

national chairman in October 1967, and Professor Joseph Neyer in 1968. Pollack would remain president. 

 

There were different numbers bandied about in the print media, but by 1969 APPME boasted it had 10,000 

university and college faculty members. “More than 10,000 professors are affiliated with the group on more 

than 230 campuses throughout the country. Jews and non-Jews, “leftists” and “rightists” are numbered 

among them.” 62 The St. Louis Jewish Light news reported on January 15, 1969, that APPME is “a national 

organization of Jewish and non-Jewish university 

professors concerned in finding ways and means of 

resolving Middle East tensions.” 63 The Hollywood 

Citizen News reported on October 27, 1969, that 

“APPME seeks to clarify the issues of the Middle 

East conflict and contribute toward a peaceful 

solution through analytical studies, conferences, talks 

before civic groups, and contacts with both Arabs and 

Israelis.” Chapters and Regions chairmen would often 

distribute appeals on subject matters, encouraging 

participation in national statements on urgent matters, 

such as incidents that occurred in Israel. 

 

Professor Pollack kickstarted his APPME project by 

organizing a two-month speaking tour of American 

campuses by Israel General Elad Peled, who arrived 

unannounced in the U.S. in mid July 1967. According 

to the Capital Times newspaper when Peled “was in 

 
60 ‘U’ Group Organizes to Support Israel, Star Tribune, November 30, 1967. 
61 American Jewish Organizations & Israel, by Lee O’Brien, page 224. 
62 In St. Louis Jewish Light news, January 1, 1969. 
63 Jewish Relations Council Here has Key Role in Mid-East Crisis. 
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Madison for a series of unannounced meetings,” Peled said his tour had been arranged “on behalf of his 

government.”  

 

One of Israel’s top military strategists and director of the National Defense 

College, General Peled served as chief of operations of Israel’s Defense 

Forces under General Rabin. He spoke today to a group of university 

professors, many of them American Jews at the Hillel Center, 611 Langdon 

St. He ruefully reported that speaking to American audiences is a 

“bigger task” than fighting a war. 64 

 

Peled “met with groups of faculty members at over 30 college campuses 

throughout the country. … Adelphi Univ., Bronx Community College, Brooklyn 

College, Carnegie-Mellon Univ., City College of New York, Columbia Univ., 

Cornell Univ., Duke Univ., Duquesne Univ., Englewood Cliffs College, Hofstra 

Univ., Hunter College, Kingsborough Community College, Long Island Univ., 

Nassau Community College, New York Univ., Northwestern Univ., Princeton 

Univ., Queens College, Roosevelt Univ., Rutgers Univ., State Univ. of New York 

at Stony Brook, Temple Univ., Univ. of Chicago, Univ. of Illinois, Univ. of 

Maryland, Univ. of Pennsylvania, Univ. of Pittsburgh, Univ. of Wisconsin, Yale 

Univ., and Yeshiva Univ.” 65 

 

Pollack kept the publicity about Peled’s tour under the radar until near the end of 

his stay. After his departure back home to Israel, Peled appeared on special 

television broadcasts in the U.S. from pre-taped interviews. On-line Wikipedia 

states that “in the 1948 Arab-Israeli War” Peled “was a squad commander in the 

Yiftach Brigade,” and “commanded the 36th Division, which operated in the West 

Bank during the Six-Day War.” 

 

At the United Jewish Fund of Pittsburgh’s 57th annual dinner on November 30, 

1969, Pollack was reported to say: 

 

The problem of real peace in the [Middle] East will be resolved when 

Arabs no longer feel the need to hate Israel. For now, Israel is the 

scapegoat for Arab internal problems; only the understanding of this by the 

Arabs will change the situation in the Middle East. Arabs are under the 

mistaken impression that Israel is a puppet of the U.S. or that the U.S. is 

controlled by Zionists. The question is not whether Israel will survive but 

what kind of Israel will survive – whether it is the kind of Israel we all 

dreamed of or some other kind of state which we don’t admire. 66 

 

Meanwhile, in Canada, Irwin Cotler, a then Fellow of the American Yale University law faculty, was 

invited to Montreal where he appeared as one of two panelists on the first day of a three-day conference, 

February 6-8, 1968, held at University of McGill’s Leacock auditorium. He participated as a seminar 

panelist on the third day, “Future Prospects in the Middle East”. His presentation on the first day was 

called, “Legal Relations in the Middle East.” The Conference on Middle Eastern Affairs was sponsored by 

the Student Zionist Organization and the B’nai B’rith Hillel Foundation. It is not known if Cotler was 

already a member of the APPME, but he likely was. And, if he wasn’t, he was soon recruited to be.  

 
64 Israeli General Says Nation Needs Peace, Capital Times, September 15, 1967. 
65 APPME Newsletter, Fall 1967. 
66 Israel Faces Long War, UJF is Told, Pittsburgh Post Gazette Sun Telegraph, December 1, 1969. 
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“An international legal expert, [the 27-year-old] Mr. Cotler contended many 

of the captured territories might rest in Israel hands, as the legal sovereignty 

of some Arab states over these lands were questionable. This was hotly 

disputed by Arabs and others in a fiery question period.” 67 

 

“In his analysis of the June war, Cotler claimed it was a war of genocide 

waged on Israel by irrational and belligerent Arab leaders, with the silent 

consent of the rest of the world. He suggested that if Israel had lost the war, 

there would be no survivors in Israel.” 68 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
67 Tempers flare over Mid-East, Montreal Gazette, February 7, 1968. 
68 Panelists foresee survival of Israel, McGill Daily, February 9, 1968. 
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Professor's View Kansas City Times 
Novembm' 14, 1970 

Says Israel Serves 
As Arab Scapegoat 

Stopping the fighting in the Is- could be solved by anyone. The 
raeli-Arab war is Dot the big- Arabs are not ready to accept 
gest stumbling block to restor- Israel for other reasons, he 
ing peace in the Middle East, said. 
Dr. Allen Pollack, chairman of 0 h 'd' th t I I . 
the executive committee of the ne e sal ,IS a srae IS 
American Professors for Peace used as a scapegoat by the Ar
in the Middle East, said here abs to evade theIr !IW':l prob
yesterday. lems brought on by an mter!!"l 

war oC modermzatJOD and 'SocIal 
The 32-year-old assistant pr<>o unrest. 

fessor of Russian and European " . . nd e 
history at, Yeshiva university, W,th revolutI?n a Ill!'" st 
New York, is here to deliver the you n~ something,~ llDif~ the 
sermon at Sabbath services tl)- people, he saId, and. I rael 
night of the 39th general assem- has become .. the focal pomt for 
hly of the Council of Jewish Arab umty. 
F~erations and Welfare Funds Another reason for conflict, 
bemg beld at the Hotel Muehle- Pollack said is that Israel is a 
bach. mod ern 'industrial c-ountry 

.. d which reflects all the things the 
In an mt~l'Vlew yester ay, Dr. Arabs want to be and don't 

P0l!ack saId the professors or- k h w to be and this is psy-
garuzation. formed 10 1967, be- now.o , . 
lieved that every nation had a cho10g1cally embarraSSIng to 
right to exist in thl! Middle lhe Arabs. 
,East. Its purpose, he said, was "Peace will come not with a 
Ito educate Americans to the United Nations decision" he 

I
, ~mplexity of Middle East con said, ,"but when the Arab' world 
Dietl!. chang_nol a change in gov-

I
· . . .. emment but a real social revl)-

H'.' termed Idlotic the 18sues of lution. They will no longer need 
terrItoriality '. refugees and a scapegoat and will no longer 
trade, asserting those problems be embarrassed." 

Next Jewish Forum Ledure to Feature 
Discussion of Student Revolts, Feb. 5 

On Wednesday, Feb. 5, the MU- lures at the Jewish Community 
waukee Jewish Forum will pre- Center. Guest speaker, Dr. Har
sent the second in a series of lec- old Weisberg, will discuss "Stu

DR. HA)lOLD WEISBERG 

dent Revolts and the Problem of 
Jewish IdenUiy!' 

Dr. Weisberg, currenUy profes
sor of philosophy and chainnan of 
the Department ot Ph.llosophy at 
Brandeis University, was named 
Dean ot its graduate School of 
Arts and Science in June, 1963. 
He has taught at the Jewish Theo
logical Seminary of America and 
the University of Pennsylvania. 

Prior to coming to Brandeis in 
1956, Dr. Weisberg was director 
01 adult education for B'nai 
B'rith in Wash n D . 
presen y serv as ts chainnan. 
He Is also chairman of the Bos
ton rectlon of American Profes
sors for Peace in the Middle East... 

The lecture is being hosted 
by the American Jewish Commlt
tee, one of the seven sponsoring 
agencies for the Forum series. 

William Kay Hill serve as mod-
erator. January 31. 1969 

\ViS('ODsrn Jl'WBh C hl'oniclf' 

American Professors for Peace 
Protest UN Censure of Israel 

NEW YORK -(SpeciaJ)- The 
American Professors For Peace In 
The Middle East sent a telegram 
to Secretary of State Dean Rusk 
and the United States Ambassa
dor to the United Nations, James 
Wiggins, in which the group 
strongly protested the United Na
tions censure of Israel. 

The telegram stated, "American 
Professors For Peace In The Mid
dle East representing over 10,000 
American faculty strongly de
plores proposed U.N. condemna
tion of Israel alone. Such action 
without condemnation of intoler
able terrorist action by Arabs will 
not lead to peace in the Middle 
East but will only encourage fur
ther terrorist outrages against Is
rael, and its citizens throughout 
the world. The U.S. should not 
condemn the reaction to terrorism 
without condeming terrorism it
seli. VVhere is the even-handed
ness of demanding compensation 
for destruction of property by one 
party while ignoring acts of mur
der and destruction by the other 
side?" ' Visconsin Jewish Chronicle 

Seotember 10 1969 

Mrs. Lea Rabin to 
Speak at Skiclmore; 
Ambassaclor's Wife 

Glrns Falls Times, May 15, 1968 

Local area residents are in
vited to' hear Mrs. Lea Rabin, 
wife of General Itzhak Rabin, 
Israeli Ambassador to the Unit
ed States, when she speaks 
Wednesday, May 22, at 7:30 
p.m. in the Skidmore College 
Recreation Center, Spring St. 
between Circular and Regent 
Streets. 

Mrs. Rabin IS bemg brougnt 
to the college by the Skidmore 
Committee, American Profes
sors for Peace in the Middle 
East. tOl(ether with the chap
am's offic:e of the COllege, and 

the International Relations ClUb. 
The public is invited to at

tend the lecture , and meet Mrs. 
Rabin at the coffee hour in the 
Skidmore Hall living room fol
• . till! talk. 
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The incremental indoctrination of the 

United States, Canada, and much of the 

world by Zionist propaganda, through one 

of its new tools, the APPME and by the 

halls of academia, was a powerful, grand-

scale invention by Israel and its Zionist 

mechanics. Its reverberations would 

penetrate societies like a fine, toxic dust 

settling upon a vast landscape.  

 

It was a simple strategic formula, much 

like the one perpetrated in Israel upon 

Palestinians. Once a majority, of people or 

opinions, is in place, there is the power to 

overtake, to dominate, to exclude, to push 

out, and to destroy. It was exactly what 

happened, and still happens, to anti-

Zionist Jews. The Zionists simply said, 

both privately and openly, to the anti-

Zionist Jews, like Rabbi Elmer Berger: 

‘there are more of us than there are of 

you!’ And, we have lots, and lots of 

money to keep financing our extensive 

monitoring and propaganda programs! 

 

 

There was an interesting perspective about the APPME published in the Canadian press in 1971. It was in a 

lengthy letter from Basam Ra’ad of Toronto, dated June 23, 1971, published in the Toronto Daily Star, 

“‘Egypt’s title to the Sinai far stronger than Israel’s’:”  

 

I am writing in response to Henry S. Rosenberg’s letter of June 17, “Has Egypt ever had title to the 

Sinai Peninsula?” To say that these facts [regarding Israel’s annexation of the Sinai Peninsula] were 

researched by the American Professors for Peace in the Middle East is absolutely meaningless. I 

have had personal contact with the organizers at Purdue University and subsequently learned of their 

blind support for Israel. In fact, there is a pun common among non-Zionist Jewish intellectuals to 

the effect that the organization should be called American Zionist Professors for “pieces” in the 

Middle East. 

 

The crux of the Middle East conflict today then is the forgotten issue. It is in effect what Israeli 

and Zionist propaganda are trying to make everyone forget. It is the piecemeal conquest and 

continued seizure of the country by military power. It is the forceable displacement of the bulk of the 

indigenous population, and the subjugation of the rest. It is also the importation of alien colonists and 

their subsequent destruction of the society already established; and the replacement of that society by 

a transplanted one and a foreign political body. Never in the recent history of humanity have human 

rights been so violated, yet with such quiescence by the world community. 

“There is a pun common among non-Zionist Jewish intellectuals to the 

effect that the organization should be called American Zionist Professors 

for “pieces” in the Middle East.” 
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Who was Henry Samuel Rosenberg, the author of the originating letter? He was a retired Toronto lawyer, a 

Q.C., of Jewish ethnicity, who passed away on August 3, 1976. On April 8, 1967, the National Post 

reported that Rosenberg retired in 1962, after 42 years of practicing law, the “founder and senior member of 

Rosenberg, Walsh, Smith & Paton,” “with a special interest in tax and corporate work.” Upon his 

retirement, Rosenberg contributed many letters to the editor published primarily in the Toronto Daily Star, 

averaging about six to ten a year. About twenty percent of the letters, from 1967 onwards, pertained to 

themes about Israel, either spontaneous letters or letters in response to information printed in the Toronto 

Star. Rosenberg often repeated the lobby’s primary myths, which readers disagreed and agitated over.  

 

“I am a Jew and a Zionist. I am on the side of the Jews. What side are 

Dr. [Ernest Marshall] House and his friends on? The Russian 

communists are anti-Zionists. Guerrilla chief Yasir Arafat … is an anti-

Zionist. Dr. George Habash … is an anti-Zionist. … A Zionist is a 

person who extends to the Jewish people the right to life of their own 

in a homeland of their own. I am sure that most of the members of the 

United Church and decent-thinking Christians agree with that. … 

Gentlemen, we are not complaining about the church or about the 

members who share your faith. We are complaining about individuals 

who are misled and misguided, and with the best intentions spread the 

false Arab and Communist line against Jews and against Israel. … Jews 

have suffered through enough racism. Jews are not racists. Jews are 

sensitive; they have a bitter lesson. … Dear Mr. Howse and your 

misguided friends, the Jews are the friends of the Arabs. The Zionism 

of Dr. Herzl, Dr. Weizman and Ben Gurion preaches friendship 

and cooperation with the Arabs. The Jews have taken nothing from 

the Arabs. They did not create the refugee problem. … The Jews took nothing from the Arabs 

and they paid for every inch of land they received.” 69   

 

“I have read reams about the Arab-Israel situation. But surely the remarks of Henry Rosenberg 

constitute the voice of sweet reason, intelligence objectively applied, criticism without rancor.” 70 

 

“The letter by Henry S. Rosenberg disinheriting Egypt of its province of Sinai (Star, June 17), upset 

me because of its twisting historical facts. He wondered why Egypt’s president Anwar Sadat was so 

concerned about this “sparsely inhabited wilderness and desert that Egypt never did own.” Surely, he 

must be jesting. Jews, of all people, should not make rash statements about the legality of ownership 

of land, especially when 95 per cent of the land of Israel is owned by people forced out of their 

homes by the Israelis.” 71 

 

“Israel’s aim is to be at peace with its neighbors. Peace doesn’t mean “ceasefire” as the Arabs 

suggest. Peace means no economic boycott … it means the same relationship that exists between the 

United States and Canada, and between France and Germany.” 72 

 

“When the Jews took seriously the desire of other nations to help them rebuild their national home, 

they started returning to their land and they turned the neglected, unoccupied desert into a flourishing, 

 
69 ‘The Jews didn’t create the Arab refugee problem,’ Toronto Daily, by Henry Rosenberg, May 14, 1971. 
70 Sweet Reason, letter from Grant M. Soules, Toronto Daily, August 5, 1967. 
71 ‘Rash statements over Sinai land,’ by K.A. Prescott, Toronto Daily, June 24, 1971. 
72 Israel’s right to exist must be admitted, he says, Henry Rosenberg, Toronto Daily, February 7, 1975. 
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agricultural, industrial and educational country. … In 1967 Israel was strong enough to recover that 

land. What makes it now Arab territory and occupied land?” 73 

 

“Israel’s occupation is the most humane in history. It fulfills all the requirements of the UN and the 

Geneva Conference. … Israel has helped the economies of the occupied territories; it has raised the 

standard of living of the people and has granted freedom of movement into and out of the territories. 

The rights, privileges and freedoms of all the religious groups are scrupulously guarded.” 74 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
73 Israel only real democracy in Mideast, Henry Rosenberg, Toronto Daily, June 5, 1975. 
74 Arab Propaganda, Henry Rosenberg, Ottawa Citizen, September 3, 1974. 

Vol. CL't...;!\' N .. 49 --_ ... ._--
ISRAEL CLAIMS DEFEAT OF EGYPT 
U.N. Ultimatum Ignored; Israelis Crush Blockade of Aqaba Gulf 

.... ... ..... --. -----........ . _ .. ,'-- ,,--....... ,..... 

"To Uphold Our Own Honor ... " 
Leading Americans Speak Oul 

Against Arab Threat To Destroy Israel nalD. Indud<d 1m 

American scholars.. intellL'etuuls. anists, poets a nd writers made this appt:al before war broke 
out. It is even more urgent now. The Egyptian blockade of the Gulf of Aqabahas already led to 
war, but the statement is being published here in the public i ntc rest since it reflects the attitudes 
or lhe intellectual community regarding the need for the U. S. to maintain ils commitments "to 
sareguard the integrity. security and survival of Israel and its people, and to uphold Ollr own 
honor." 
The <;fis.r, in lhe Middle Ealot is fOf the Unilal SlaIn in (! lhe Ihreal lo deslro) Isfa~l.using "'(laOO li the Ic';(:rofcocrcion. 
resloft~e .. ·orld aCflSisorlawand oon;cience. Fer Israd and In lhis crki§, "'C havc C(lrne to a momenl ofll1Ll1> forOUfQ"'lI 
its proplt il is B crisLS oflife 01 <ka11> country and for the \\OO~ wmld. 

The ~ can be ¢ltal WLIh si,,,L !iimplK:Lly: Wha l>l'f to Aqaba i5 a lest from .. ·hoch all na\xlIlJi who ide WalchLIlg 
leI l!ifael pc:rish,or (0) ~Cl lo Alillfe Jt:i 'lll'wal an(! t() m:IIrc QUf pc:rfOIlllllJlCC: will take U1dr CU(. lfwe f.illO aa 10 main-
Icpbly. moralily and p;:aoe in tn.. ~a. U.m tile: pflncip/c of ffCcdom of naviallion, e'Ja"'1 one or 

The immroiale '!EUO! il;. fret:dom of p"Sl>ago: Ihrnugh l h Ih~ oounlrres .... ill t..a.kc nllte. 
Strait QfTirall and the Gulf of AqabQ.a rithl whICh Ii Lndis- Wetho::rdclre uraentl,·ca,1I upoolhc l"resid.enl of lhcUniled 
peou.bIc 10 Israel's aistencc. These are international water- Stales. suppmted as ... e h .. ·c no doubt lie will be by the peopk 
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7.2.  1967: Hannah Arendt’s Rejection of the APPME 
 

Lest there be any doubt about APPME’s foreign political affiliations, it was 

Dr. Hannah Arendt, the renowned Jewish historian, philosopher and political 

theorist, that called out the APPME and its political masters as it took root in 

late 1967. Arendt’s papers, archived at the U.S. Library of Congress, include 

early correspondence with and records from the APPME in the year 1967, 

documents which fill in critical information gaps. 

 

It was “Steven and Henry Schwarzchild” and “Yehudi Menuhin” who sent 

Arendt a telegram on July 5, 1967, requesting her to “attend a small meeting 

of responsible, influential Jewish personalities 

for purpose of exploring possibilities on early 

policy proposals for Arab-Israel 

reconciliation and practical relief actions for 

Arabs,” a meeting to be held at the Hotel 

Drake in New York City at 8 pm on July 11. 

Arendt apologized in her return letter that 

circumstances prevented her attendance.  

 

On July 6, Moshe Decter, the executive 

director of something called “Conference on 

the Status of Soviet Jews,” with an office in 

New York, penned a follow-up letter to Arendt. 

Decter was the director of “Jewish Minorities 

Research and authority on Jewish life in the 

Middle East,” 75 with the American Jewish 

Congress. He wrote: 

 

You may recall that on June 8, the day 

after the publication in the New York 

Times of the statement which you were 

kind enough to sign at my request, 

another advertisement appeared with a 

similar message signed by nearly 4,000 

academic people. 

The ginger group of university people 

which carried through that effort met a 

few weeks ago and undertook to create, 

for the duration of the Middle East crisis, a committee calling itself American Professors for Peace in 

the Middle East. They have issued a single founding statement which reads as follows: 

“We advocate a just and lasting peace in the Middle East that will guarantee the security of the 

State of Israel. We urge direct negotiations between Israel and the Arab States to settle all 

outstanding issues.” 

The group has come into being in order to stimulate and conduct educational efforts along these 

lines in the academic community: for example, by disseminating serious papers and studies on 

the many and varied complex problems that are now under scrutiny. 

 
75 1,000 Dayton Jews Attend Rally Here, The Journal Herald, December 12, 1966. 
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The purpose of this letter is to ask whether you would be willing to joint their Committee of 

Sponsors. Members of that Committee already include people like Daniel P. Moynihan, Ernest Nagel, 

Felix Block, Nathan Glazer, Clinton Rossiter, Arthur Kronberg, Albert Savin and Seymour Lipset.  

Will you join them? If so, please drop a note to Dr. Allen Pollack, Temporary Secretary, APPME. 

ON THE CAMPUS … Mass Audience 

Hears James Michener at Cornell 

 

“A mass meeting addressed by James 

Michener was held at Cornell University in 

July under the auspices of the local 

APPME committee. The meeting, chaired 

by Professor Milton Konivitz of Cornell, 

was attended by over 1,800 people. Mr. 

Michener’s discussion centered on the 

refugee problem and the various 

suggestions that have been made 

concerning the future of Jerusalem. He said 

that since the Arab nations have made it 

impossible to establish an ideal peace 

through face-to-face confrontation, Israel 

must ensure her own protection while 

constantly presenting a posture for peace, 

working for settlement of the refugee 

problem and for economic unity with 

Jordan.”  

(Source: APPME Newsletter, Fall 1967) 
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Left: the June 7, 1967, ad 

by the Hoc Americans for 

Democracy in the Middle 

East, which included 

Hannah Arendt’s name.  

 

Below: the second July 13, 

1967, ad by the Ad Hoc 

Committee for American 

Professors (soon to be the 

APPME). 

 

Below, left: the June 8, 

1967, ad in the New York 

Times by the United 

Jewish Appeal, for a fund-

raising event at Madison 

Square Garden, featuring 

guest speaker Israel’s 

Foreign Minister, Abba 

Eban.      
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Dr. Arendt replied in a July 10 letter to Pollack: “This is to tell you that I indeed shall be very glad to do 

so.” Pollack then began forwarding Arendt a series of bundled reports and essays, including a copy of the 

Israeli lobby’s then 10-year-old magazine Near East Report, the special 32-page, August 1967 supplement, 

Myths and Facts: Background to the Arab-Israel War, Jews in the Arab World, The Arab Boycott Today. 

Also sent were copies of three articles by Martha Gellhorn which had been printed in the Manchester 

Guardian: Casualties and Propaganda; Why the Refugees Ran; and Thoughts on a Sacred Cow.  

 

On September 7, 1967, APPME co-ordinator Rivka Simon included a copy of “the report of the activities of 

the APPME” along with a letter, which stated: “we plan to continue our work and will be in touch regularly 

with you to inform you of our activities and to solicit your advice and your assistance on specific projects.” 

 

The undated report, most likely published in August 1967, contained information on the origins of the 

APPME. It revealed that in May 1967, weeks before the Six-Day War, “several faculty members” at 

Cornell University began “contacting colleagues on other campuses,” as “a spontaneous response … to the 

recent crisis in the Middle East.” “A temporary office was established in New York to coordinate this 

activity.” “On June 11, twenty-five of the professors representing 20 campuses throughout the country met 

in New York to establish an ongoing organization.” Amidst a lengthy report detailing the nation-wide 

organizational logistics, and a hierarchy of specialty committees, it said “approximately one thousand 

colleagues visited Israel this summer. Many of them indicated readiness to work for APPME while in Israel 

or to use their visit as a preparation for educational work upon their return to campus in the fall.” 

 

Included in Rivka Simon’s package was a six-page “Israel and the Middle East Fact Sheet;” a six-page 

“Statement and Discussion” paper by Yusuf Khamis called “Arab Labor in Israel;” a two-page reprint from 

the Institute of Jewish Affairs article, “A Czech Writer’s Protest: Why Ladisvav Mnacko Visits Israel;” and 

a reprint of a July 2, 1967 opinion article published in the New York Times, “Barry Goldwater’s Advice to 

Israel.”  

 

On October 7, 1967, APPME secretary Allen Pollack sent Arendt an urgent letter, asking “to include your 

name as well in the grouping of your university,” regarding “the urgency for the immediate issuance of” a 

statement “scheduled to appear in the New York Times on Sunday, October 29.”  

 

“Reports of diplomatic pressures to secure a compromise solution which would result in Israeli 

withdrawal without negotiations, and without adequate guarantees for its security, have magnified the 

urgency for the immediate release of this statement. 2,700 faculty members throughout the country 

have already endorsed the statement." 

 

Attached to the letter was an 11-page article published in Midstream, the Monthly Jewish Review, by Marie 

Syrkin, called “I.F. Stone Reconsiders Israel.”  

 

Arendt sent a letter of reply to the APPME, dated October 21, 1967, critical of the political aims of the 

APPME and requested the immediate removal of her name from the group. 

 

“I received the material contained in Information Series IV and I must confess that I was very 

disappointed. All the items are clearly selected for plain propaganda purposes, and even for this 

purpose their quality is not on a particularly high level, let along on a level that would be appropriate 

for an academic group. Bias and tone - - the latter especially objectionable in Maria Syrkin’s attack of 

Hanna Arendt: “It looks as though the “American Professors for 

Peace in the Middle East” are a kind of Zionist front organization.” 
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I.F. Stone - - would seem to me natural and normal if I had received this material from the ZOA 

[Zionist Organization of America]. As it is, it looks as though the “American Professors for Peace 

in the Middle East” are a kind of Zionist front organization. 

 

I am, and have always been, pro-Israel, and I was, and still am, quite alarmed about the present 

situation in the Middle East. This does not mean that I have become a Zionist or wish to join that kind 

of organization you obviously have established. I now feel that I joined you because the true 

nature of this group was not made clear to me. In order to correct this error as soon as possible, 

will you please take my name off the list of sponsors and members.”  

 

It was a trap. A cheap trick. Arendt was offended. She closed the door. She escaped. Later testimonials from 

those close to the APPME confirmed that the ideologically driven Zionist Organization of America (ZOA) 

was behind it all. In 1970, the ZOA morphed into the American Zionist Federation (AZF). 76  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The APPME failed to remove Arendt’s name from the long list of sponsors in the two-page ad published in 

the New York Times on November 24, 1967. In APPME national coordinator Rivka Simon’s November 8, 

1967, reply letter to Arendt, she apologized for “this delayed response,” and came up with excuses about 

 
76 Table 19, in Community and Polity: The Organizational Dynamics of American Jewry, by Daniel J. Elazar, 1976. In appendix 

A, Elazar states that resulting from the Six-Day War, organized Zionism took shape, which led to the creation of the American 

Zionist Federation (page 375), and by 1972 had 700,000 members (page 406).  
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the propaganda material Arendt referenced in the information packages. “We will of course, honor your 

request to take you name off our list of sponsors. A number of our Executive Committee have expressed the 

desire to discuss this further with you at your convenience.” In the Fall 1967 APPME newsletter, Arendt’s 

name was still on the sponsors list pinned on an advertisement for an upcoming APPME “Conference in the 

Middle East” at the Hotel Delmonico in New York City, December 9-10, 1967. In her final November 26, 

1967, letter of correspondence, she wrote: “I have just read rather carefully the Newsletter which was sent 

me, and I find in it the same position and the same attitudes which I mentioned before. I can find nothing 

in it to give me confidence of this group, as it exists now, will be able to achieve its objective - - “an 

informed public opinion - - that will know how to handle the complex questions “of face and equity” 

involved in the present crisis. … I clearly joined this group under a misapprehension.” In her draft letter she 

said, “The whole thing reads as though no other country except Israel does exist in the Middle East.” 

 



182 

 

 
In Lee O’Brien’s 1986 book, American Jewish Organizations & Israel, published by the Institute for 

Palestine Studies, she reveals that the APPME, “apologists for official Israeli policy,” was joined at the hip 

with a non-profit branch, the American Academic Association for Peace in the Middle East (AAAPME), 

which sponsored the APPME’s quarterly publication, the Middle East Review, formerly called the Middle 

East Information Series, a Bulletin, and Special Reports.  

 

With primary access to numerous documents published by the APPME and the AAAPME, O’Brien also 

revealed that APPME and AAAPME were monitoring and gathering data on American campus activities. In 

a March 1983 APPME memorandum sent to all APPME “regional chairmen and campus representatives,” 

it said: 

 

 
 

“I am old enough to remember clearly how the Six-Day War was reported at the time. Just about 

everything we were told then was wrong, as the major historians of the period all acknowledge today. 

This Mainstream Narrative remains unchallenged in the popular imagination, 50 years later. Just the 

other day, a New York Times reporter stated as fact that in 1967, “Israel defied annihilation by its Arab 

neighbors“.” 

 

“Norman Finkelstein, the distinguished scholar, has done as much as anyone to uncover the truth about 

the Six-Day War. In a wide-ranging interview in his Brooklyn office, he refuted the Mainstream 

Narrative point by point. You can find his detailed revisionist account in a chapter of his now classic 

Image and Reality of the Israel-Palestine Conflict, supplemented by another work: Knowing Too Much: 

Why the American Jewish Romance with Israel is Coming to  

an End.” 

 

“Finkelstein emphasizes that no genuine academic today,  

whatever their political orientation, endorses the Mainstream  

Narrative. He starts by identifying what he has called the “Two 

Biggest Lies:” (1.) The truth is that Nasser and the other Arab  

leaders had absolutely no intention of invading Israel in June  

1967; (2.) And Israel’s existence was never in the slightest  

doubt, as both Israeli and American leaders knew that Israel  

could easily win any conflict, even against a coalition of Arab  

states.” 

 
 

https://www.nytimes.com/2017/05/24/world/middleeast/jerusalem-day-israel-palestinians-western-wall.html?_r=0
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/05/24/world/middleeast/jerusalem-day-israel-palestinians-western-wall.html?_r=0
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We have received a list of speakers who are being toured through the university circuit by other 

groups to present the Arab point of view. The problem with many of these presentations is that they 

smack more of propaganda than of education. In order of frequency and virulence the speakers 

are: Hatem Hussaini, Edward Said, Noam Chomsky, Fawaz Turki, Stokely Carmichael, James Zogby, 

Hassan Rahman, Chris Giannou, M.D., Israel Shahak, and Gail Pressberg. It would be helpful if you 

would let us know whether any of these speakers appeared on your campus or on a neighboring 

university, what they said and what the question-and-answer period was like. We would be 

equally interested to know whether any speakers presenting the Israeli point of view visited in your 

area and what transpired. While there are doubtless many speakers who espouse the Israeli position, it 

seems to us that there is no organized, centrally controlled, information plan like the one we are 

seeing on the Arab side. (Page 225) 

 

By the mid-1980s, APPME had 16 regions and regional chairmen: New York Metropolitan; New York 

Upstate; Eastern Pennsylvania; Western Pennsylvania; Central Pennsylvania; District of Columbia; 

Midwest; Chicago; Southeast; Southwest; Texas; Southern California; Northern California; Northwest; and 

New England. 

 

 

7.3.  Cotler and the Canadian Professors for Peace Subsidiary Platform 

 

Hannah Arendt was among a handful 

of intellectuals and academics who 

managed to escape the trap many 

others fell into, either willingly or 

otherwise. In the early 1970s, the 

Canadian press stated here and there 

that Irwin Cotler was credited for 

being the founder of the APPME 

Zionist subsidiary, the Canadian 

Professors for Peace in the Middle 

East (CPPME). However, according 

to Howard Adelman’s on-line 

obituary of July 26, 2023, it was 

Adelman, Harry Crowe, and Cotler 

that shared the honor of co-founding 

the CPPME sometime in 1973.  

 

The “founding conference of 

Canadian Professors for Peace in the 

Middle East” took place the 

following year on November 10, 

1974, at which “more than 400 

people attended.”  

 

Professor Irwin Cotler of 

McGill University Law School was elected national chairman. Prof. Cotler said yesterday the 

organization, which already has active chapters at 17 Canadian universities, was formed because 

academics involved in Middle East studies felt it was becoming impossible to remain professionally 

neutral and wanted a non-political medium for becoming active. 77  

 
77 Scholars’ group seeks peace in Middle East, Globe and Mail, November 11, 1974 
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It was reported in the November 16, 1973, edition of the 

Toronto Star, a year prior to the founding conference, 

that a third chapter of CPPME had been formed at the 

University of Toronto. “York University and McGill 

University [where Cotler taught] already have chapters. 

The parent body is the American Professors for Peace in 

the Middle East, with 15,000 affiliates on 600 

campuses.” “Morris Wayman, chairman of the group of 

about 25, said in a statement yesterday the main purpose 

of the new organization will be to study the Middle East 

situation and share its findings with the academic 

community and the community at large.”   

 

In the Atlantic Jewish Council’s 1975 December issue 

of Shalom, University of New Brunswick political science professor Thomas Levy published a promotional 

article for CPPME. He stated:  

 

CPPME is non-sectarian, that is, any Jew or non-Jew who subscribes to the goal of a just and lasting 

peace between Israel and the Arab states is welcome to join. The organization as such eschews direct 

political action and is not identified with any political party or faction. While academics who become 

members may differ among themselves as to the appropriate policies or proposals tor peace In the 

Middle East and as to the degree of personal commitment required in pursuit of that goal, the 

common denominator at membership in CPPME is adherence to the principle of a just and lasting 

peace between Israel and the Arab states. This does not preclude individual members from expressing 

their own views in the public media or from associating themselves with other organizations 

concerned with Middle Eastern questions. Indeed, these activities are not necessarily inconsistent 

with the educational focus of CPPME. 

 

Canadian Professors tor Peace In tile Middle East (CPPME) was launched on a nationwide basis in 

Toronto on November 10, 1974. Its sponsors include such distinguished Canadian academics as Ron 

Atkey, Lloyd Axworthy, John Brierly, Maxwell Cohen, Emil Fackenheim, Gernard Herzberg, Henry 

Hicks, Judy Lamarsh, Laurier Lapierre, Irving Layton, Gerald Le Dain, Albert Legault, David Lewis, 

Ronald St. John MacDonald, Donat Pharand, Maurice Pinard, Walter Tarnopolsky and Miriam 

Waddington, among others. OPPME’s principal object is to work for a just and lasting peace between 

Israel and the Arab states. This task is furthered in part by academic study and analysis of the social, 

political and economic issues underlying the conflict areas of the Middle East. In so doing, CPPME 

hopes to increase both awareness and understanding of these issues in the academic community and 

among the public at large. 

 

As its APPME parent, the CPPME was an extended platform for political Zionism. In the CPPME’s toolkit 

was the Middle East Focus magazine, published by David Howard Goldberg, the later author of the 1990 

book, Foreign Policy and Ethnic Interest Groups: American and Canadian Jews Lobby for Israel. 

Numerous Canadian academics served as CPPME chairmen over the following two decades, including 

history professor Irving Abella in the 1980s, the husband of the Supreme Court Justice who Cotler would 

later appoint in August 2004 when he served as Canada’s Justice Minister.  
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Israel’s Six-Day War in June 1967 marked a significant staging moment and pivot point in the march of 

Israel/Zionism onto the international stage. Organizational and funding strategies advanced rapidly, 

particularly in the United States. Cotler was swept up in this growing wave as a young man then at Harvard 

Law School. He had graduated from McGill University Law School in 1964, where he probably met John 

Turner, the Liberal MP, in a mock debating forum. From about 1968 to 1972, Irwin served as Justice 

Minister Turner’s speech writer and as one of his advisors. Cotler became connected to the federal Liberal 

Party. By 1971, Cotler was teaching poverty law at the City of Toronto’s Osgood Hall Law School at York 

University. In 1973 Cotler moved to McGill University Law School where he was professor of 

international law, and where he remained until 1999 when he entered the federal political arena. 

 

As with many other Canadian campuses, the human rights topics concerning Israel and Palestinians, 

alongside those of South Africa, Chile, Vietnam, Latin America, etc., were also prominent at McGill.   

 

In the early 1970s, when he was chairman of the CPPME, Cotler participated at the 59th annual convention 

of Hadassah in Denver, Colorado, on August 28, 1973, where “more 

than 2,500 delegates representing 325,000 members in 1,400 chapters 

in the United States and Puerto Rico” attended. 78 Alongside I.L. 

Kenan, the chairman of the board of the American Israel Affairs 

Committee, Cotler was on the Zionist affairs plenary, where he was 

quoted: “the world relates more to the Palestinian condition than to the 

Israeli.” 79 While on “a national speaking tour on Middle East affairs” 

in 1974, 80 Cotler was a guest speaker at the April 28-30, 1974, annual 

Hadassah Central States Regional conference in Dayton, Ohio, with his 

topic “A Time for War and a Time for Peace.” Cotler, “a national 

executive of the American Professors for Peace in the Middle East, has 

stimulated much thought with his discussion of the “conspiracy to 

delegitimate Israel”.” 81 Eight months earlier, Cotler’s topic, “Israel,” 

was presented at the 14th annual conference of the Florida Region of 

Hadassah on May 5-7, 1974, at the Kahler Plaza Hotel. 

 

7.4.  A Peek at the McGill Daily Newsletter, 1972–1975 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
78 Hadassah’s national convention Aug. 26-29 at Denver-Hilton, The Herald News, August 1, 1973. 
79 Galbraith urges economic controls, Greely Daily Tribune, August 29, 1973. 
80 Dayton Daily News, April 27, 1974. 
81 Hadassah Confab Set, Dayton Daily News, April 24, 1974. It is possible that the reporter mistakenly stated he was on the 

executive of the APPME rather than the CPPME. 
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For information and application IOllho above. and for 

perm an ent settlement, winter, summer 

FRIDAY, JANUARY 21,1972 

and tee nago programs, contact: 
KIBBUTZ ALIYA DESK 

Yu kov Do,kll, Gldl QII. I, Od.cl bo""O,, 
lO~61.d I~ Iho Ll bCu. Zlonlll Coni,. Eves. 735-0122 

733·5161 
4770 Kont Avo., Room 300 -735-11 59 

Comment 

The-radical case for Zionism 
1>, s~p~.,. A .. IUOC 

Lui Wod~ • .od'Y, Iho Dol, 
printed • ~v!ew or.tltled "TIle 
lIot1lco1 C ... A"bIoI In.oI.H n. 
AftUrrion\.s"'~ Ia Uut...-tlclo are 
... p.--nlotiv. ~" tho ""U·l .... 1 
,!and Ihat tue heeocile 110 
rosbionobl. in .. rta..Io t.1t . .n.., 
ein:l~ 

"" ..... '"'"11· ",)'MIt to do. 
... tII ... 01 Wed..o • .say'. o.rddl, I 
..;Jl """'1'1 to d~...,.rilly Il,. 
IDtl· lnel polltlon, dtKrlblni the 
IOndo.O)' or Ih • • I.lt I<> yo.,,:, IN 
Niddlo E .... co.nleL Ln ~ilh.rl.r 
luhlon. . . ' 

I ~ ... Illink 01 r .... 11IU'I!O~1 
.. M.b I.nd th."".lv ..... tittle u 
lIe Mld ... sl ..... 1IicL 10 sud! ' impie

, flinded eone<!p".Hution. 

wlkn- ef D~",I)O"" Uld the You -cll;m llIat lll":ld ~d!mG· 
• .,w-dor<lr 0/ VI,ln ... , w).o 1 .. ",- " ""t . ...-i.1 ju.ll<o . .. d .... n 
plcs the dcwnlnddCI p<'O~os 6Ild · soc:bli''''~ ~","illu!lon .. d m~lh:· 
'pa,'" "'Y lifo, who .pp ......... Iho .nd you ct.im Ih.1 IIob., . nd Ih. 
blooks and suppl l., m. wkh onns M'I'peni,t/m d~bunlc th .~my Lh,H . 
10 03'0 "'1'011. V.u loa., m. no I w.,1 hord f •• t. ti.1 oll"lon and 
other ~lltTn.Li.e ... " IKtnllll. ·A ~11'8"ti.1L Th. rotl 01 Mall""n'. 
r... .. ., ........ UCo.od P_pl •• 23.3.U ••• .,. ... ;,ton<l> _ ov.n "hil. 
;-;;, Aviv). ~dvc-t:llinl lho d;'memi><l11)ul.f 

Ao<u.;ng 1 .. ",,1 01 "impo';']ilt "" h ra,l_toSlifi .. lol he r,nd=u · 

WF.DNESDAY. NOVE~'EER~. 1913 
LhccomIllO)nhrrmoi., loallou rilhinB t<lnt;n~. to be vieM·cd b, tto 
"" .. munily . . h~ "pb.ildi"~ 0\ ·e,liehton..r inl. m .lio .. lloft .. 
II"h:e~ m" :lSSU'" /0 <Ilch ~f iU lho 'i&l~L.r ~r bter/llLio~lt 
I"op/~. a~ . ooJ;'lU.b • . f .... 'i • • 11I · m>r,lil,r. 
J .. elop..,.nl'·. This ",,,IUllon w.. U"III1~n'I~ly, tho vic," 1 3111 
I'"'.....d hy.l ~'p.o .. lngl. not """"l3lorll"'li,y 
Septomber I of the Israel( go'C rnTlCnl Iunlc" 
C.rm •• ~. «lYor!. ""'II ..... haY .. hoen ., •• ~. 
lortunl.ly, no.e. w~ , .. hed with Pal .. lin!;n ludo", 
polley . I n."mn I~""" . 1 nm likol,. 

k.iJ>llI by .,;I"tUO of Ameri<.tll loJ de",..,."I;' characto •• 1 tho 
,upper!. i. ju.1 0 . . ..... "i"" ·.r Ih. _ . \01. 01 lorul Or II d.",,,,,,,O)' 
. ld SUUt.by.nlO<iolion ine. by wOJ1h SO Kit!. to you pl"Ogl"t=sllve, 
.. ho .. 10';' 11. Chi Mblh .... an g<IOd poopl.lh ... dIY,? I'1"h ...... 
inporbl"t Iggrossor ... w.U, other c.amplu lhol " .. Id be 

d",o mliolcd dcmcn\.s 01 I~C 
.Id", 

lho<o 01 A .. r,l. 
Kh.dd.Ii.) • 

., 
Irec"" .. Ii. '«opled Am. tI.an , Id tnsln><l lv. In Ihi ..... le.l. n. ... . • NMII. U.7 ... •• ,,_ .. th,1 YO" 
in tho 1940·1'11,,;,11 the J'plne". or. olher. lIr<lnSor lid 1II0re ... ",oo prouclto .. vw .. 'proor of 
1o .. . r. diAn .. wi,h A",orieo;- Imp<r1onlpcrl iliullJ'<lup.;n Is, .. 1 ' onoH""lilo,;,m' - "Wlthoutl.-on 
, .,tn if II .. u~d b, vl .... ed as Ih.I.", U .... LIcoI 01 aspc:ou. 01 helm.tl ..,d ........ we w.uld 

;~;~lro~~h::lI~i~~n~~~~:~ ~:~i~O::o~II:~'frn~rk= ;:~'7t.~.:~ ~ :Ion •• 
m., •• lon 

ISRAEL MUST LIVE! 
On Saturday morning on the 

holiest day of the Jewish calen· 
dar troops from Egypt and Syr ia 

. violated the 1967 ceasefire lirtes 
and attacked IsraeL 

Other Arah nation~. namely 
Jordon, Inltl. Moruccu. Saudi 
Arabia. Sudan, Libya, Algeria, 

and Tunisia expressed support 
by sending troops t ofight shou!. 
der to shoulder with the ag
gressors. 

As part ofthc massive display 
of student .'IOI idarity with Is
r a!!l's right to sur .... ive·, there will 
be a mass rally W DAY! 

Wednesday, October 10 
12:00 p.m. ~"-, =~".~ 

In Front of the Union 
Concerned Students for Israel 

; 

mo. 
onough 
I~'I il to 
"ill be! 

• II Ii , , 
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Cana~a aids apartheid 
says Ech 

byUlvidlkll 

Cana~l~n Government policy 
towards South Africa was called 
two- faced, In a ta lk b~ Profoasor 
Myron e~henb8rQ, 01 tho 
Oepartrrien t of History, belefe a 
small group of graduale 
studen 

chllrlberg saId Ihalwhll e Ihe 
Min IS11)' of External A(lalrs cal Is, 
tho mclM policy of apartheid "a 
C3rlC8I' that w ill ovontually lead 
to race .war" and belicYes In 
mlljorl!)' rulo In Soulll Africa, II 
encoulagesCanadlans '0 Invall' 
in.Sollth Af rica. 

n II on,- !I n 511)' 0 
Traoo and Commerce, In Ita 
publlcallon "f oreign .Treda" 
also recommends tho "a~coll on! 
Investment opportunities ' In 
50\11h Africa's growing econ
omy," hlil ~Id. 

Echollberg said Ihat II 
,uniform IJOVElrnmel"lt position . 
clearly stal ing tha' dangers 01-
Involltmenl In Soulh Africa 
should bo made. Present 
prc feren tlal tertll s for South 
Afr ican sugar should be 
IIbelts~ed , he said, and 
governmcnt-flnanced l,chnk:1I1 
aSlltstonee should be absolutel t . 
Iprblddlln, 

Canaclll should also encour
age ' ~IQck· liberation move· 

ments, through the U,N, Of the 
Orge'nlzatlon of Afrt>:an Unltv. 
and should welcem\! refugees 
from the "nlghlmarlshly rep res

·51, 11 govllrnment of SOI.Jl h 
Africa," Eehenbll rg said . 

Echonborg sold 1M! totol 

CanadIan InvBalm,nl In South 
Alrles W89 9mall, but flamed 
savel"lll CQmpanlllS Including 
Massey-Ferguson, Sun Ula, the 
Alumi num Company 01 Canada 
and Falconbrldge 119 large 
Investors, 
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Canada's role in' Africa 
'discussed at McGill- f-L,-v-,,-'-'.-. -kn-" -"-"--W-'-ON- '-SO- '-Y-, '-"-R-U-AR-Y-"- ,-"-"---' 

Apologizing MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 2~.197<1 

Pro-Israel students 
demonstrate 

VOL. 63, NO. 15: THURSDAY, OCTOIJE:H 11 , 1973 

by Paul Vedoa 
Aboul400 people. students, i'lnd 

supporters 01 the ISTlwli cause in 
the Mithl1c E;lsl I(utlll:rcd iJi fron t 
of the Union yesterday al II ra lly 
organi7.cd by the "Concerned 
Students fo r hroll!!" ICSU. The 
fally nimcd ill expressing" solid arily 
by Jewish univcf5iLJ ~ t uclcnls wilh 
Israel. 

Each of the lh ree speakers who 
:l(hl res~cd the assembly strC5scd 
the need for solidarity nnd ror bulh 
fi noncl:!.l and mOfal support. They 
('ondemned . the recent Arab 
"nll'ff1'Cs~ ;on". 53y;ng that it is t he 
cnuse of unncccr.snry loss 01 life on 
both !1; idcJ;, :Jnd thnt n long·term 
~ctl lcm('nt i~ possibl(! only throuI:h 
(lircct nugoti:ltions. 

Tho main spealwr. Myer Hick .• 
(;)lccuti"'c·dirlletor or the Canadn· 
t<;rael Committee in Montreal. 
nttnekcd the news media, saying 
that iL.is biased :Igninst br::llll. 

lie went on to ns~ert that Mbracl 
will be ... ictorious." In a prcs~ 
ri!lcilsc, th~ CSI condemned the 
Arab Iltta'ck, launched on the 
Jew ish OilY ur Atonement. saying' 
tha t it "WiIS vulgnr fronl b'oth 
political and ethical viewpuinLs," 
The CSI went on tu :my that " the 
attack acoomplishes no long-ternl 
solut ion and only rekindlc5 imtrctl 
towards ,Israel in Arab lunds, and 
tbe futile d~nial of Israel's 
Ilx istentl:!". 

~\Ve Mndemn this escDlalion of 
thl! Middle East war" , lhe CSI 
con linu~d. "We Mnd~mn Russian 
invol\ll!ml!nL in this nc t ion, both in 
planning the operation and 
supplying nrms to make the war 
possibh:t. 

The rl l1 y concluded wi th the 
s inging of l hl! ls rne ll national 
anthl!m, afll'r \\'hi~h It lilspersl'(l 
quil:!t ly. 

for Israel 
"SUI\IN81Iirst. mOfality 5ocond~ 

is Ihe basis 01 ISlaoR foroign pell· 
icy. In Ihe opinion 01 Protessor A. 
Mellzer 01 Iho Jowish Sludios 
[Mpartmel1! lit McG,11. He 
accused some members or his 
al.ldionce al Hillel Houso 01 an 

Ion wi lh moralit ." 
U.S._supplied phantom als ale 

"angels 01 Nfe" lor 151"01. Mellzer 
said. and 1$101011 l orolgn politic, 
musl courl Am(!'fi(:;ln approval III 
an~ c~t. Tho rlecision 10 rocog· 
nize Soulh Viel Nam mighl tie dis· 
tas toful. ho ccn\lnued. but Israol 
CilnnolllHllld loal9ue mlh Amori· 
can " requests." , 

A member of Iho audlenco 
argul)(l that Israel's lecognitlon 01 
Ihe Thiou logime is lar 110m cru· 
clal lo Ihe U,S" and Isr~e l coulrl 
allow liS moral scnso to ~erru l e 
its sell. lnlero:;t. Meltzer 8f1swored 
thel I~raol's support to Amorlcan 
polldes assures Iho support 01 
American Je .... s. ThcrolOlO. Iho 
U.S. cannot allow Israel 10 go Its 

Support 01 the w ill!. mmOIl 
roglme in South A/l ica is justified 
hy ISrlloli sell·inleroSI, Moluol 
bellevos.lsrael musl wmry about 
Jows. not btacks, iI"rI he Implied 

Indian leader says 
ottawa"genOCidal 

that Jewish interll sts In South 
Africa arc whilo. 

Israeli Arabs are atlo'Nod 1o 
romair. In Israel. Mclt20r s ~ld . bllt 
h~ ... e no sell·delerminalion , alld 
Arab Immt ralion is lI:ubiddcn. 

e eil 0 lonlsm IS ~ OWlS 

stato In Israel ..• 1hOleloroU Jews 
rND in ISlael, ~ musl be at !hI! 
ex ense 01 tho Arabs." 

MoIlze. :5(;1.155 e pOSSI I' 

hy of lell isls gaining wido support 
in I$raol. "In I!. oomocraey. Iho 
wrong opinion someti mes pre
vai lS. But th e~ niIYo no chanco. 
llill lell is vocal. bUI an elermal 
mlnonty." 

Clilical members of ,ho aud· 
ence were ecctls~d by MoNzer 01 
looking al lsrileli policy Ihrough iI 
North Americilf1 pri~m. No,,' 
ISl8eli Jews have no Ilghl lo allack 
151801 on moral glounds, he 
bell oves, because Ihey havo no' 
lived Ihroogh the Midrlle Easl war. 
"I l ls Immoral, rather, 10 r;ri licize 
ISlilel lor tlying to savo ISIaell 
lives ... Everything we do. we 
mu:ol weigh ogainst tho Jowish 
blooo lhal wiW bo spilt. " 

His (llstilication 01 1sI a81'& seli· 
inloros! was: "poli tics, sobor pOIi· 
tics,' · 

Speaker calls for 
destruction of .Israel 

1,1973 

An Amcri~n representative of 
lho Israeli League or lIuman 
IIIghl.s sa)'s "the st ructure of the 
Zlonist ·Jewish stato of brael" -
but not the people within it -
should be destroyed. 

Dr. Norton Melvinsky, explain. 
inc·thal the cause of the problems 
In the Middle ElISt i~ tho ZlonisI 
nll\ure of the state of Is rael. uid 
FridllY at Sir George Willillms 
University thlll his call for dl)· 
sl ruct ion i~ for "orderly and pe~cC!· 
ful deslruct[on." lie called tor the 
cstlllblishment of a sceular , multi· 
racial slale. but ndmitted lhlll h[s 
proposals ..... ere only partial sclu· 
tlons_ 

Also speaking a1 Sir George 
Friday, which was the fourth dllY 
of II conference sponsored by tho 
Quebc~· Plllestine I\ssoc!alion on . 
the Middle Ent. wn Harr), Rubin. 
ro~ign editor of the American 
ndical weekly newspaper The 
Guardian. 

Rullin predicted. violent future 
for the Mi~dle East and disagreed 
..... ilh the view that U.S. policy in 
the Middle East is ~d irL'Cted by the 

. 'norit in the U.S. 
U.S_ policy in tel cast IS 

made in the in terest or ~Ihe people 
that run the country, the mlljori ty 
or whom are noL Jewi.~h - in fact, 
the are anti-Semitk." 

< 

lIury llubin IIcftl and Norton Muvlllsky dIJell"~' the Middle ELd 
qllulion. t Sir George I .. t Frid.y. 
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Middle East Anti-Imperialist Coalition formed 
MrGll.L DAILY TIlUnSOAY, m;C~:~mEn 6, 1973 

The Israel -Palestine conflict clarified 
TIl" loll"'I.;~g ac/,'I. is Ih~ 

'mnscripl 0/ a .pereA rC/Jd 0" 
Th~.II~v "'yhi at the Middle &1" 
Con!<W«f ~~Id e/ McGilL Th 
ron!""n'e ""u 'f"'" •• .-ctl bW rh",.. 
Middl., I:a., "",j.{mpe';"/irl Coal- . 
il;"~. 

byN ... ,Ak",.d ~ 
The Middle EUI An!i .[m""ri.l. 

I'l eo..Ullo~ h •• , !lffn formed 
=-:"lIy. to IIOUd! 4ct;v. ·~l"'r· 
.1 ion ~nd suppan 01 v. rious 'groups 
.. well., individu." In Montre.1 in 
dl ... mi.,!i"!: IIOCUr.lo and .-c. , 
ponsible Inform.'lon on the stug. 

,RI •• of lh. peoples In tb. Middle 
Eat. SInce Ihe slngglo 01 tho 
['.] .. tini.n ~p\o ag.lnst the 
imporl.li'l_ba,k«l Zionist «>Ion
bll,m Is th. m.Jor bmt. In tho 
oro. tocl.y. its emph .. ,. will 
un!kul.nd.bly h. pl.oed on thl. 
slrugSlo. 

Th. II<'I'd lor tho form.tkon 0/ 
sUlh 'nol'l:Miulion Is bucd Gn tb~ 
foci lhal the mediI in Monl .... 'I. 
like tho We'te'n upll,U,1 media 
.I",where. has followed a po!!o)' 01 
~yoI.m.ticdislortion In pro.ontlng 
th. Arab·lsro.1 and lho l'alc. lin· 
b •. lorool conmot. _ 

II numlll'.of ... rilers. bolh Arob 
end .on·>rob. h ••• documented 
tho wldespre.d pro·Zionist bias in 
tho Wesler; mtdl.. TG nnd 
""iden •• lo.thi,blas. allono has 10 
do.is to pick up .. luue 01 OlmOI! 
on), European or'N0r,th IImeri •• n _ 

Palestinian and Israeli views on 

Ihi"'''ntin"c~1 s"hju~.li.n th,t lhe 
pt'Oplo .llh. ,\1iddl. ~:a" ..... rl.in~ 
ul' .nd ""c kin~" "C,,'C' lile wbi<h 
,,·illl .. • ,Iovold of miSt·.), .• 'I,loita. 
lion Md ~cn • • ~1 _t'g".llon. 

Wh.1 th.",,",lilion would like 10 
• 'pl.in In ~.,.r"ltr del.il . howevc •. 
i. II" .nli·lionisl lorin<iplc. It 
ol'po<oulfWIl<m fo. IWo fund. men· 

.1.1 ",.SOnS. 
Fim. il oppos<"S Zionism b.· 

••• 50 il i, c>Senll.lly 0 colonl.liot 
dod,;nc. which has ,ouJ.:hl in tho 
p>sI •• ndl .. lill5ceking.IDdestroy 
nn ... Url> n.lion. tbo 1'alest lnl.,n 
n'lion. in Oldcr to cOI.bll,b and 
•• pond th~ -"'ttlomenl cf Ih. 
J .... ;,.), peeple in Isr •• 1. W" look 
upon Zionism not 0 •• mov.men,"f 
Jcw~h libor'li"n bul .s Iho 
~)".'I.m.llo e.l.bli.hmont in 1'.1· 
~'Slln. 01 ~n 3!icn St'tt le. sl.le. 
e,i.\inK'\ lb •• openso of •• nd nl 
th ...... ull of. Iho dil pMSCS$lon of 
thc 1'.I •• lini .... 'The """,II.,)' 
fmm IM< is Ih,1 10 ... 1 c.nnot III' 
molnl.lnc·d In 'its p.e""nt form 
Wilhoul .100' system.lic.lly cx· 
.lu,linK Ihe 1'~1c<\;nLln llrob •. • 

It I, ,"mct lmeu.~'IIc-d th.t Arab 
not lon.lism .nd Zionl.m orc pu· 
allol polilic.1 nll"'c",ents 'l:, inSI 
<olonLl!is", .nd oppr.ssion. Whe,. 
Ihe M.b notion.li,m III", d;"'CI 
.e.ponse 10 <tIloni. li.m in tho IIrab 
,,· •• Id. Zioni,m. in im plementing 
ils .... lion.1 .'I',.,"ion". no m.l· 
ler how"" .. ",ng ""d hum •• o tho 

. .. ·.«In!. llerome b'llilly of "p.~\ . 

IIf di>cri",ln'I",n. i. 1> ... 1. ood 
h"nwl,'." in Jord.n, Syria •• d 
'~·I,"nun. 

II m,,,111(l <,logori<.Uy .... jc<lc'<i 
I hOI line ,·"",nmnilY' h .. tho . ighl 
In pul ;t",\1 .10 .. ,·,· the <IIho., ., lI,e 
Zioni,I.' h"'e don~ lor n""ns of Ih • 
'",~ . • f Uctu.n :m,1 .".tu."·d)" 
J,'wl<h in.l it"t io.s. 1',I""in".< 
.... hy "" n, .... o~lil:.led 10 
provid,· bod to >01." Ih. We.lern 
Jewish problem. 

The ""cond ... ",on "'hy Ihe 
""Iit",n 01'1'0"" Zloni.m is be· 
... u'" of il" '(II,'c .III.n<c. c,'cr 
,i."" its in""JIlion . with Iho 
dnmi •• nl impori.II.1 po,.·c,·nf tho 
timc. The I"""li I~.d~rs hve no! 
deV;"I ... 1 at .11 f ... ,m (he mclhod of 
.1"' .. 110" ", I forth by the found", 
nf 1.i~nl.m. 'ThoOfk,", lIe .. l. 

-~'n"n I~~ mn"'''~1 Ih,,1 f 
"~I"n ',1 M. """"""'''ltl. f I"rued 
"'II rIJ<'f t"l<"tJnllln'I~ "~ beea ... I 
..."'. Ih",. ''''';~fl ,,, Ih. y.·",.",1 
sl,,/,· ,,! ,if!",' .. "",'r Ihu~. it " ... ~ 
Ih,' I",' "ln' "I "nwi,y ,,,her< II Ie .. '" ,,,,,hi I,,· ""lili,·,I.-

"11";I"i~. Ik~ lI'e,,1 0",1 In:c 
1/";1",,,. Ih .. ,.,.1'·rI'! IA~ ...... will 
"",k"'/'/I"I u, ",,,I ~" r ,11'"" . 
S/,,,,i_!! I"'''" th"1 ,"';111. tho 
Xi .. "i,1 ,;f, '" ,,,,1/ t"k,' ",ill!l. C,'C' 
j;lfIh.:r "wi hillk.·" II '" (I'. I,. "Un: 
"f rho/." 

1'11",.1,,,,,11",,1 
,\IlIl".,J·~ enlln. wcru "nwd .1 

"·.lIrin~ !h,· help 01 d;ff"'~"1 
iml~,~;,",t~_ lI.ili"h. Ge.m.n, 

1S. 19n 

Vietnam 
demonstration 
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TIJ iE. __ 

.~ . 

AN ACTRESS Irom IhlJ QUlJbec Workers' Theatro porforms In IJ play presented lasl night In tho 
Union Ballroom as POr1 01 0 Qucbec·Palcsllnlpn Solidarity Night. Tho evening was sponsored 
by Iha Arab Students' Society 01 McGill, the Palesllnlan Arab Assoclallon, tho Arab Contre and 
thtl Palestlnlan·Qucbec Solidarity Commlttec. Highlights ot the evening InclUded speeches on 
tho history 01 tho PallJsUnlan rolsl slanco movement, salldarlty messages Iram various progres,lvo 
groups In Montreal, and II tUm on Palllsline. 

on Middle East 
''''L _ •. ~. ...• ' 'TII",wi'k",fI«>oMlon I, 
,,,,,,,,,,,",,,,,-.,,,,',,,,.,,,,,,,. ,~,,',,,:M,,,,~,,,,.,.,,,m,, __ .',",",',',"e , ....... ,I< &uL. untO ,", rilllli ,r 'I\o'ollt)' .;.., • • "U; .. b""'~ Ik. 1>o . lij 111". ~' ••• U"'" 

IliplOIIW, "',,,," _1,_ 1,,,,1 .. ~,. 'h , Wl. ,rl<l'<1I o"f I." 
1IiJ,.or , .. I,,, , ; .... ""~.. "",,,, b ... 1 r ..... "'~ .. ,...,.. . .. ... ~J., ~' >aid l it< ., .... ", 0( I llk,Uorol •• ItUIII "JpOfIo'iL:r. 
'>c I'. ~ • .ulll •• , I" tN_ ~ l'<" "'~ I"" 1 .... «1 I~~ 'ttoI:' • .r 
.. i ..... :4 b< 'I, ""'::., , I. ..,I.ilo, ;OI'I." ~rhc V.I!. >1;4 ,. ,l>< 
.... " .I i< >1<,,,,' '0", >tn,,,,. ..."" . ·V •• """ Ii ", in 1<.,., w< 

- , ... ;0 ";",.1 '" ,,,,~.r rolnti_ 
,w . ,.In.,., "',..-.."' ..... "' .r II. 
r.I"" t',o I.II>< ,. U,. U"",iutl.n 
11'I.OJ .. I~ r,Id. , ~hl. 

• 

I; I 

Tt.c 1'1.0 "I"""""" '." "'L", '" 
110" v.o. "f"ld ' l" lko ..... nt 
.;" " \:,, II Ih< 101101 ... 1: .. '" • 
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ZIONISM 

EDITID BYARIE BOBER 
WEDNESDA y, NOVE~1I3En 21. 1913 

TheOther l~rad:The Radical Case Agalnsl 
Zionism. Edited by Mic Douer. Doubleday, 
New York. 1972. 264 pp. Paper, $2.75. , 

by Don Tapscott and AI CBPpe 

Richard Nh:on's recent request [or $2.2 
billion to finance Israel's military operation 
bas caused many pCOp1ll to question the 
strong pro-Zionist position generally 
earricd by the press, education system nnd 
other institutions of North Amcriean 
society. "Jlistory's biggest airlifts" (tiS Time 
mag;uinc put ill-hundreds of 747's, 707'5, 
C·130 and C.HI cargo planes and F4 
Phantom fighter bombers Clrrying tanks, 
bombs, 105 mm. shells. radar jammers. 
missiles, etc.- comes al n time when the 
memories of Vietnam arc s~rong Ilnd clear. 

And just as millions of people eame to 
question why the United States was 
propping up the regime in South Vietnam, 
many arc beginning to ask what interests 
Washington and the Pentagon have in 
hacking the stale of Israel. 

The socialist critique of the roots of the 
Mideast problem is one which deservcs 
serious consideration. The Other Is rael: 
The ltadiul Case Against Zionism is a 
collection of articlcs and documents of the 
Israeli Socialist organization, Maupen-an 
oreaniwtion of Arabs and Jews in Israel. 

Zionism \.Vas neversupportcd by all Jews. 
In 1903, the first president of Israel, Chaim 
Weitzman. wrote that tontrary to the 
beliefs of Western European Jewry, "the 
lion's share of lEast European) youth is 
anti·Zionisl..-not from an assimillltioniS"t 
pointofYiew,as in West Eur~e, but rather 
asa result of their revolutionary mood." In 
1970 the Israeli daily lIa'arca wrote that 

"there is no doubt that a moycment like 
Matzpen atlrads the youth ... The Zionist 
youth movements lost their allracliYeneS9 
a long lime ago." 

In order to establish the state of Israel in 
Palestine, 750,OOOPalestinianpeople had to 
be driven from their homeland into the 
dese r t.I.3million peoplestillliYc in refugee 
camps today because of this , Palestine was 
not a "land without pcople, wniting for a 
people without land". Al the tIme of lhe U.S. 
partition of Pales line in 1948, the Jews were 
only one·third of the population. The 
formation of the Jewish sUte required the 
purthase of land trom absentee landlords 
and the forcible eviction of the native 

. population. Bober uses powerful q UOl.ltiO~!I 
from the Zionist leaders themselves to 
proyethispoinl. l lclluotes{rom thediary of 
R, Weitz, the long time head ot the Jewish 
Agency's colonil:01tion dell3r t ment: 

"Between ourselyes ilmust be e[car that 
there is no room for both peoples togcther in 
this country .. . We shall nOlachicve the 
goal of being an independent people with 
the Arabs in this country. The only solution 
is a Palestine, atlen~t Western Pa[cstine, 
(west ot the Jordan niyerl without 
Arabs . . . And there is no other wny than to 
transfer the Arabs {rom here to the 
neighbouring countries-to transfer all of 
them: Notone yillage, not one tribe should 
be left ... only after this transfer will the 
country bellble toabsllrb the millions of our 
own brethren. There is no other way out." 
(Emphasis in the original.) 

Or as Moshe Dayan SIIid: "Without iron 
helmetsandc:lnnon we would neYer be able 
to plant a t ree or build n house," 

Bober's book shows how Zionism is not 
the solution to the problem of the Jews. 
Only by breaking from Zionism ana 
supporting the just struggle of the 
Palestinians to return to their homes ean 
the Jewish people begin along the 'rond of 
ending anti·Semitism. Rather than being II 
bulwark against the oppressed, the Jewish 
people could become the cenlre of the 
struggle for d socialist society based on the 
abolition of all forms of persecution. 

Bober II uoles from all u ndergTound youth 
paJler in Israel: 

"You, the tired and young man awake[ 
Liberate yourselyes from the traditiolls of 
your father and your grandfather. Protest 
against the stupid leadership that brought 
you here. Stop agreeing with every word 
uttered by Dayan and Golda. Go into the 
streets, mount the barric:ldes and fight for 

. peace . .. . The war was not forced upon us: 
it was forced upon yourself by following 
your leaders. Do as young people all over 
the world, They fight for peace in foreign 
places, nnd youdon'\ fight rOT peace in your 
own country," 

l)emoa.tnou.fI prol"8i _SoJII. ! brut'. UtllHlA lc lhe 1. (eIi! Middle Rut W I:". 
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Israeli actions condemned 
'I'h!1'cnundred people, member. 

and ~ urfl"rt~r.'I of Ibe Arab 
community In MonLre~I, Lurn..! uuL 
In 'Urporl ll dcmcn.lr~lion ~&,llin5L 
'"lsradi aggrnsiunw nl :; ,30 p.m. 
ycsler(tny. . 

'Th~ cruwd r.ntner..! III the 
Roctdld: r~ ICfi , rrom w~C[" they 

mu~"d w~st .. long SherbrooKc 
Strcc~ ond lhun nurlh alo Dg Colc 
dc~ N"igcs 10 MeGrc!>W. On 
McGrcl{Ilrlh"y :>u.pped in fmnt of 
lhe l~ r;l( 1i eonsulM(!, whoro Iney 
cilantro sueh phrllMts as: 

-I.ong j{'IO too l'uk"; l ini"n 
Revolution! Long live the struggle 

o(lbc Arab pcopluagain ' t Zion i.l 
~ Ggro:"!If)!"S! Down ... lth Zioni.m 
lind U.S. importaiiom!"' . 

The demonstration Lhen wonl 
b~ck ukmr MtGn::roT to McTuvisn 
Ilnd down La Dominion Squ ,uC!, 
wilen:: i\ ultimlltely dispersed. 

ANTI.ZIONIST IUST(IRlAN Nonem ftlm'ent)" l1/\nt l'~ dark family 
s..,,,,1. O.c of his '01;111,·"" slU ill lIIe .. ,...cli l'ullalllCnl I· • • Ih~ 
u11,... ... II~U$PIRy. 

by linda rcldm;m 

Zionism hotly 
debated agam 
Th~ only SOIUI ~)n to Ih .. 1\,lcs· 

linbu.jsl":!eli to"niCI (5 ttl de· 
ziuni", U", St.:tIC of h(nd. Ame· 
ric~n historian .~on;", M,'l,·,·n· 
sk~ ,okl .1n UIIIL'll~C 01 1r..J at 
i\1 cG,lIlnsl fritl~). 

" 1 Imn'" lite lildlhoo.d 01 .i~'Ws 
Ileriun i zin~ is milllf1lO1l. . h" ,.., ld. 
""bul lhere ~"' . hills (n :\mcri' 
can MntlJ ... "i,b p~~hl' ul,mlon 

""nd Ihcll! ~11I ,ooil"au"no 
Ihnt youlh in ('r",,1 ,s IHO_lng 
Ihal w~y:' "e>oliu 
"c"ordi~~ 10 I,I~ Un"'cfslI' uf 

COGnl'l:licu, prOll"UCr. the Zio' 
nbl natun, of h~l j , lilt lun· 
damllllal lImbic," In ,he 1'"Ie .. • 
lini:tll ·tsr:lc liconf,(I1 . ~ 

"FI\I,n L1,e ,\r~o vie"roint. Ihe 
Slal~ ' is e .• clu,;i llst Jn,1 dlsctllnl' 
nJ!olw:' Mrrvl.'flity :..okl. He 
IUppdrted Ihelt' ~k ..... ·~ wilh rc
ferCII''''os (0 Z,onlst It.ioo, ogy 
Jnd ~r.mic,'Ii. 

"Zollnism "an,lot ~IIQ"" the 
Jl.'wi>b na,u l"(' Lf thl.' SI~ll 10 
II(! n~moglaph;..~ny Ib,1.';II,'II,'tl:· 
hI.' SOld. lbc la .. 01 Iktum. ht 
pointl'<.l u~t, en(nura&<~s J""i!~ 
i mm'~r:ll l"'l. lI a.vl.'v~r. non";"..,; 
tle.llr,ftg "racH c~izcJ1SllIp are 
subjlet lu com llOkalco. proc~dll
fl'S ,,'hieh I':ln I"~Sull ,n \h~ n'" 
.!«11t,n of tl ,ci r ilPI,liNli"ns. 

Ml"l'o'l"flsly ab.l da,~d Ib.n 
nu I~patria.itln 01 Arabs hod t.kt·~ 
1'1:1(. since Ihe I~~a aoo 1'67 
\\'an;. In !art, laoo o .... ncl;blp 
t~ ,,~. aod cooli»:,t!an pr:w::l!rG 
I\:tl'" leoti 10 ~ ,,'<.IIl(·\lvn in the 
amlJolJnluf "rab-hdd !:tnJs. 

"T,1e fo::t'I\l~l.'rO;y t>ticnsc n lk 

~ulal.ons," .\lcZ'o·,n,kl .Iso nLt ed. 
""h.:t,.~ bLoel' IISC~ tu h<ll~ f ~.OOO 
"';obi ~ino.:,. 1%1. ' In ,h. t :S.(me 
jll'rioo, only on~ Je ... i>h Inale 
~nd nine Jll.wLsh fem;,tl'S - ;,11 
toln(·ltkontally . ".1uil....a to Arab, 
_ .... (11/ nrrested under tlte lI~g", 
l~ tll1"s . wh,dl wle Iro (TI the tlri· 
!ish "l3nd;,,,,. 

.\rUVl'llS~Y s:tiu Ihc Z,o~i,t , ·on· 
~:epI "~I 3liy~b - . romi',g up" (nlO 
t h~ u~d u. lsrdd _ "'~$ Ih ~ "J5<' 

rllr ,Srilc!l ~xpJolslool:,m. l.ig. 
Ilism pr,!sIJP1Kl.e.. tbat J.~""·li an: 
fa re;. or .. ~j 1M: Iac:o.'<i .... (th "nli· 
Scmi~is fll. he' nutoo. Th"" . it 

~r~."g"flIl:l"i IIIl.' ~misrJliQn 01 
WDrl.rJewTf 10 131 ..... 1. 

" II Jew.; .... e' ... to ,·ml!;13t~. 
I$r~"( \COuld ha,'c lu ~~I':""I: ' 
he p"intl't.!"til. 

.\~"ord i nA to .\IC;D~'1iky. Zio
nism J5 ~ ,t'I:\d~ r "~l'f~"! (O,' of 
Jewi.h n~l\un~li>m is ~n lasunis· . 
Iil,: tu bask I'll'<."c[lls I)( Jud:i.sm. 
"'It"~ nOI a ~al ,d ~h"<nUfll . ical 
or Ilu.'IJIo,'I·11 ~.\prcssi~n ul Ihe 
J~'Wi.11 f<.' li~i()TI," ,ll.'dain1Ctl . 

~I<·zwns~\' slall~1 IhJI Isr~~ r~ 
i~sish.'IIct! ·OO 's:tfc' borJeB 
w~s ,n"atiL ill an age nf "'I,his· 
tlc31~d ' W" J ponl ~' an,l nlld"'~f 
arrrom'mCi. j,;I:,'I"', PK"Si,k'lli 
,\nWilr SatJ.l1. bv ~JUin~ lor Js.' 
rat' l 10 lI"iuldraw 10 Ih~ pre·t967 
bonl"n;. in df\"l:1 h.:td ,"\.'COi:J"nu.cl 
th""" l)(mlo.:B, ~,c~·I.'II,ky d"im' 
lod. ·,'hffl' Id re. hie Zionist ~'1I"' 
menl tholt brad ~ bOI..k rs l,nIM 
b", !l.l""' i ... ....a bt:lorC ~ n)' ... lth J ,...· 
w31 " JS nej$llt.J. 
Th~ .'In,cn..:an · pml<'Sscr ... ,. 

prc'$>l'" th. IIcpc th;!t Ihe 15'Jdi· 
I'alt .. lin;;'n ~oofl("t "'ould be Sl't· 
tied jl~;K~I Ldly. "I'an (If Ih~ 
pmb,~m u Ihat txliit ~l<k S bav<' 
c<in~tn rignts to lit!! laM : he 
~dmi!ll'!l . 

.. ~o isslJ~ Is ~cl)d ''I1D~I, 10 
pmv..kc tlw ";'lIi ,1S.: ... 1 peep(, by 
othe, poopk" hc(ood~d~d. 

,\1.0 app.!Jring Jt Ih,' ml"'lin~ 
Wi! ..!ucbo." !abu,Ir "o;aut!r Mid lcl 
Ch.:t rlr.>nd . 

,\t!Jres5illg th~ audbu:c (l;ort lr 
in ~·,l.'I1d( . t l ~ SOld il ~'~1 1t,lml· 
Il3tifig h<W.· much pc!lpl~ hen: had 
bfocn de-cch~d b) n:pu.u un th~ 
confi,ct . 

"\Ie ' hl'c hall the " !Ijl .. ,> ; Wn 
(h~t thl.'.t'dil-sllnoan.< "ere "cnk 

........ ,·c"5: · I ... s:tkl. "0111 in ,;ltl. 
the .sr.tell.o h;tv" 3CI,d t~ .... ,n1s 
th,,", in th. sall1~ ,,'J" tn~ ~' ... nCb 
(Ii,! ' ,,\liard, Iha .\,~erial1~." 

" l m;[~ hOI tie ~ n in ,ell \'I:I,,,,r' 
(,'h" '·, ...... 1 ,,,nl,nll"!. .. )"" ! 
kno .. IIL1' if w moorh ",er,· in 
m)' hou.\c. I W<J~ld .... ,n l to t:l1 
tl~( tlJ\.'''''n 0111." 
. Chdn r:"l n~ ,'II,' I't1 I'Jkst~lbn 
~ru~c'e r amp! I.!it SUI, IOk'r ,n J 
tour of :\ub C"O ,<nITk.,. U. c.,;· 

contlnued on pngo 4 
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Anti-Semitism and Zionism . -
WEOENSDAV: NOVEMBER 15. 1912 ' 

A~totdjng III Ihe Zionist logle. any ~I'$OI'I \11'110 does $kineChil<JeIS, when Pm.i!lcnL Roosevelt, ... u.ringlllll .... ':U', "uefenn". ~. IIII11i==;'_":" 
nouccepcZlonisl :lSpir:ltloluordoe51'IlUUppOflllncondl. w:lliconsiIJeringlhdQSibilil)'OrhclpingJcwi~h fd~g«$ • Ano.!:IS lhe' hi~lorieal evenlJ an: rccoml",cled O~ 1M 
1101l0I11), the policies of Imel Is Dn :lnti·Semile. O .. li ld 10"lIlc in Amcr;c:llmJ cl~c\\'hcrc. his plan was opposell ~,0I1 growing a«ulnuMlon -of !llI!a and of e;ucfuJ 
Ricsman of Hll'Vllnl UniveDity, "'Tiling in Ike JCM;,1t byZionislJ und llIIli-Scmitcs alike. Childm qUOlcs Sui,· Inlll),lol. In I reccnL RumparU, inlcrvicw, tolll'cd Ihal Ihe 
N ...... ,I..".., SIIid: " 'he Zionis.l$ tan JIlustcr nOt' merely bcrga- of lhe Ntw Y .... .I; Tim!, gs·ha",in; II$kal In 19-46: . contribulcd subs lamial1y to lhc 'crntjoo of Ihe triMs of 
Ihe I~al of lhe Jcwi~h' vol~, ~nd Ihe no Ie» impOf1~nt "Why in OO(/'snamuhouilithdate or ;lIthe)C unh~ppy Mm{ 1967. A rormer NSA' ~Nationll SCC\lrit)' Agtlll.!)') 
Jewbh firnmdal ;nd Or&aniUlion~1 skills, but also tile: people be subordinated to Ihe iinlll~ cry or (Jcwish)ltatt- arwly51, in a m:e~I 'R8mptu1S ilucooiew. lilaln! 111:.1 Ihe 
blaeklTl.'li l orotlllCkinsonYOfte whoopposeSlhcir polilinl hood?". ,~. U.S. ~gency WlIS '(pltking up 1.1;1111 n caJly ~ FclltuUl)' 
~hnli rOr IU';Icl :IS on anli·Semhe." An Amakan wrilCf, The eonnit1 or inleresu belween "Ihese unb~ppy ih.lllhe l!.I1Iclishd II massive buikl·up ohmlli, II m:r5~ins 
Ihe Illte Oo..ollly n .lompson, a longlime Ddvocate or Ille peoplc" and the ZIOIIist cry ror Jcwl!.h st~tchood was of mcn Dod malerial, WlIr exerd5CS, In('fCl~d 1C\'cI of 

. Jewiw. ..:iUSCr MuJdenly \IIlIS a«'Used or beins an 3nti· rlXosnltcd by Ben Ciurion DS early u 1938. "ZioniSm penec ra!lon 0( Arab lerriIOf}'-JuS~ evcrythlnll II ewnlry 
Semhe becIIuse she r.lised her voice in d~feMe or Ihc is endanllered," he WlOie. " If Jews wi ll hve 10 eh'oosc docs ui prepare ror wM". The NSA ell(llcssw Ihe belkr 
PalCillne Arab refullees.· between the rcrUlm. uvlns JeW$ room COfI(etltrallon 10 Ihe Whilc HOuse' lh;!I " lhere 15 sonte pn::pmlion rur 

, Senator heob K. Javics In rdutinll " Nmoul'SIIcculing eDlllp', MIl \Will ing lI -n~IiOllllI museum in Palestine, unei pccled bndi Dllock". And 10\.1 March, tile: Chid 
Rich:ml Nixon of Mti·Semi lism''. durinS the 1%0 Pre- · mcrq _will hllve Ihe upper hand and Ihe ... hole encrgy 0( the Supplies at!d Pfovisi\YIs SlXt;nn or the Supn::nl<' 
sidcntl~ 1 election nmp~i&", jncscilled Ihe IIISUmenl lhat of Ihe people will bc' eh~nnelell into uvinl:jews rfom Council orth~ Isradi Army lIuring LIM: 1967 \\'lIf_II~I~"'\I 
"Vkc-Pn::sidcnl Nillon h~s Ions_been D rritn_d oflsnel.~' VIIrioUS eO!-lnlries." _ ~' . Ihat to $IIY 1Sf'~cl was unckr Ihe Ihreat of annihilmi ... 1 

As ir Ihe criltrion for decidinl: who i$ ~nd - ""ho is not In Omn:myiIRlr, IhcZlonlst movemmtlhriyedduring Is"~ delusion Ihat Bf(ISe and-grew only arta Ihe "";If'. 
111\ anti·SemilcdcjXnds eOlildy on OOC"II1IIUdc lowurds Ihc ·fi lSt monlhs of Ihe Hiller fe,lme. And ~ H;a!JIl~ Hc rell Ihe lovemmeill hall IhI: view IIuJI onl)' ~uch ~ 
brael. , Ar(ftd\" in her book, Eit/unu"lf (// Jtru$ultl/f , poinls IMeat eQUid justl ly Ihe .... lIginl·of war. 
Pah~ps f.:,,!pcople (Cmembct that ~idC!tpread 5UPporl out, aU t~di,ilS posllions In lhe NiUi·appolntni ".ionists tiavc openly IIdmillnllhc useof ~nti ·scmiti~1I1 

for,Zionism by American Jewry is II relDlively Iccenl _- RtkJLJ''I're/lti&"I1K '("Cre held by Zlonl~s. bccaU~1 ft .. Iheir oWn bendil; William Zukerman In Ihe k",/J/' 
phenomenon. Untllthe SCCOftd qu;n~ of the prCSCIll ecn- Zlonislll, aecOt'~ing 10 Ihe NiUis, were Ih~ 'decenl' Je'li$ Nr"'SltIIt; polnu 0111 ~hat " ll'Is nOl ~u rplisLns IlllIl the 
tury a mapity of AmcriClin JcW$ rel1lllinni IIpathetie ~ince Illey 100 thougllr in "nal iOl1~ I IC!l"S". Zioobl prCS5 is cuggerating Ihe slightesl ~1',li-Scnlitic 
ICI the program or poIiliCliI Zi,,!,bm, IlnoJ II ~izeable Ind Since lilt bDSI$ of ~ionl5m Is Ihal Jewish wimilalloo Incidenlslnlollravc d.:angns. This is; fundamcllIal prine]· 
Innucnli~1 minori ty namely. the Central Conf(r~ncc of in OIher eount~es Is In Ih~ lonll run impossible lind Ibal - pic or Zlon!\.1 ideology: ror Dnti,S~milism i) rhe rdr« 
AmrnQlllhbbis, WlIS una!tCfllbly DppD$.:d 10 h. , ~li-Sc"!ilbm -.nd !'Cl1:!culion are boIIn'!. to break OUI 10 drive lelV5lo leave)heir American 'exile' aoll settle 

ZiOftiSillislooans a:dmlt thaI it WDS Ihe llitlcri lc e~lU- 50CJnCf Of later, Zioni~m lias IIlm!)!;t II vC$led inle~t In Isra~1." 
uophe ihlltilive POSI:WIlfIZlonism ":I mOl'1lI argument In ~illrdisaiminlltion, 10 prove iLs polnt. ... There is n'o doubl th:!t withou l Ihe .'On)I~nlthIUI t.r 
to which Ihe Ciem i!e world (ould have no answer": l nd • An euminmlioo of eYents in lhe Mi<ldle Eml dCIIly" antl·Semltism, there"could be no Zlnnism: hr;c~1 has \0 

. th~1 wlwn lhe 8rhi$b Navy 'tumed Immigr.rnt shiPs away ~hows how Zionism thrivC$ on In!>CCUrily, n::~l or imlllli_ emlte In IIIIti.Semhlc lIlmD5J1bere in OI'dI:r tQ insure lloe 
from the Palotinc e03.'lI, il g~vc the JeW$ :':1 !relll moral nary. In Jewish communities Ihroughoutlhe wf>rld, and now Dr Jewi)h Inlmtvatloo to hl"llCl , lIItd nlOl'e imp"'" 
weapon." II WlI5, perhaps, 10 I:)bblhh Ihis "mont argu; . on Ihe S(H'lIltcd dlllllcrto Isncl . When lendons subside, lanlly , Ihe now uf colOSSAl nnllncial alII Wle now 1:~U';tcl) 
ment" th:tl the Zlonlst5 Ja_botalle !lChcmC!t 10 lKIinit lhe brae lis sU1gc bonier: Incidents 10 remln~ ~'orkl1cwry rionl WC.'ilem Je ..... ry. Ncsar A hm'ld 
Jewilh refugees from Easlern Europe. Aec~inlllo fr- nf Israel' s "petil:' ,and Illcir dUly 10 raise funds rOf its . Julilin Sh'Cf 

Why Zionism is under attack 
Comment 

In the paSI faw weeks a paranoIc reacllon has 
echoed IhrClugh the pagos 01 Iho weslern commer
Cial pless In response to Ihe UN loselullCln on Ihe 
racist character of ZIonism . 

A recent GazellCl edllorlal said tho rosolu llon "wi lt 
serve as a cover of reSpee laolllly for those wllh Ille 
darkesl deSigns for brInging peoples Into subjection 
10 authoritarIan power." An ertlcle In Ihe s ame paper 
had described It as an "InverSion of hIstory through 
rewriting In order to !(lrvo eurlent polilical 
ambitions." 

Tho Galetle edllorlal warned Ihal the lesolutlon 
··consliluies an Immediate end present threat" 10 Iho 
func1!Clnlng of tho UN. 

Indeed the pas t couple o f years has seen 
Imponan t changes In Ihe UN. Once an organIzation 
tOlally domlna le<! by (he US. the UN today has 
become an arena In which Iho eCluntrles and peoples 
01 Ihe third wClr ld and non-aligned nations have 
ofleetlvoly Challenged superpowor asplratl""s fClr 
world domlnal1on and slmullancously forged new 
levels of unlly among Ihemselves. 

The reSCl lution eClndamnlng ZionIsm as being 
racist Is anolher manlleslallon 01 the new third 
wClrld s olidar ity tn tha struggla lor nationa l 
Independenco and gonulne polit Ical sovereIgnty. 

A look at some ollhe major l"ues whIch 11\0 30th 
Assembly 01 tho UN Is dealing with shows that 
everywhero Impcl1allsm Is on Ihe defensive and 
pooplo's Strugglos aro p/ogrosslng; . 

A drall reso lullon submit ted by AlgerIa, China. 
and olher counlrles elms 10 remove Iho 40,000 

American troops SIIII slatloned In soulh Korea under 
Ihe Unlled Nations lIag. 

The Quc3110ns 01 Puerlo Rican Indepondenco, the 
slatur; Cll the Panama Canal Zone. Bnd lasclst 
repression In Chilo cClmmand tho allentlCln of Ihe UN 
and hetp to show how all of Latin America and Ihe 
Caribbean are becoming Imp(!rtant areas of antl-
Imperlallsl struggle. . 

The push to rovlew the UN CharIer 10 eKpand the 
power 01 Iho General Assembly whllo reslrlcllng Ihe 
power 01 the SecurIty CounCil Is also aimed at giving 
third world countries greater replesenlatlon and 
curolng the ability 01 the superpowers-Iho US and 
Ihe USSR- IO voto the demandS of tho world', 
peClples. . 

The al1ack Cln Zionism comes In Ihls con texl and 
In the contc~I of the struggle for a now wOlld 
eeonClmlc o,der based on the prinCip les 01 
sovOfclgnty, equatHy, Md mutual benefi t ralher Ihan 
on e Kplollation by ImperIalis t counlrlos. 

Israel cMtlnues to hold large socllons 01 Arab 
te"lIC1ry and arlogantly attempts to block IhO oUorts 
of tho Palesllnlan people for se!f-delermlnallon. For 
the US and the USSR, Israel Is a handy tOClI IClr 
malnla lnlng Ihe s tate 011en510n In Iho Middle East 
whlcn allow8 Ihem 10 contend for spheres o f 
Influence, places 01 stlateglc Importance, and 011 
resources . 

The commercial press wou ld have us Ihlnk Ihal 
Ihe allaCk on ZionIsm Is an anti-Semitic attack, lhill 
11 Is racist to c~1I ZIClnism racls!. 

The Gazelle editorial puts Zionism "In the 
maInstream 01 nal lonal movomcnu ... Iha t has 

brought sell·delelmlnallon nOl just to the oallon 01 
Israel, bul also 10 mosl of tha nallons Ihat now 
would brand Zionis m racist." 

This unsubSlanllated aS$orlion Ignores Ihe role 01 
ZionIsm In oppressing the PaloSlln lan poople ~nd In 
cClllaboratlng with various leading Imperlallsl pow· 
ers Ihrou ijhoul Its h lslClry . It also lalls 10 
dlHerenliatCl between the Zfonlst movement tha t 
brought people from all over Iha wOlld Inlo a land 
thaI already belonged 10 Ihe Palesllnlan people and 
the national liberation Slfuijgles which allempt to 
rid a people 01 10lelgn domlnal lCln. Tho lal lor may be 
CMr,1CI("i~ed as a national movement; Ihe former Is 
bailer characterized as a mClvemenl aga lns l a ., 

Ills through a muddled argumenl thaI Ihe Gazelle 
convinces lis leaders 01 the opposile Clf thCl lIulh . 
For Ills ZionIsm Ihal has sCllVed 10 brIng people In to 
"subjeetlon 10 authoritarIan powClr"; II Is Zionism 
that has "Invorled hlslory Ihrough rewlUlng In order 
10 selVo currelll polilical amblllons ." 

Theonly bll of trulh In the Gazolle editorIal Is tha t 
Ihe reso lullon "conSll lulOS an Immedlalo and 
present threat"to Ihe functioning 01 Iho UN, Iha t ls 
the old ImporlaUst·domlnalcd UN. 

Tha pr incipal progress;"CI lorco In Ihe world loday 
eClnslsts 01 Ihe opprossod nallons rIs ing against 
Impoliallsm, colonialism. and hegemonlsm. The 
allack on ZIonism Is n9t an allack Cln tho Jews living 
In fs'ael; !l Is another step forward In the slruggle 
a9~1~~ ~ ,allldcelogy Ihal ls used for the Clpp,csslon 
01 people. 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER.4. 1975 - n rowan 
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Rodinson: 

Is peace in the Middle East possible? TUESDAY, NOVEM6 ER 4, 1975 

by Marc Casslnl 
Prolessor Maxlme Rodlnson. 

on a two· day Quebec visit from 
France and consldcr(ld an el

perl on the Middle East, deli
vered an appraisal of the Arab· 
Israeli situation lasl Bvenlng In 
Ihe Parlsh.llall 01 Mary aueen 
ollha World CllurCh. 

Rodlnson was Invlled to 
speak bv Ihe Committee for 
Peace In the Middle' East, 
which. since lIS establishment 

. last November hillS bun advo· 
catlng that a Iree and Indepen
dent Palesllne be set up under 
1M auspices of a Geneva 
conlerance. 

Rodlnson prefaced his 
speeCh wllh lhe quosHon: " Is 
pea~e Impossible?" and added 
tha~ tl)e. a!ternatlves lacing Ihe 

b~l lIgcren's are lolal mil itary ders 'Paleslinoc::enlrlsm', 
victory or comproml~e. Rodlnson peppered a targEt 

"The lo'ot 01 lhe p.oblem," part 01 his speech with sarcasm 
sal<l AOdlnson In characteristic directed primarily al ItIIt lela
Pari sian drawl , "I s Ihat th e tlonshLp between lIle Jewish 
slate 01 ISIMI was established railh and Zionist polnl,<s. "Orl

~ I n 1948 amidst Arab nations g lnally. lha Jews as a whole 
who were sel agalnsi ll." were paradoKlcally against 

He addreS$ed this IIlKlsllon Zionism," sa id Rod.lnson. 
by tocuslng on Zionist nplra- "S, angetu enough" ne d-
lions 111 Palestine. "Hew ean _ :. ' , II 
Palestine whlth has hi I I ,. ded, there was flO density 01 

, S or Cil Jewish population where Zion-
Iy been an Arab slalo. logh;ally Ism emerged whll. nallo al. 
become JewiSh?" ism usually springs up In ar~as 

ROllinson believes. however. with COJ'lglomcrations 01 like· 
Ihal Zlonlsl Ideology was his· mlnd(ld people." 
lorlcally Inevitable. "Evanls," 
he stated. ""and the traditional 
messianic asplrallons 01 1M 
Jewish lalth have pointed to 
Jowlsll na!lonalism," a pheno· 
monon that Rodlnson con31· 

Pan 01 his exposit ion was 
devoted to the misunderstand· 
Ings that have plagued Arab
Israeli relations. "A basic ono Is 
thallhe Arab language has only 
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one word tor both nationalism "A total Arab victory." said 
and nallonailly. In other words, Rodlnson. "which would Imply 
the Arab nations Interprel Zlon- the conquest 01 Israel. and a 
Ism as the asserllon 01 a victory lor Palestine Liberation 
nationality-which Zion ists are OrganlzaHon (Pl O), Is equally 
not." Inconceivable." . 

Rodlnson clitlcized Iha Jew- Rollinson believes that com· 
Ish tendency to consider Ihem. oromlse Is tho sole solullon. 
selves In the same light Ihal He considers the eSlabllsh· 
Manelsts see the prolelarlal_ menl 01 a Iree and Independent 
lhe embodiment 01 all explolt- Palestine essentlat. Rodln30n 
atlon and misery." also beTieves lhal Israeli con-

quests will have 10 3land. 
Rodinson finally retulned 10 Peace. a~coldlng to Rodin. 

his Initial question: ""Is peace son Is Impossible. "The year 
Imposslblo?"" 1948 was supposed to be Ihe 

Rodlnson said thai a total end 01 Middle East catastro· 
Israeli military victory. which phea. eut both ,Idas have 
would lorce Ihe Arab nations to committed horlors since then. 
fecogn ize recent Israeli con- . It Is only 1000Ical." Rodlnson 
que'sIs and to accapl Isreal! cont lnuted. "that bolh sid es 
occupation 01 captured lerrltor· wlll Und a place tor hOllor In the 
les. Is Inconceivable. · IuIUIC." .. 

Middle East 
coalition -
f d 

Another objective is the formn-

orme tion or 'V nrious study groups .to 
thoroughly research nrr:..irs in the 

. Middle East, nnd kcep the public 

iP ........ ~A~R~A~B!ST!U~D~E~N!T~S ........ tn 
and THE ARAB CENTRE 

by l.IndaSimmons·. 

A con(crencl!' at McGill tonight 
on the current Middle East 
situation marks the first activity of 
n new group. the Middle East 
Anti·lmperialist Coalition. 

, _'~ 'h~ group..: I?Un.d .. e_~ ~h~ee w~;.~~ 
ago, is based ()n three prInciples! 
(lnli·imperialism, nnti·zionism, and 
support for the liberation struggles 
of th e ~ 1':l.l estini!ln5 !Ind ' other 
peoples in the Middle East. 

"The coalition "lVas (ounded 
because mllny people felt there was 
a [lIck or objcctive inrortnation on 
the Middlc East, especially during 
nnd after the October war," a 
spokesman for the group 5:lhh 

He snld thc.toalltion plans tog'lve 
tho public :1 "truer poinl.o(.view 
than that which so lar hilS been 
presented in the blnsed Weslern 
media" 
"On~ or our main objectives will 

be to inform prClgrellSive people in 
Quebec on u wide,sC3le basis about 
the liberation Cause in the Middle 
Easl," he snld. 

in(orl1u,:d on dcvcl~pmen15 Lhere. 
- " ) think the Middle EasL problem 
is relevant to Quebecojs since they 
o:re arteeted by the oil cutb3Cts," he 
said. "I think the)' should realize 
what Is happening," 

"The 111ddle East question isn't B 
regional problem any more. !l's an 
international question lind alt those 
who wor k COl' p~IlCC and jus tice 
should be concerned about it," 

Coalition activities, Including 
('nnfMcn('('s. lIr(' only ' in th(' 
planning sluge, ~ubjeel to the 
decision of the committeI..'. 

The coalition is a Montrcal·baseu 
organizatiorl wiLh eight member 
~OUIL<j. (IS . well ns unaffiliated 
Individunl members, It is not a 
univcr~it:r-bascd .. ,.roupo ·but draws 
its membcfs from studen ts, 
tcnche.rs and w()rkcrs, 

Although the coalition hopes to 
nUrnet new membcr.5, a spokcsmnn 
&<lid e Inrge following was not 
important. "rrs a quesllon nol of 
nllmbers, but or quali ty," he snld. 

"We wallt pi:>opl(' to develop 
thllir polilie:tl eonsciausness in 
reE;ilrds to the Middle Enst 
9uestion," the spokesman said. 
'They must be nble to undcrstnnd 
the problem and the enemy they . 
lire facing, wherever they arc, IIrc • 
the s<lme - imperiall3m ... . 

Present 

PALESTINE 
DAY 

On Nov 13, 1974, Yasser Aralal, head 01 the 
PLO, declared al the UN General Assembty 
t hat a lust and lasting peace In the M.E. Is 
onty possIble with the totat restorallon to the 
Palestin ian people of It$ leg itimate and 
historical rlQhl. 

Featuring: Arepresentatlve of the PLO 
Films 

Friday, Nov 14at 12:00 Noon 
Union Building Ballroom 
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7.5.  Cotler and the Media Messaging Distortion of UNESCO (1974-1975) 

 

It just so happened that during the November 10, 1974, founding conference of the Canadian Professors for 

Peace in the Middle East, UNESCO convened its annual General Conference from October 17 to 

November 23 in Paris, France. The UNESCO conference marked a significant shift in its international 

policies in two ways: the appointment of a new Director General, Amadou Mahtar M’Bow of Senagal, the 

first ever representative from Africa. A background profile of M’Bow was featured in the February 1975 

monthly edition of the UNESCO Courier. The other part of that shift, in unification with the United Nations 

General Assembly, was the international recognition and implementation of human rights and civil liberties, 

and the congruent permission of “representatives of fourteen African liberation movements accepted as 

observers as well as the Palestine Liberation Organization” at the conference.  
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Out of the UNESCO conference came a resolution critical of Israel’s continued “alteration of the cultural 

and historical character of Jerusalem.” “On November 20, 1974, the UNESCO General Conference 

voted on a resolution which “condemns Israel for its attitude which is contradictory to the aims of the 

Organization as stated in its constitution”.” As stated in the UNESCO Courier edition of November 1974, 

“earlier this year the UNESCO Executive Board at its 94th Session (May 20 to June 28, 1974) had 

“condemned Israel’s persistent violation of the resolutions adopted by the General Conference and the 

Executive Board.” 

 

The December 1974 edition of the UNESCO Courier included a statement by Alberto Obligado, 

UNESCO’s Assistant Director General for Communications, regarding the November 1974 resolution 

about Israel. Obligado clarified misrepresentations published in the international mass media after the 

conference, misrepresentations communicated to the media by pro-Israeli networks and academics.   

 

It was reported in the New York Times on November 26, 1974, that on November 25th France’s Secretary 

of State for Women, Francoise Giroud, commented that UNESCO’s decision “was shocking in my eyes 

with regard to Israel.” A written protest manifesto endorsed by 31 French intellectuals were “charging 

UNESCO with “spiritual abolition of Israel”.” Of those 31 intellectuals, were “Laurent Schwartz, a 

Trotskyite, who is a mathematician; Raymond Oron, a conservative who is a sociologist; Simone de 
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Beauvoir and Jean-Paul Sartre; Eugen Ionesco, Arthur Rubenstein, Jean-Louis Barrault, actor-director, and 

Francois Jacob, a Nobel Prize-winner for medicine.” The ‘protests’ originating in France triggered 

international eruptions.  

 

“Spiritual abolition of Israel,” was potent, poisonous, super-charged suggestive language carefully chosen 

to attack both the Arab nations and the United Nations, words which were later adopted in newspaper 

advertisements in the United States and Canada by newly created Ad Hoc Committees, such as the one 

sponsored in January 1975 under the chairmanship of McGill University Professor Irwin Cotler in Canada.   

 

 
 

The fallout of criticism against the UNESCO resolution took hold internationally, repeated by syndicated 

newspaper columnists, in bold headlines, and in letters to the editor. What was almost entirely overlooked 

by newsprint reporters was a breakdown of why the UNESCO resolution had been adopted, failing to 

counter the widespread, unmitigated propaganda. Such analysis did appear randomly but was drowned 

against a sea of distracting choirs with pro-Israel statements made by high-ranking statesmen and a host of 

others, statements and allegations that had nothing to do with the underlying facts.  
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Binyanmin Mazar, the archeological professor at Hebrew University, called the UNESCO resolution 

“intellectual terrorism.” 82 After the June 1967 Six-Day-War, Israel’s Ministry of Religious Affairs, Israel 

began excavation projects and altering structures within the old City of Jerusalem under former occupation. 

In October 1971, the Jordanian government filed a complaint with UNESCO, concerning the project work 

of Rabbi Perla, who supervised a tunnel being bored beneath the ‘Wailing Wall.’  

 

“Even Israeli archeologists are baffled as to what Rabbi Perla is tunneling for, and not archeologists 

are employed on the work – only engineers. Archeologists see the tunnel’s purpose as religious and 

not scientific. Respected archeologists say that King Solomon’s temple did not lie anywhere in the 

direction of the tunnel. Critics of the Wailing Wall tunnel make a case that it has been primarily 

responsible for the cracking and the near collapse of valuable medieval buildings located above the 

excavation, the most important of which is the Ribat Kurd, a Moslem hospice dating from AD 1293. 

Once the cracking occurred, architects and environmentalists raised an outcry.” 83 

 

The elevated international criticism of what was a reasoned measure by UNESCO upon the State of Israel 

became an unbridled and manipulative stunt by pro-Israeli spin masters. The irrational counter measures 

were meant to fan the flames, to turn the public against the United Nations, a body which had just officially 

invited liberation movement spokesmen, like the Palestine Liberation Organization, to sit as observers. 

 
82 Arabs, Jews Battle on New Front - - Restoring Old Jerusalem, Fresno Bee, December 29, 1974. 
83 Tunnel in Jerusalem at heart of dispute – Why UNESCO acted against Israel, Ottawa Citizen, January 7, 1975. 
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Destruction 'of to,wn _ Ooen season on UN a~encies 
Canada won't UNESCO fans fire' 

put blame 
I Canada should pull out of UNESCO . on . Israel 

Israel · Scientists, Nobel Prize winners 

shuns shun UNESCO for banning Israel 

tJNESC() Israel action protest 

Entertainers, boycott UNESCO 

How sick ~anada should shun a perverted UNESCO 

• U.N.? 
I 

UN agencies bloodied 
I 

lS 

Intellectuals Anti-Israel lllove 
Rap UNESCO hurts UN agency 

Israel Ban 
Support for UN 

Vi' ESCO issue 
is ladinl( in U.S. Stal·s 

rall~y I Anti-Israel vote hurts UNESCO 
I 

to Israe1 
I Backlash worries UNESCO I 

'&ycott of UNESCO urged I Israel boycotts UNESCO I 
over ban on aid to Israel 

I u.s. upset, re-examines ties with UN I 

Theologians ' cOi1~enin 
I 30 musicians boycott UNESCO I UN's pro-Arab .~tand 



200 

 

 

 

Palestinians tutn out 
To)'onto 8 PhDs for 

No".~t;,\974 UN debate 

at defies assassination vow .- " . . ,f 
, '" • , 

, .. 
BICCEST SECliRln · FOElCE in ,,, .... \'(Irk Waldo,f A,tori~ 1101.1 t menlb..., o>f 

. bistory is g""ding l~ s~fttY o( ;\rab guerrilla 
I \,lIj.~r :\r.hllod.y. Policemtn li".,d up in Inc 
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From January 20 to January 24, 1975, the Canadian Ad Hoc Committee for Human Rights ran at least five 

large size ads, titled “In the Name of Human Rights:” in the Ottawa Citizen and Montreal Star (20th); the 

Ottawa Journal (21st); the Globe & Mail (23rd); and the Montreal Star (24th), the ads which included the 

words, “spiritual abolition of Israel.” The identified chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee was Irwin Cotler.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The manifesto wording of the second half, or lower part, of the ad was identical to the American “We 

Protest” ads that began to run in California / Hollywood press from December 17 to December 30, 1974. 

The American and Canadian manifesto ads not only distorted the facts, but also included an extreme, far-

fetched statement about an impending, consequential threat of Israel’s “physical annihilation,” to promote 

public doubt and anger towards UNESCO and the United Nations. The doom-minded statement was a 

translation made by “French intellectuals” in late November 1974 from their public declaration: 

~!~!;~~~~~1f:~i~]~lot~U:lnes~CO[~;I:.~v;lo~tlng to withhold a~slstance' fr9m Israel and in denying Israel the right of repre--of the-regions into which Unescp has divided its operations, has aroused world· 
this subversion of Unesco - in defiance of Unesco's own constitutional mandate 
I II renowned scholars, writers, artists and scientists, including Nobel taurea· 

the activities' of Unesco. We herewith the Declaration of a number 
on the occasion of the . 

r~fused to Include Israel tn any of its regional groupings. As a result. the 
In any regional activity of Unesco. 

that this was to I i that Israel and its heritage. belong to all of mankind. But no, if Israel 
neith,er In AsIa (as was Australia) nor In Europe (as was Canada), this means that she belongs 

I - -- •• ow'he.ec ..••. elv. Israel-does not exist. 
not be deceived by the !'Administrative" form of this device, for some states, whose systems are 

hardly partial to freedom of thought, arrogate to themselves the right to decide in what region of. the world a country 
belongs. 

They have decl~ that Israel does not have the right to exlsl: therefore, she does not exist. 
The splrltual abolition of Israel/ustifies in advance her physical annihilation. It is the extermination process per· 

fected by the totalitarian systems 0 the twentleth century. We know how It cost the lives of tens of millions of men 
and women. . 

Unesco is the U.N. Organizatlon.whose responsibility is to protect education, science, and culture. What has just . 
taken place represents a perversion, a reversal of its role. 

The unde!slllfled henceforth refuse to collaboralel. this body so 1001 as ~ does not·prove, 
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~¥!~~o~ ~l=al'on 
In$fltjJle or Mon/ieal 
JACQUES GOtlBOUJ 
Aulhor 
MICtlmECU[RlN 
1I0vell~ ' 

'"SOli "'0 YOlk (jn/V6Brt y 
ROOt:RT +t:NRY 
f~D0~I(f~~ Uu"bec 

SHAUN HERRON 
Author 

GERHARO HERZBERG 
No!1elllwreate 
l VONEL G. ISRIIElS 
lx~cu(/v" Vi/eclar 
HENRV HICKS 
President. 
/);llhausl/J Umvel,Uy 
' .... '(1''"_. ' ....... 111 ... 1 
(_II~ ... I .. UNi~O 

ANTONIQ lA"'!I~ 

g;~~~:;r;;'l~ t.:~~:tu,,, 
JACQUES lAURIN 
'/J;reclar [dilranl 
del'Hamme 

. IRVINC I,AfTQN 
York UmveUt ly 

ROGm LAME.LI .... 
PUIlliSllt'l 
LJ Pftl!.!.!! 
C. 6. MatPHERSON 
U1lIveTSI/Y of 10ro"'o 

GILLES MMcom 
Umversl/y 01 "'on/rtl~f 
51S1ER MAR!E-NOEUE 
/)irccIOl. 
Cefllrtl/,:,·Ca·L/ 
HER6(Rl MARX 
Universtty 01 Mon/le.!1 
SIMONE MASER 
Umvcrslly of Ottawa 
NORMAN MAY 
York University 
MAVOR MOORE 
Pld'/Wflght 
fERNANDOuru.rrlE 
Au/lrar 
JEAN OUEllmE 
lItt/ver$lly 01 Montredl 
1tt(lMASG. PAWL 
Uwvers,(y 01 Oll.1 l'1a 
(:U~MONr PEPIN 

WIU Bi~Ar,iRtClAT£D. 

J[AN·CUY PILON 
Ilrl lSl icOlre£l", 
11,1dirH:.1~ild.' 

rRANCIS RfGAlD1ES 
Unlversily 01 MonlrlMI 

JtAN-lOUIS ROUX 
[),rec/Of 7heil/IO 
du NOOllllilIJI;<OIlrie 

FRAt"jKSH.JSlm 
ERNEST SlRlUCK 
President. 
UnIversity of Malll/ob.) 

ARNOLD SPOHR 
AIlIsliC Q"ae/or 
Royal Wmnt!)e8 Ballel 

lEONARD STONE 
/lenelal t.an"ger 
IVlnnlpeg S'/m!Jhonv 
t/AROLO lOWNE 
ill/lsI 
ANORE lREMBlAY Umvelsl/l of ..,onlreal 

GILLES lREMBlAV 
Compos. , 
MICHEllREMBtAY 
PllJYWflghf 

IVAN V\.ASIC 
l~cGIII U1lIV'ISlly 
JOHN WAYNE 
WILLIAM WITHROW 
mleclor lui Gilller1 
tJ Ofl lllr,o 
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The cultural commission of UNESCO has refused to include Israel in any of its regional groupings. 

As a result, the Jewish State will not be able to participate in any regional activity of UNESCO.  

One might think that this was to indicate that Israel and its heritage belong to all of mankind. But no, 

if Israel has been placed neither in Asia (as was Australia) nor in Europe (as was Canada), this means 

that she belongs nowhere: namely, Israel does not exist. 

One should not be deceived by the “administrative” form of this device, for some states, whose 

systems are hardly partial to freedom of thought, arrogate to themselves the right to decide in what 

region of the world a country belongs. 

They have decided that Israel does not have the right 

to exist; therefore, she does not exist. 

This spiritual abolition of Israel justifies in 

advance her physical annihilation. It is the 

extermination process perfected by totalitarian 

systems of the twentieth century. We know how it cost 

the lives of tens of millions of men and women. 

UNESCO is the U.N. organization whose 

responsibility is to protect education, science, and 

culture. What has just taken place represents a 

perversion, a reversal of its role. 

 

The French supporters of their November 1974 manifesto 

were attributed in Cotler’s ads: Raymond Aron, Jean-Louis 

Barrault, Simone De Beauvoir, Jacques Bergier, Alain 

Besancon, Roger Braun, Diomede Catroux, Pierre Chaunu, 

Jean Daniel, Jacques Ellul, Pierre Emmanuel, Georges 

Friedmann, Henri Gouhier, Bernar Halpern, Eugene 

Ionesco, Francois Jacob, Claude Lanzman, Emmanuel 

Leroy-Ladune, Andre Lwoff, Jacques Madaule, Henri 

Irenee Marrou, Daniel Meyer, Albert Memmi, Kostas 

Papaioannou, Francois Perroux, Madeleine Renaud, Michel 

Riquet, Marthe Robert, Emile Roche, Denis De Rougemont, 

Claude Roy, Arthur Rubinstein, Nathalie Sarraute, Jean-

Paul Sartre, Laurent Schwartz, Andre Et Simone Schwart-

Bart, Mannis Sperber, and Jean Ullmo. 

 

There were 75 Canadian note-worthies in Cotler’s ad who 

associated themselves with the ad declaration, including 

television star Frank Shuster and distinguished literary critic 

author Northrup Frye.  

 

The San Francisco “Bay Area Ad Hoc Protest Committee” 

ad that ran on December 17, was chaired by Owen 

Chamberlain, and co-chaired by Arthur Kornberg. The “WE 

PROTEST” ad included 95 signatories from the University 

of California, Berkeley, 76 from Stanford University, 18 

from the University of California Medical Center, 20 from 

San Francisco State University, 31 individuals from the Bay 

Area, and 64 well-known celebrities, such as comedian Jack 

Benny, Edward Teller, Arthur Schlesinger Jr., Kurt 

Vonnegut, and Noam Chomsky from MIT.  
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This may be your only opportunity 
to obtain Israel's magnificent 

David Ben-Gurion Silver Commemorative Coin 

A bmtted flU .. ber of 
BrilHIInt Undrcalated 
com_oratfve coias 
.,. ... U.ble 
excIIIsiYelti throtlgh 
thP.pedal 
InviUtio_ .. the 
ofRdalluue price. 

This DeNrrW •. lMth an oI1he pride 
thal llCComfl/lninlh" un~iling 01 a ...aje"llc 
wor'.< cI aot.lhe a..rokOi kralll willHue 
a suptrb silver commemoratw (oin hooorin~ 
Israel's 11rs! PtYne MiniSlef and Mfr<sIer 01 
DOlfenw. DeW! Ben-Gurion. nw ~aul~"lcoin is 
a prolound and filling tribute to.,.... of the most 
remar.1lbIe ~odt>B of tMlWO! ntielh centul',t A11hough 
ttw. VMI trnIjorityof lhe ]75.000 coins minted Mve 
~fre~bHn re5('1'\I2d on ~ ..,b.crip!ion ~ bo,o 
<>Cting prompt;,. you cen ,till obtain this OU1S1. rKiing 
memono] .. ..,e. 

Legal Tender of Hislolit Signific~ncl! 
ThE:.r au comn'II!morative coin be~" an ellquisile relief porIrait 
of fmers most d~lngukhed Slalesrrwon....oo.e name ~nd datesof birth 
aod dealh are al50 'n!nibed in Hebrew and English. ThE: denomi"' · 
100-25 I$l'ileli ~tQI_appelmi on the obw~ in Hebrew loge1hn with 
lhe word ··ISfbel""1n Heb~ EnQIish ~nd ....... A ~ny SI~, of llM:l 
mini mark indicating the OfliCiar g<M!mme nt mint at..wt\l~m tppea" 
beiowlhe emblem 01 Illilill E..cll coin is a lul37mm in diarlwler and 
CCIIlIains 26 gl~ms of sim .935. With~' coin. allO add~ional cosl. 
~..oJ) receiue an anfiJCtiI.o£ ple5('ntalion case and an iU~SI"'led 
b<oct... rl! desr:riblng lhe lie and limes of"""" 8en.c;unon. 

" 

-..,.. .... "' ... , .... .,_ ..... ... 
n..""""""p ..... _ ... ~ ..... "'" 

The opportunltylor \.OJ to Il!«M! thb ~ commemollllive ;.sue Is 
""'<Ie p;)5Sibk! t>:clu ..... lyq.- lhe Ameril:an ~I Numi5malic Assexialion 
In puosuil ot itsgool \0 encoolll9" a ']1'eMef kflCNAedge and apptedaUon 
of I ..... ~ numismatics. Tooblain 1")11' ~ althe Qriginallswe plial 
estabIshed b,o k,ocI, .implycomplete In. coupon on !his pilge and return 
~ with tile approPl""'te remirtan<:e. PIe...., ""'" thot om,.OfIe au com· 

m<:'moraIioIe is lIVail>blo1 perl"'"'>". 

I'lmeriotan \srul Numismatic A<sociBllon.Inc:. 
c/o American Bank & Tnrli Company 
70 Wan SI'HI. New York. N.Y. 10005 

YES' P\eMe send me I siWrBriDillnll.Jndm:laled 
Dallid Ben·Gurion Commm.orative IL25coin .!\he 
oIIicilollHue prior 01 S25 po..s 52 !of ohlpping and 
kand\ng. 

I enclost c;ht<k or m<>neyortk. to tile O«!e. of 
AmerlcanBMk& TruS! Comj)/lll\l 

New York CiIy II!Si<kmts bdd $2-(8'(,1 SlI\es , ..... 
No:w Yook SIal. "'~nl!l ~ U7S- 17'l.! sale"lax. 

Paymenle"dowd S __ _ 

Add~s __________________________________ _ 

C·~/ ____________________________________ __ 

Slale' ___ _ ____ ~----" •• ~-----
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Israel ancl Canada 
The Great 

Ciet -Together 
In February of '76 a great many 

Canadians will be vis iting Israel to 
participate In the Fourth Nat ional 
Convent ion 01 the Canadian Zionist 
Federation . Representing eleven con
st ituent Zionist organizations of na
tional stature, the Federation has 
planned a most dynamic and imag in
ative program which wil l take partici
pants to all parts of the country and 
give them an opportunity to meet Is-

raet's heroic people ... from govern
ment leaders to c ity folk , to farm ers in 
the fie ld. This event will represent a 
milestone in the history of warm and 
friendl y relations between Canada and 
Israel .. and 11 you would like to 
come along , we'd be 
happy to have you wi th 
us! Contact us for 
more information . 

....... 1. 
ZIonlom 
ZIonlom 
1,1" ... 

Canadian Zionist 
A tlan t ic Region : 

1551 South Park Street, Halifax, N.S. 
B3J 212 (902) 422-7491 

National Convention In Israel-
A Milestone For Canadian Zionists 

elF Convention Chairman Loui s 
O. Slivar reports that preparations for 
the Fourth National Convenllon 0' 
the canadIan Zionist Federation, 
scheduled to be held In Israel Irom 
February 9 to 18, 1976 are In high 
gear. The response to early releases 
was overwhelming and registration Is 
In fuU swing. The slogan "Israel is 
Zionism - Zionism Is Israel" under
scores our prlorilles. 

Zionists as well as unaffiliated 
members of the Jewish community 
are laking advantage 01 the excep· 
Iional conventIon Hlp package of
fered ($670 from Montreat) which 
Ineludos roturl'l liIght by 1:1 AI Jet, lie 
luxe accomodatlon al Hilton HOlets 
In Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, Israeli 
breakfasts and several additional 
meals , as well as all convention 
program features : maetlngs with 
promlnant Israelis, touring , work· 
shop e)(curslons for speclsl Interest 
groups , snd much more. Arrange· 
ments for elCtended steys In Israal are 
possible upon request. 

Planned for convention delegates 
snd observers are gatherings ad· 
dressed by the President, the Prime 
Minister, the Mlnlstarof Defense,tne 
Leader of the Opposition, cabinet 
members, the Mayor of Jeruslaem 
and other luminaries. 

tsraeU e)(perts wi ll give back
ground talks during "workshops on 
wheels", focuslno. on topics such as 
Economy and Industry; Defensa ; 
Allyah and Absorption ; Educsllon ; 
PollUca; Medical, Health and Re
search Institutions; Devetoplng Ur
ban Communities, and Mlnorilles. 
The enllre program combines touring 
with an In-depth study of the 
contemporary Israeli scene. Slghl-

seeing e)(curslons wIll cover msny 
points of ,",Istorlca' and archeOlogical 
Interesl , 011 the beaten lrack and not 
accessible to regular 10U\SlS. 

Requests for detailed, 12-ppge 
brochure, reservations and depol.'ta 
should be directed 10 the C.Z:F. 
Regional CUlce at 1551 South Park 
St ., Hauta)( Tel. 422-7,491. 

LeU to right Lou Sliver and Dr. Leon Kronltz In _ u.alern with. 
Shimon Perea who h .. accepted an InvUation to be gunt apeak.r.t the 
ClF Con'lInllon In l. raeL 



205 

 

7.6.  Cotler and the Zionism as Racism Engagement 

 

Cotler’s appointment and role as special spokesman for the Ad Hoc Committee for Human Rights came 

into play once again one year later with a new assembly of advertisement signatories. In ads published in a 

few major Canadian newspapers in British Columbia (Vancouver Sun), Ontario (Ottawa Journal) and 

Quebec (Montreal Star) from January 26 to 28, 1976, they included the support of 126 named individuals: 

60 Members of Parliament (including NDP Tommy Douglas), 11 Senators, 21 representatives from 

Canadian universities and colleges, and so on. It is not known if similar ads appeared in the United States. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NOVEMBER 10, 
1975 

The day the U.N. voted 
against itself. 

( 
The United Nations Resolution of 10 November. 
1975 equating. Zionism with racism. is not only a 
dreadful untruth but it also endangers the future 
effectiveness of the United Nations. 

This Arab bloc sponsored resolution Is an attempt 
to legitimizeanti-Semitism everywhere and contin
ued aggression against Israel. Zionism is the 
expression of the Jewish people 's right to and 
desire for national life and self-determination - for 
survival itself. The General Assembly. by this 
action, has symbolically voted to dismantle the 
Jewish State. and in contravention of the United 
Nations Charter. has given aid and comfort to those 

who seek the destruction of a member state of the 
United Nations. 

We applaud the position of our Government and the 
Canadian Parliament for their absolute rejection of 
this resolution, which we oppose and condemn. Its 

- aim, content aria method of passage are contrary to 
the principles of the United Nations Charter and the 
International Declaration of Human Rights. 

We urge all people of good will and moral con
science to record their opposition to this infamous 
resolution in Ihe hope that the United Nalions will 
proceed with its work for the betterment of life and 
harmony among peoples everywhere. 

The following individuals associate themselves with the above statement · . 

..... ,-.. 
'rQ<l<UnIwetsI!y 
Unco/n M . ... !e .... _. M P 

E"""' .......... M.P. 
HugII ....... ......,..-.MP 

l ......... """"",,'" 
Dif.",or.Onr""''''fI.c_ 
Ut_AoI>oII<W. M.P. 
Je8t>.PaulAu<lel 
~O""Monl<e" 

... ..."e8edar" 
UnI-.l1e<.10 SIoe.b<_e 
R_Be ...... 
"'esIdenI. CKLMRadoa 
5<lnaW RhNlIIeIisIe 

"''''''ello1le ... 
~_<lUOuebec 

l_G. 8on~.M.P 

Cllrude f .-'C.C. 
~yolTo<OIIIo 
Jt-.".Jae_8IaIS, NP 

~1<I1Io<s"""."'I.11"'" 
"'_~.M.P. 

AlIce Btunel-Roc1'le ............ 
SenawSydnoy L. 8 1>C1<_ 
riOt ........... C&';k. M.P . 
Sftn.oWC~ W. c. ..... 
SoIangeCh"""~ 
"u''''''.nclJoumaWoI 
Rober! Coel",- M P . 
Rob<i<1C1>oQuene 
............. DiI>Iome. 
Josec>hC""'.MP. 
PlHlloPo r .... ~ 
Pr-.rl .... ""'...,C .. au'eI!es 
c.,._ J'a"UO' ...... 

EdllWCow. n 
~.s.I"'CII.V I~ht 

5"".IOtDa-old .... C,oI! 
Alu.".,..Cyr.MP. 
..... ,.DaYin 
VIc.OIIa College .... -E"'f'IWIU.)ICoIIn9o 

""1.1 De"II<:" 
McG •• Un/vetS1ly 
M--vDe.vorgna •. JoUtna"1 
Wan ... ~'-. M .P. 

Maurico .... OIonne. MP 
T""",,~ Oougiu. M P 

Wd.lat. Ounph~ 
l)n'V"",,'YO' Toron.o 
.... JahEPO.M.P 
R. Goo-o3onl. r slrweal ....... MP 
Ma"'eeIIF ........ t .... C.C. 
s.n.to.-E""""" .... FO'-.Cy 
Lloyd F18""".MP 
JotItI .... f' • ..,..MP 
G. S. F,,,,,,,h 
~'V c.' loronlO 
Robe<IFullord 
E<lltOt.Sat .. ~yNl5lh' 

Jean--RObe<lG."lltle<.MP 
R<>SaiMIGendron. M P 
V_, GJ,"". M P 
PoteGau,evlt<;". 
McO"'U~ 

• "",. _E. G,ay. MI'. 
laulse Ga"" .... ·Ool. BoI ..... ulhor 
Senator JolIn J ....... Gt-....... .. 
JacouesGullbaull. MP 
Rog.eo- Guindon 
11&<:tor. UnlYerdy o ' O!law~ 
lion. SI""!eyJ-iakla .... MP 
a.\lCoHIIII/(Iav. M P. 
Rober! He<'I<Y. Edllo.-·'''..:'''''1 
l .. Oueboc IlI(1ul l,1e! 

"'r><t'(lW HOQ&". MP 
SWNMHO/I. M" 

Honal<l "'flh", Hun,lfIO'on. M.P. 
AObCIflI(IlPfM.MP. 
w wa", K»boum.lllslo.-l"" 
M .. ,lnl("",rn.n. CrI.1c 
f' ...... 1(,_. 01"",1010' M .. 1Iic 
forOll'oM,Pfod",,1on 
....... """'dtlL..og,ft •• 
.0. .. 11>0<. ""~Ot 

"'<I"."nailo l ag'3-...:t 
P5~hologl.t 

Edoua'dl""".l~.AfI"1 
r",nc",.., l .IIOI IO 
Ju<l9". Ci'''M$hlo eou" 
re<n~"p Lftc"~""e 
CDllcUa M.''''''."IcIO,," 
JIICQuesl/l"M 
o.'oc,or, E<lillons<la l llommc 
"lIan L~"',c""c. M f' 
flooa M1\tOonalll. M I> 

Slsle, M"'re- Noollc 
o.,oclor. Cen!'C MI .c...·(L 

J R. Mallorv 
McG,II Un,VC!SOIy 

tle<be<l M.,.. 
Un~'si! .. <lo M"""c~1 
I>ele'PAut "'aSnl"~. 1.1.1' 
M~_ MOOIC. 0 C .• l'i3VW,;ghl 
llobe!l MUI •. MP. 

Gu. Mach.lane. M.P 
Ma,1< R. MacGulQlItI. 1.1 P • 
Han. J. "'ngus M8CL""". M I> 
SonalCN Alaullde. I'lnml"on McDonald 
Scn.1!or C .... "cs McElmnn 
SeMrorf"l<I .... M~G'nnd 
o..n McKG","'. MP 
lloberTE. MCKlnlcy. M I' 
AlCIe<:<> N1<:M1son.MI' 

....'c, Nowm." 
E<llIor. MaclGantM Do""nO 
VMlam Nlc hOl!. 
Unl.o<.ity of 8,1,I,hCOIumb,,, 

Se"alor MOtgarolf. Nor"e 
!l.lvid O,!,kow. M 1'. 

S<iO"O. O·Sul!,."".MP 
fomand 0ue!!~1!~. POOl 
JeBnOu<illIMlo 
U"lv~.sl'odo M onl,eal 

~= p.unc:Jo.Morl".I(J 

OIIIlOrI .... PMon' . M P 

D. K et.h Pe<!ner. MP 

Jean-GuyP>kIn.Poc1 
.0.,1"'" PofTela1lCe. M P. 
c..lftc!fIn<l "'I~IK"ance 
CoRcgo Ma' ........ c.or," 
~a.or JO$Io G. OU~,! 
S. "''''Ior R"IUon. M P 
.IoIlnG. Rcynokls. MP 
r,e1lCls R'lIa1dle$ 
l1nIY<:<MO(leMon"ta l 
JoItnROtIeflS.MP 

MatcdRIOU' 
Unirer$ire<10 Monl,eal 
OougIIIsRocne.MP 

Abraha<nR01"",n 
U...-5il'\l0'loronlo 

G,lIaI(Avse,m,,"·RQII> 
Sculptor 

Don"'d Ray. Monlr ..... 
M~'cel C. Roy. M P. 
S. M. Ma. Sill!sman. M P 
W~ka", C. Scan. M P 
a."al<l<".,S1>e.-mM,e,oadcas.e, 

Ga.kfSolco. 
o.,oc'o<o' Cull .. , •• Prog'.ltIlm"'ll 
M~"oooh'an ' 0'01110 

\./ ... S Sm'I~ 

!)e •• ,. OI"' ''s 
5Imon F,~_ Un,.", ... v 

n~,n •• dClte SuIo'I 
Mnn"glna E<I,'o<. SAI""<I"1 N'Q~' 

COO<ll<'lc,~ • • M""I,ul 

CM.III" TCnlDltllon. TOtOMa 
Jac:~ l . " .. ~.MP 
Cr..u-dO WBII'*. M P 
I'R,okI M W~IIe< 
Mc:G,IIU~'y 

J C WcI<Ion 
McQal Un,-""y 
l)e8n W. WIIltOWBY. M P 
Roge'C . ... OUf\1I. MP 

• affiliation for identification on ly 

AD HOC COMMITTEE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS 
P.O.B. 171, Victoria Station, Montreal 

Secretary, Rene Le Clere 
Chairman, Irwin Colier 
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At the top of the signatory list was the name of Howard Adelman, the professor 

from York University. He was a 1973 co-founder of the Canadian Professors for 

Peace in the Middle East. In December 1976, Adelman was the head of the 19-

member CPPME delegation who travelled to Israel and negotiated with Palestinians 

about problems in the Westbank.  

 

Cotler’s mysterious secretary with the Ad Hoc Committee of Human Rights, Rene 

Le Clere, the same secretary named in the first Ad Hoc Committee ad from January 

1975, immigrated to Montreal in 1963 from France. He was a dedicated monarchist, 

a “chevalier” officer “in the Noble Company of the Rose,” part of a knighthood 

“from the late King Peter of Yugoslavia,” “an offshoot of the famed Augustan 

Society,” “another branch” being “the Hereditary Order of Armigerous Augustans.”    

 

Asked how the society got its name, he said it was called after the Roman Emperor Augustus, who 

was a model of the organization. “We have 13 Canadian Augustan members, three of whom live in 

Quebec, but I’m the only one to be named a chevalier of the Noble Order of the Rose.” 

The Augustans, whose main interests are genealogy and heraldry, have their own headquarters in 

California but members from all over the world. 

“Money won’t get you in,” said Chevalier le Clere. “An applicant must produce a list of 16 ancestors, 

which in most cases requires much research.” The conferring of a knighthood in the Noble Company 

must be performed by a crowned head, but His Most Serene Highness Ernst August, Prince of Lippe, 

has the right to confer lesser titles,” he said. “Although he’s the head of the House of Lippe in 

Germany, the family lands were confiscated following the First World War. Prince Bernhard of the 

Netherlands is a member of the family.” 

Among famous Augustans are former King Umberto of Italy, the former King of Bulgaria and many 

high-ranking military and naval persons. Like the Knights of Malta and St. John of Jerusalem, the 

order is a chivalrous one. “We want members who are committed to ‘noblesse oblige’ (nobility 

obligates).” Its goals, he said, are those of the Knights Templar during the Crusades, to protect 

the poor, respect justice, defend the rights of others and love one’s country. 

He's secretary-general de la Societe des Ecrivains Canadians; Counsellar of L’Alliance Francaise de 

Montreal, and of the Canadian branch of the International P.E.N. club [an association of novelists, 

essayists, editors, poets and playrights], a life member of La 

Societe de l’Oise (France), and a member of a research group in 

French heraldry.  84 

 

With persistent headlines and editorials running in North American and 

European newsprint following the United Nations ‘Zionism as Racism’ 

resolution 3379 on November 10, 1975, by December 1975 American 

Zionists with the American Jewish Congress began a boycott campaign 

against Mexico, and then began a similar, but smaller, campaign 

against Brazil who voted for the U.N. resolution. There was so much 

pressure building in America about the U.N. resolution that New York 

City’s Council Committee on Parks, Recreation and Cultural Affairs 

unanimously approved to change “the name of part of the United 

Nations Plaza to Zion Square.”  

 

The sponsor of the bill, Councilman Henry Stern, expected that 

approval of the bill by the full Council “would be an act of 

 
84 Knighthoods bestowed on society members, The Gazette, February 2, 1978. 
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justice by the City Council, on behalf of a people whose right to exist has been challenged, both 

across the world and across from Zion Square.”  

As sponsor, Councilman Stern agreed to an amendment moving the site of Zion Square away from 

the block where the United States Mission to the United Nations is situated, and where several Arab 

missions are expected to have offices. 85 

   

It was reported that “the militant Jewish Defence League” (described in Part 9) began a campaign in 

December 1975 to follow and harass United Nations diplomats who voted in favor of Resolution 3379. 86 

In May 1976, Israel’s UN ambassador Chaim Herzog had to apologize to the Security Council, “who 

accused Jewish “terrorists” in New York of issuing threats against the Soviet mission.” 87 

 

On May 11, four months after Cotler’s January 1976 advertisement, Canada “was the only country to vote 

against two draft resolutions overwhelmingly approved by the 54-member economic and social council” of 

the United Nations. “It blamed the General Assembly’s anti-Zionism resolution last fall for compromising 

the situation.” 

 

The draft resolutions, which now go to the fall meeting of the General Assembly, were part of the 

preparatory work for a world conference in Ghana next spring on the UN Decade for Action to 

Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination. … Canada could not go along with the language of a key 

part of the first resolution, although Zionism was not specifically mentioned. In particular, Canada 

objected to a paragraph welcoming the adoption by the General Assembly of resolutions and 

measures bearing on racism, racial discrimination, apartheid, decolonization and self determination 

called for under the program for the decade. 

 

Ambassador Saul Rae, permanent head of the Canadian UN mission, 

said that despite the efforts by a number of countries to draft texts 

acceptable to all, in the Canadian view the language in the paragraph 

“can still be regarded as encompassing indirectly” the anti-Zionism 

resolution passed by the assembly last November. “Therefore, Canada 

has been given no choice but to oppose this paragraph and the 

resolution as a whole,” Ambassador Rae said. 

 

Canada also objected to a paragraph calling for convening the world 

conference in Ghana “to mobilize world public opinion and adopt 

measures likely to secure the full and universal implementation of 

United Nations decisions and resolutions on racism, racial 

discrimination, apartheid, decolonization and self-determination.”  

 

“This paragraph still contained ambiguity in its relationship to 

resolution 3379 and can be said to lend support to that unfortunate resolution,” Rae told the council. 

He noted that Canada always has opposed racial discrimination, and condemns that form 

institutionalized in apartheid in South Africa. “It is precisely because of our commitment to the 

original aims of the decade … that Canada cannot and will not accept any attempts to forge a link 

between racism and Zionism,” Rae said. 88  

 

 

 
85 City Moves to Establish a Zion Sq. in U.N. Plaza, New York Times, February 6, 1976. 
86 Jewish group begins to harass diplomats, New York Times, December 13, 1975. 
87 Israel hits Jewish group, Montreal Star, May 13, 1976. 
88 Canada adamant: Zionism isn’t racism, Vancouver Sun, May 12, 1976. 

Ambassador Saul Rae 
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THE NEW YORK TIMES, FRIDAY. NOVEAlBER tI, Ig1S 
z ) 

(l;b. ;:I.m !Jork (l;im •• fRIDAY NOVEMBER 21 1975 

THE UNITED NATIONS HAS CONDEMNED ZIONISM 
THE UNITED NATIONS HAS trnI CONDEMNED JUD-AISM 

On November 10,1975, the General Assembly of the United Natior.s voted to condemn Zionism, not ,Judaism, as a 

form of racism and racial discrimination. 
The Zionism that this resolution speaks about is a concrete , political ideology, articulated by a concrete political 

organiz.ation and which manifested itself in concrete practices, which had the effect of excluding some'people on the 
basis of their being non-Jews and including others on the basis of their,being Jews - Jewishness being defined 
officia]y by Zionism as an ethnic and not strictly a religious definition, 

IT IS ZIONISM, NOT JUDAISM THAT IS ON TRIALTODAY 
We in the Arab world welcomed and showed hospitality to the Jews who came fleeing from inquisition and 

persecution in Europe when European anti-Semitiim was driving them nto our arms; we welcomed them to come and 
share our lives and share our limited resourc~s and to have as much freedom as we oursel\'es had, because we were 
receiving them as individuals of Jewish faith . It was only when the Zionists came, and instead of the Jews saying, I should 
like to live with you, the Zionists said, I want to live in place of you; it was only when Zionism became a,hostile force in 
our midst, that, despite our hospitality to the Jews, we showed hostility toward Zionism. 

IT IS ZIONISM, NOT JUDAISM, THAT HAS BEEN CONVICTED BY THE WORLD BODY 
To insist on the identification of Zionism with Judaism is to insist that all Jews are Zionists, and, by implication~ 

attribute "eternal" political loyalties regardless of time and place. Is not that the essence of anti-Semitism, which 
objectifies the Jew, rather than see him as an ordinary human being rooted in his history, and who is likely to espouse 
any political position? The civil rights of the Jews are "sacred" insofar as human dghts are sacred, but there is notbing 
inherently sacred or profane about any political ideology, even)f it is Zionism, or any State, even if it is Israel. 

• Itis Zionism, as a political ideology and a political 
movement, that was responsible for rhe expulsion 
of two million Palestinians from their homeland, 

• It is Zionism that promulgated a Law of Return 
granting citizenship to :my Jew who landed in 
Palestine, denying the s~me to a Palestinian who 
Wai born there, 

• It is Zionism that is adamantly refusing to 
implement United Nations resolutions which 
would help lay the foul,ldations for ajust peace in 
the Middle East. 

• it is Zionism which was condemned at the 
International Women's Year Conference in 
Mexico, July, 1975, by the Organizat.ion of 
African Unity in Kampala, July, 1975, and at 
the Non-Aligned Conference in Lima, AUglJit, 
1975_ 

• It is Zionism which is denying the people of 
Palestine the exercise of their inalienable right to 
national self-determination in their homeland. 

• I t is Zionism that has been :esponsible for acts of 
terror:sm at Deir Yassin (1948 massacre of 254 
unarmed Arab villagers by' I~gun and Sterq Gang 
terrQrists) and Kafr Kasscm (1956 massacre of 47 
inhabitants of an Arab village by Israeli bO,rder 
g!Jards) and the systematic obliteration of 385 · 
Arab villages from territory occupied-by Israel, 
between 1948 and 1967. 

• It is ZiOllism that manifesrs itself in militarism and 
territorial expansionism, occupies territories by 
force, indiscriminately bombards Arab civilians 
and refugee camps, schools and hospirals. 

• It is Zionism which is systematically destroying 
the Arab character of Arab territories occupied in 
1967 and distorting the aesthetic, historical com-
plexio!l of Holy Jerusalem. . 

If criticism of Zionism is criticism of the Jewish people and of Judaism, does it then follow, by Zionist standards, 
that criticism or uazi::;llI is crilh.,ism of the German people and of Christianity'! ' 

There are many Jewish individuals, groups and organizations within Israel itself and in this country who are 
opposed 'to Zionism, Jews who are non-Zionists, and Jews who are anti-Zionists. In fact, the first objections and 
opposition to the doctrines of Zionism as a political ideology were aired by prominent Jewish intellectua1s and 
prominent Jewish· organizations. We reject the claim of Zionism to be coextensive with the Jewish people. And 
therefOJe we reject the claim of Zio~ism that to be anti-Zionist is to be mti-Jewish and anti-Semitic, 

ZIONISM HAS NO IMMUNITY 
ZIONISM DESERVES CONDEMNATION! 

ARAB INFORMATION CENTER 

747 THIRD AVENUE, NEW YORK, N.Y. 10017 
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Part 8.  Fayez Sayegh: Mover, Shaker and Resolution Maker 

 
The general vitriol by American and international media – stimulated by Israeli, American and Canadian 

Zionists and prominent federal supportive politicians who demonized United Nations November 1975 

Resolution #3379, including the demonization of the United Nations – failed, of course, to investigate and 

to debate the Resolution’s veracity. To have done so, and to acknowledge its applicable, ethical framework, 

meant openly criticizing the Zionist Israel project and its flimsy, immoral foundation, thereby criticizing the 

United States’ highly questionable and supportive role, which would inevitably equate the project with 

public growing disdain of South Africa apartheid under investigation by the United Nations. All hands were 

on deck by America’s influential Israel lobby to emotively manoeuvre the media vessels to prevent such a 

catastrophic fate, which would, nevertheless, inevitably unfold and gain international traction from 2022 - 

2024. By extension, academics, and institutional professors at the time, like Irwin Cotler, would fail to 

acknowledge and engage, intentionally or not, in recognizing its veracity at the immediacy of the 

Resolution’s passage and in the decades to follow. That was the nature of the Zionists’ political game. 

 

The context and story behind the much-maligned resolution, and Israel’s evolving extended propaganda in 

the late 1970s onward to equate terrorism to Arab peoples, and with fueling the onset of Islamophobia, is 

inextricably tied to dislodging the influential fabric and significant societal role that the intellectual Fayez 

Sayegh particularly had on transforming the thinking of the American, Canadian, and international public.  

 

Fayez Sayegh’s role as initial prime mover and shaker have largely been forgotten. As someone thoroughly 

grounded in the operations of the United Nations, as an academic philosopher keenly interested in primary 

research history of the Middle East, as a passionate advocate for fellow forsaken Palestinians, Sayegh was 

the primary mover and manager of the unshakable and armor-piercing Resolution #3379. 

 

Sixteen years previous, described in a special February 19, 1959, edition of the Caravan weekly newspaper 

in glowing tribute to him, Dr. Fayez A. Sayegh: Missionary of Arabism in America, Sayegh was a pillar, a 

celebrated, popular ambassador and learned statesman for the Arab world. He so excelled in his oratory and 

written craft, that it was indeed a rare moment that someone had the means to counter his arguments in 

either open, or written, debate. A key revelation reported by the Caravan is that even academically trained 

Zionists particularly feared to engage in open debate with him because of his intimate knowledge and wit.  

 

During the past four years, Dr. Sayegh has received general recognition as the most outstanding Arab 

spokesman in the United States. Dr. John C. Campbell, writing in the New York Herald Tribune, put 

it this way: “For years he has been the most indefatigable and probably the most effective defender of 

the Arab cause on the lecture platforms and the radio and television channels of America. He has 

fought the propaganda battle of Palestine from coast to coast, acquitting himself well in what has 

been, to say the least, an uphill struggle.” 

 

Dr. Sayegh’s vast and widely read writings have become the “Bible” of the Arab position on every 

question that has arisen during recent years. Leading colleges, foreign-affairs groups, and other 
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organizations have literally waited in line to schedule him as a speaker, and he has become a familiar 

figure over radio and television. 

 

Feared by Zionists 

Dr. Sayegh has proved so effective in speaking on the 

Arab-Israeli conflict that the Israeli agencies do not have 

a single speaker who would dare engage him in a public 

debate! This is an incredible fact if one considers the 

virtually unlimited resources of the Zionists and the 

efficiency of their world-wide propaganda machine. 

 

Most Americans, including many enlightened ones, know 

surprisingly little about the current Arab world. Our 

schools and public information sources have been lax in 

this respect. Perhaps we have been unduly influenced by 

Hollywood films, which present the typical Arab as a 

hooded, robed, bearded polygamist, who sits in front of a 

tent and puffs on a water pipe, while dreaming of 

additions to his harem [Lawrence of Arabia?]. 

 

As an added 

complication, the 

American public 

has tended, perhaps 

unknowingly, to 

view the Arab 

world through the eyes of the hostile Zionist propagandists and 

their sympathisers. No one can seriously deny that the Arab 

position has never been adequately presented in the United 

States. Nearly all the press-radio-television facilities tend to 

parrot the familiar Israeli line. Yet, in spite of these obstacles, 

Dr. Sayegh has managed to make incredible strides in getting 

the Arab message across to many Americans. 

 

As a beginner, there is the rather obvious fact that Dr. Sayegh’s 

output during the past four years has been nothing short of 

staggering. Pursuing a pace-that-kills schedule, he has 

travelled to every major city in the United States, participating 

in over 50 foreign affairs conferences, appearing on more than 

240 radio and television programs, lecturing on the campuses of at least 125 colleges and universities, 

and speaking to countless numbers of church, civic and fraternal groups. 

 

Between these personal appearances, Dr. Sayegh has seldom taken time to rest. Somehow, he has 

found time to conduct painstaking research and to author a score of articles, booklets, and 

monographs, among them Palestine Refugees, League of Arab States, Arab-Israeli Conflict, Strife in 

the Holy Land, Record of Israel in the United Nations, Communism in Israel, Arab Plight in the Holy 

Land, Suez Controversy, and Turmoil in the Middle East. Dr. Sayegh’s articles on Arab affairs have 

been printed in various publications. He has been interviewed by hundreds of reporters and 

newscasters. Since May 1957, he has written a weekly column for the CARAVAN, America’s most 

widely circulated English-language newspaper devoted to Arab affairs. 

 

“Dr. Sayegh is a sincere, 
loyal servant of the Arab-
speaking peoples and their 
great Awakening which 
Westerners prefer to call 
the Arab Nationalism. He is 
to the Arab World what St. 
Francis of Assisi was to the 
Church – a completely 
dedicated man whose 
fidelity and devotion to 
Arabism transcends all 
possible money, ambition, 
fame, comfort, health … 
everything!” 
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When one analyzes the writings and lectures of Dr. Sayegh, it must be remembered that his are NOT 

the superficial efforts of a hired public relations man. He is not merely doing his work for a living. Of 

crucial importance is the realization that Dr. Sayegh is a sincere, loyal servant of the Arab-speaking 

peoples and their great Awakening which Westerners prefer to call the Arab Nationalism. He is to the 

Arab World what St. Francis of Assisi was to the Church – a completely dedicated man whose fidelity 

and devotion to Arabism transcends all possible money, ambition, fame, comfort, health … 

everything! 

 

It is a significant fact that – after four years of steady writing and lecturing on controversial subjects – 

no critic has ever successfully challenged the authenticity, accuracy, or logic of Dr. Sayegh’s 

presentations! On the other hand, the critics have been quick to see his respect for scholarly, objective 

procedures. 

 

… Dr. Sayegh is gifted with a rare intellectual depth and alertness. He can absorb a vast quantity of 

carefully documented facts and categorize them in such a manner that they are always on ready 

call. Thus equipped, he is always ready to answer a challenge and spot an accuracy by quickly 

marshalling out an indestructible army of indisputable facts. 

 

Amongst many tributes from scholars and prominent spokesmen featured in the Caravan’s special edition, 

George M. Barakat, executive director of American Middle East Relief, said: 

 

In my well-considered judgement, Dr. Sayegh has 

made a most profound and salutary impact on 

American public opinion and has given what should be 

a most convincing demonstration to Arab leaders that 

informed Americans can be counted upon to stand up 

for what is fair and just. It is now up to all those who 

genuinely desire an improvement in Arab / American 

relations, from both the Arabs and American sides, to 

help make the truth known throughout the grassroots 

of America. For only through the dedicated and selfless 

devotion of competent people of the calibre of Dr. 

Sayegh can the truth find its way into the minds and 

hearts of Americans who will one day soon insist on a 

sound and just foreign policy that will serve the best 

interests of Americans as well as Arabs. 

 

Dr. (Rabbi) Elmer Berger, the executive vice-president of the American Council for Judaism, also presented 

his tribute to Sayegh and in recognition of their “personal friendship” that began about 1951: 

 

I am one of those Americans who believe in the necessity, for my country, to understand the Middle 

East and to develop with its people sound and enduring relationships, based on a mutuality of self-

interest. I have admired and felt a strong affection for Fayez Sayegh for himself. But he knows that I 

have also admired and honored him because of the service that he has performed for millions of my 

fellow Americans. He has enabled them to see and understand, in his person, the hopes, fears 

idealism, capacity for self-criticism, integrity and intensity of purpose – which qualities must pervade 

the revolution in the Arab world if it is really to benefit those it is intended to serve. By understanding 

Fayez Sayegh, my fellow Americans have come to understand their obligations – and their failures – 

in the Middle East. He has therefore served America well – even as he was, and primarily, serving his 

own people’s interests. This, I think, accounts for his titanic achievements here. I am sure he would 

want it no other way. 

“Many Caravan readers 
frequently send us clippings 
from the local press. Our files 
contain literally hundreds of 
clippings about Dr. Sayegh’s 
speeches and debates. We have 
selected for this Special Issue 
some extracts of these clippings. 
They reveal the high esteem in 
which the Arab speaker is held in 
American journalistic circles.” 
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In the June 19, 1958, sample article in the Caravan weekly (above) 

which features one of the many open debates avoided by Zionists, it 

did not mention American Israel ambassador Abba Eban’s chosen 

replacement for the June 4, 1958, session of the General Federation of 

Women’s Clubs convention in Detroit, Michigan. His choice was 

Fairleigh Dickenson University Social Science professor, Nasrollah 

Saifpour Fatemi, a former Iranian diplomat and “a direct descendant 

of the Prophet Muhammed’s only daughter.” Earlier that year, Fatemi 

was invited to speak at several seminars hosted by the American 

Christian Palestine Committee (ACPC), “the first Moslem ever to 

address the ACPC”. 89 The ACPC was formed in 1946, a merger of two 

Zionist entities: the Christian Council on Palestine and the American 

Palestine Committee. In 1947, the year following the ACPC’s creation, 

now with a membership of over 15,000 ‘Christians,’ “it advocated 

quick implementation of the United Nations Special Committee on 

Palestine’s plan”. 90 Amidst many invitationals, Fatemi also spoke “at a 

 
89 Democrat and Chronicle newspaper, February 17, 1958. 
90 Wikipedia, “America Palestine Committee.” 
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meeting of the American Jewish Congress,” 91 

and at a “conference sponsored by the Zionist 

Organization of America in Houston Hall at the 

University of Pennsylvania”. 92 Clearly, both 

Christian and Jewish Zionists preferred hearing 

Mr. Fatemi’s interpretations on political and 

historic matters pertaining to the Middle East 

over other Arab intellectuals.  

 

Of course, Sayegh was familiar with Abba 

Eban’s sudden replacement. For instance, in 

Sayegh’s archival records is a May 7, 1957, 

letter addressed to Reverend Archimandrite 

Khouri, of the Saint Nicholas Orthodox Church 

in Grand Rapids, Michigan, about a “misleading 

subtitle” in a newspaper article about Fatemi. He 

wrote: “This man, Dr. Fatemi, has been doing 

a great deal of mischief in the recent months, 

by pretending to speak out for sympathy for 

the Arabs, but filling his talks with poison - - 

although his poison is at times sugar-coated.”  

 

As parallel Sayegh countermeasure, 

Fatemi had been engaged on lecture 

tours in the United States from about 

1955 onwards following the United 

Kingdom and United States’ 1953 

brazen and scandalous coup in Iran. 

In an April 29, 1957, article, Arab 

says Sixth Fleet averted Jordan 

Collapse, published by the Lansing 

State Journal in the State of 

Michigan, Fatemi, who spoke at the 

eighth annual Michigan Zionist 

region convention on April 28th, the 

night before, “described Zionists as 

“those who believe the Jews should 

have a natural home” and credited 

them with a share in the creation of 

Israel:”   

 
91 The Record newspaper, January 8, 1958. 
92 Arab Union held Threat to Israel, Philadelphia Inquirer, February 3, 1958. 

Abba Eban: ‘Not Me!’ 

The Record, February 13, 1958 
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In his four-point plan [for peace in the Middle East], Dr. Fatemi suggested the U.S. inform the Arabs: 

“We are your friend and want to help you develop. But we are not going to pay with the state of Israel 

as the price of friendship.” He said the United States also should tell Israel that no territorial 

expansion into Arab states would be countenanced. 

 

Sayegh’s debating skill was also noted by Andrew Killgore in his December 2005 tribute published in the 

Washington Report on Middle East Affairs, 25 Years After his Death Dr. Fayez Sayegh’s Towering Legacy 

Lives on, attributing Sayegh’s inner grounding as “a philosopher and political scientist who always saw 

philosophy and logic as “the vehicle to realize justice and freedom”:” 

 

That Dr. Sayegh was a masterful debater is evidenced by reading an account of his Dec. 3, 1967, 

exchange with the sharp, Zionist TV host David Suskind. Fayez’s encyclopedic knowledge of the 

Middle East, his marvelous facility in English and his passionate honesty left the cocksure Suskind at 

a loss for words. For years after that show, no Zionist or pro-Israel debater would appear with Fayez 

publicly. 

 

What, pray tell, does 

this tell us of Sayegh? 

Why would heavy-

hitter Zionists avoid 

him? It was because of 

Sayegh’s depth of 

knowledge, his total 

defence of that ever-

deepening knowledge, 

his love of fellow 

Palestinians and of all 

peoples, his love and 

pursuit of truth, his 

keen focus of attention, 

and his active creativity 

in daily experiences 

and circumstances 

adopted to strategically 

solving – particularly – 

the plight of the 

Palestinians. Sayegh 

was able to 

demonstrate, on each 

occasion, that Zionism 

was a house built on 

sand, that Zionist’s 

defence claims were 

spurious. 

 

Three months before 

Sayegh began 

publishing lengthy, 

informative articles in almost all the Caravan weekly newsletters from May 1957 to February 1959, and a 

year after the Caravan began featuring excerpts of Sayegh’s appearances on radio, television and speaking 

engagements in America, on February 14, 1957 the Caravan printed the transcript of an interview with 

https://www.wrmea.org/2005-december/in-memoriam-25-years-after-his-death-dr.-fayez-sayeghs-towering-legacy-lives-on.html
https://www.wrmea.org/2005-december/in-memoriam-25-years-after-his-death-dr.-fayez-sayeghs-towering-legacy-lives-on.html
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Sayegh, made on the January 10, 1957 edition of the Mike Wallace “Night Beat” program “televised every 

evening from 11:00 to 12:00 over Dumont Station WABD, Channel 5 in New York,” the Mike Wallace who 

was to later host the famous “Sixty Minutes” television program. At the very end of that interview Sayegh 

stated that he was an Arab Christian.  

 

Wallace: One final question Dr. Sayegh. 

You are a Christian. 

Dr. Sayegh: Yes. 

Wallace: Are you, as a person, as Fayez 

Sayegh, are you anti-Jewish? 

Dr. Sayegh: Sir, neither as a Christian, nor 

as an Arab, and I want to speak with all my 

candor now and entirely apart from any 

official position I might have, or I might 

not have. As a Christian and as an Arab 

there is no hostility, no conflict, no tension, 

no problem between us and the Jews. Any 

problem is between us and the Zionists, as 

a political movement, and Israel as a State, 

not between us and the Jews, because 

Arabs whether they are Christians or 

Moslems, religiously speaking, we are 

cousins; linguistically and culturally 

speaking we are tremendously related. The 

conflict is not Arab versus Jew, the conflict 

is Arab versus Zionist and Israeli. 93 

 

In an October 29, 1950, address, The Palestinian 

Refugees: A Challenge to the Christian American 

Conscience, given before The School on World 

Relations, run by the Heidelberg Evangelical and 

Reformed Church in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 

the 28-year-old Sayegh was ready to challenge, 

prod and wake up the sleeping and wayward 

Christian minds, much like an updated, 

spiritually forceful Sermon on the Mount, two years after the ‘birth’ of the Israeli colonial state: 

 

Wherever there is misery or destitution anywhere in the world, and no matter what its cause may be, 

there is a challenge to the conscience of the Christian, whoever and wherever he may be. And 

wherever there is injustice or injury anywhere in the world, and no matter who its perpetrator may be, 

there, too, there is a challenge to the conscience of the Christian, whoever and wherever he may be.  

 

But there is still a more direct challenge to any conscience that is even faintly and but remotely 

Christian: the challenge, I mean, of those situations where you are the cause of the misery and the 

perpetrator of the injustice. I submit that there is such a challenge in the Arab world today, facing – 

bluntly and harshly – the American Christian conscience in the first instance. 

 

I refer to the challenge of the one million Palestinian refugees – women, children and men; Christians 

and Moslems – who are dispersed in poverty all over the neighboring lands, and who have been  

 
93 Mike Wallace’s “Night Beat” Zooming in Popularity, February 14, 1957. 
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nm CAMV AN Brooklyn, N. Y;, Thursday, April"l~ 1968 

For 
The 
Record 

S, 
Dr. ~_ 

... .., .... 
DAIR YASEEN - -n:N YEARS LATER 

On 9 April 1948, the massacre of Dair Yaseen shocked 
the entire civilized world. Today. the memory of the Zion~ 
ist atrocities in that Arab" village is all but lost, amid. the 
jubilatioll$ and the celebrations of the 10th anniversary of 
the establishmem: of Israel. 

There is irony in this selective 
memory of mankind. For the 
state, wbose establishment ten 
years .go was then hailed as a 
compenaa.tion (or Hitlerlte atroc
ities and is now being celebrated, 
entered into history via the mas
sacre of Dalr Yaseen. Dair Yaseen 
",as the first Palestinian village 
forc:Jbly occupied by the Zionists; 
the first step in the phase of for
cible occupation of Palestine and 
the establishment of Israel, 

But Dalr Yasseen, horrible 
though Its fate was • was (;Inly 
the first - not the sole - atroc
Ity committed by the Zionists, 
and later on by Israel, in Pales
tine. 

Prior to the entry of the Arab 
armies Into Palestine on 15 May 
1948, a number of other massacres 
were perpetrated by the Zionists 
in addition to Dair Yaseen. These 
included Sarfourlya, Salah-ed
dine, Ain-ez-zeldoun, and others. 

Alter the establishment of ' the 
state, other Arab villages and 
towns joined the sad roster of 
names headed by Dair Yaseen. 
The destruction of the Catholic 
village of Ikrith on Christmas 
Eve 1951, and the massacre of the 
villagers of 'Rafr Kassim on 30 
October 1956, have become glar
ing highlights of the IO-year ca
reer of Zionist Israel. These two 
villages lay within the territory 
occupied by Israel. 

There were also villages in 
neighboring Arab countries which 
underwent the same fate. Qibya, 
whose civilians were murdered 
in October 1953, Nahhaalin, in 
March 1954, and Qalqilya, In Oc
tober 1956, are just a few ex
amples. Unarmed civilians were 
the target and victims of attack 
in every one of these Incidents. 

In the spring of 1956, when the 
city of Gaza was bombarded, the 
hospital was the main target; and 
over 60 patients were killed . 

Finally. after the occupation 
of the Gua Strip by the Israeli 
forces in November 1958. over 
400 inmates of the refugee camPI 
were machine-lUnned in cold 
blood by the Iaraell army. 

All these are manifestations of 
a regime of terror and bloodshed 
imposed on the Holy Land by 
the Zionists since 1948. . . . 

Although nair Yaseen is not the 
only victim of bloodthirsty Zion
ism, It neverless merits , being 
deemed specially significant a
mong the many manifestations of 
Israeli terrorism. 

For, In the first place, it marked 
a turning-point in the long his
tory, Zlontst forces attacked and 
captured Palestine. For the first 
time in 50 years of Zionist his. 
tory, Zionist forces attacked and 
occupied by force an Arab area. 
Since then, this pattern has been 
the rule rather than the excep
tion. 

In the second place, Dalr Va. 
seen was designed to herald a 
systematic process of lntlmlda. 
tion and expulsion of the Arab 
residents of Palestine, and thus 
to bring into existence the cruel 
problem of the Arab refugees. 
The man who was responsible 
for the raid on Dair Yaseen, 
Menachim Begin (at the time 
leader ot the Irgun terrorist or. 
ganlzation, and now leader of the 
Herut political party, which is 
the second largest in Israel), 
boastfully takes credit in his 
book, The Revolt, for the flight 
of the Arab refugees. He says 
on page 164 that, as a result of 

Dair Yaseen, Arabs throughout 
Palestine "were seized with limit. 
less panic and started to flee for 
their lives. This mass flight soon 
developed Into a maddened, un. 
controllable stampede.,. The 
political and economic signific
ance of this development can 
hardly be overestimated." 

It must be remembered that 
Dair Yaseen, and the resultant 
forcible occupation of Arab ter
ritory and the expulsion of Pal
estinian Arabs, occurred on 9 A
pril 1948 - that i6 to say, before 
the entry of the armies of the Arab 
States into the Holy Land, be
fore the Arab-Israeli War, be-
fore the establishment of Israel, 
and before the withdrawal of the 
British lorces from Palestine and 
the termination of the British 
mandate. . . 

World public opinion today 
may have been largely influenced 
by the limitless outpouring 01 is
raeli and Zionist propaganda to 
lorget the slaughters and mas
sacres which began at Dair Ya
seen, and may have been In· 
l1uenced into thinking _of the Arab 
refugees as "voluntary exiles" and 
conceiving of Israel as a peaceful 
and law-abiding state. But his_ 
tory cannot be rewritten, .even 
by a shrewd and effective propa
ganda machine; and the truth 
cannot be indefinitely dimmed. 

The facts conc~rning Dair Va· 
seen - as well as the other in
stances of Isra eli terrorism - are 
available for everyone who cares 
to unearth them. One account 
will sulfice. The Zionist Journ
alist Jon Kimche. wno today edits 
the oWelal magazine of the Brit
ish Zionist movement, and who 
was in Palestine at the time of 
the raid on Dair Yaseen report
ing as a Reuters correspondent, 
deacribed the raid in his book 
Seven Fallen Pillars as foUows: 

"On Friday, April 9th, 1948, a 
commando forCe composed of Jr. 
gun and Stern soldiers raided_ the 
viUage. There was no obvious 
occasion for them to do so. What · 
happened afterwards has been the 
subject of conflicting versions, 
explanations and excuses by the 

I terrorists; but nothing they have 
.. id hu explalMd, 01' ean qpWD 

.way, the murder of .orne 2DO 
mnocen' Arabr,' amon, them 
more than a hundn!!d women and 
Chlldren. No leal dbgwOng wal 
the lubsequent publIcity parade 
by the Irgun of a number 01 poor 
Arab prisoners through the 
Itreet' of Jeruaalem." 

Nor are the moral prlnciplel 
involved In Dalr Yaseen SUCce&I
tully misrepresented by sheer 
propaganda. The eminent bisto· 
rian, Arnold Toynbee, says in 
Volume VIII of his monumental 
ten-volume books A StudJ 01 HlI
terJ (pages 290-291) that: 

"If the heinousness of sin Is 
to be measured by the degree 
to which the sinner is sinning 
against the light that God has 
vouchsafed to him, the Jews had 
even less excuse in A.D. 1948 
for evicting PalesUnlan Arabs 
from their homes than Nebucbad
nezzar and Titus and Hadrian and 
the Spanish and Portuguese In
quisition had had for uprooting, 
persecuting: and exterminating 
Jews in Palestine and elsewhere 
at divers times In the past. • 0" 

He goes on to say: 
''The evil deeds committed by 

the Zionist Jews against the Pal· 
i!stinian Arabs that were com· 
parable to crimes committed 
against the Jews by the Nazis 
were the massacre 01 men, wom
en, and children at Dayr Yasin 
on the 9th April, 1948, which 
precipitated a flight of the Arab 
population, in large number, 
from districts within range of 
the Jewish armed forces, and the 
subsequent deliberate expulsion 
of the Arab population from dis
tricts conquered by the Jewish 
armed forces... The massacre 
and the expulsions, between them, 
were responsible for the exile of 
all those Palestinian Arab 'dis
placed perlons' (to use ·the cur. 
rent euphemism), from the ter. 
tory conquered by the Israelis., 
who fled from or were driven 
from this terrltory afler the 9th 
April, 1948 .. ," 

"If, on behalf of Israel, It were 
to be pleaded that these Jewish 
outrages In A.D. 1948, even re
ckoned pro rata, were dwarfed 
In quantity, as well as In heinous_ 
ness, by the Nazi atrocities In 
AD. 1933-45, it would have to 
~ taken into a~count, on the 
other side, that the Jews had had 
much more experience than the 
Germans had had of the suffer
bIgs that they were Inflicting. If 
the Nazis were debarred from 
filing the plea that they knew 
not what they did, the Israelis 
were debarred a lortlorl." 

The world's greatest living his
torian goes on to elaborate: 

"In A. D. 1948 the Jews knew, 
from personal experien~, what 
they were doing; and Jt was their 
supreme tragedy that the lesson 
learnt by them from their en· 
counter with the Nazi Gennan 
Gentiles should have been act 
to eschew but to imitate some of 
the evil deeds that the Nazis had 
committed against the Jews, On 
the Day of Judgement the 
gravest crime standing to tbe 
German National Socialists' aC
count: might be, not that they bad 
extenninated a majority of tbe 
Western Jews, but that they had 
cawed the surviving remnant of 
Jewry to stumble." 
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finding shelter – if shelter it be called – in caves and encampments and barracks and improvised 

quarters for the last two years. I propose to talk to you this evening about the challenge of the 

Palestine refugees to your Christian conscience.  

… Inasmuch as you are responsible for the birth of Israel – and, God knows, you undoubtedly are 

immensely responsible – you are also and to the same degree responsible for the exile and 

impoverishment and degradation of those victims of Israel’s birth, those refugees who had to be 

driven out of their lands in order that Israel and the hosts of Jewish immigrants now pouring into it 

may have room in the land of Christ. 

 

… But beside the physical hardships which these refugees have been suffering for over two years, 

cognizance must be taken of their spiritual and psychological and moral plight. … One million 

human beings are leading now a life of this sort. They are already in the third year of their tribulation. 

 

… This, then, is the problem and the situation of the Palestine refugees. The main elements thereof 

are: first, the misery of the refugees, physical and spiritual; secondly, the threat to the peace of the 

Near East, implied in the refugees’ continued plight; and, thirdly, the threat to American prestige, 

reputation and interests in the Arab World, borne by the delay in the repatriation of the refugees, for 

which delay the United States is at least passively – if not actively – responsible.  

 

This situation presents a challenge to the Christian conscience in general, and to the American 

Christian conscience in particular: first, because it is a situation of misery; secondly, because it is a 

situation of man-made misery, that is, a situation of injustice and injury; and, thirdly and primarily, 

because it is, at least partly, an American-made situation of misery and injustice. 

 

It is perhaps safe to say that most Americans are still entirely unaware of this whole problem. Most 

Americans are victims of a conspiracy of silence, calculated to prevent them from knowing about the 

plight of the Palestine refugees. … The silence of American papers regarding the refugees is 

remarkable indeed. … Perhaps, after all, there is a great measure of truth in Dorothy Thompson’s 

remark that it has become dangerous for an American publicist to criticize the State of Israel in 

any way, and that “Israel and its American supporter are claiming an absolutely unique 

immunity from criticism.” 94 

 

There were two notable contributions attributed to Sayegh in his thirty-year long research advocacy: of 

introducing the concept of ‘settler colonialism;’ and of identifying Israel as an Apartheid State, 95 what 

should clinically be identified as an Hafradeid State (from the Hebrew word Hafrada, “separation”), 

equating the Zionist state, under careful parallel examination, with South Africa. These concepts, which 

were later seriously recognized, applied and adopted by research communities and human rights 

campaigns, were painstakingly pre-developed by Sayegh resulting from his indefatigable research that 

began in the late 1940s, always attended to and nurtured under his own cerebral microscope which was 

continuously re-calibrated.  

 

It is evident that the edifice document upon which all his succeeding research documents were mirrored 

was Sayegh’s February 1952, 61-page, publication, The Palestine Refugees. It was a response critique of a  

memorandum, The Arab Refugee Problem, How it can be Solved, submitted to the United Nations by “a 

group of nineteen American citizens (acting as an independent group).” 96 It stated: 

 
94 Dorothy Thompson, “Whole of Christendom Neglecting Christian Refugees of Palestine,” in the Evening Star (Washington, 

D.C.) issue of January 26, 1950. 
95 Palestinian Non-Violent Resistance and the Apartheid Analogy: Framing Israeli Policy in the 1960s and 1970s, Nina Fisher, 

2020, page 6. 
96 Letter to the Friends of the American Christian Palestine Committee from Karl Baehr, its executive secretary, who referred to 

Sayegh’s publication as “this counter document,” April 21, 1952. 
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On the 15th of December 1951, nineteen prominent Americans submitted to the General Assembly of 

the United Nations a Memorandum on the Arab refugees. This Memorandum was then published as a 

117-page booklet. 97 It has already drawn some favorable comments, editorial and otherwise, in the 

American press. Thus, The Nation, which published the full text of the first section of the 

Memorandum in its issue of December 29, 1951, voiced full support for its purposes and wrote 

editorially: “It is with great satisfaction that we present in this issue the proposals for a solution of the 

Arab refugee problem presented last week in 

the form of a memorandum to the United 

Nations.”  

 

The New York Times, in an editorial, hailed 

the plan as “sensible and imaginative,” “a 

fine example of civic initiative and good 

sense,” worthy of “consideration and 

support.” Several outstanding readers of the 

Times – including Messrs. Hans Kohn [New 

York Times, November 26, 1951], Carl 

Alpert (Director, Education Department, 

Zionist Organization of America), Louis 

Lipsky (Chairman, American Zionist 

Council), Daniel A. Poling, Carl Hermann 

Voss, and Karl Baehr (respectively Co-

Chairman, Chairman of the Executive 

Council, and Executive Secretary, of the 

American Christian Palestine Committee) – 

joined that paper in supporting the 

 
97 The Arab Refugee Problem. How It Can Be Solved. Proposals submitted to the General Assembly of the United Nations, 

December 1951, by Dr. Dewey Anderson [Executive Director, Public Affairs Institute], Dr. Henry A. Atkinson [General 

Secretary, Church Peace Union], Dr. Donald B. Cloward [Executive Secretary, Council on Christian Social Progress of The 

American Baptist Convention], Dr. Frederick May Elio [President, American Unitarian Association], The Rt. Rev. Charles K. 

Gilbert [Retired Episcopal Bishop of New York], Earl G, Harrison, The Very Rev. Ivan Lee Holt [Methodist Bishop of 

Missouri], Freda Kirchway [President, The Nation Associates], Dr. Kenneth Scott Latourette [President, American Baptist 

Convention], Archibald MacLeish [Boyleston Professor, Harvard University], Dr. Daniel L. Marsh [Chancellor, Boston 

University], The Rt. Rev. Norman B. Nash [Episcopal Bishop of Massachusetts], Dr. Reinhold Niebuhr [Professor of Christian 

Ethics, Union Theological Seminary], James G. Patton [President, Farmers International and Cooperative Union], Paul Porter, 

Jacob S. Potofsky [President, Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America], Prof. James T. Shotwell [President Emeritus, 

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace], Dr. Russell H. Stafford [President, The Hartford Seminary Foundation], and 

Sumner Welles [former Under Secretary of State, 1936-1943, under President Franklin D. Roosevelt]. 
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Memorandum or the Times’ editorial comments thereon. 98 

 

Dean Virginia Gildersleeve, chairman 

of the executive committee of America 

Middle East Relief, Inc., who wrote 

Sayegh’s preface, got into hot water 

with Freda Kirchway, president of The 

Nation Associates Inc. 99 – one of the 

19 authors of the memorandum – as 

explained in Kirchway’s March 19, 

1952, nine-page rebuttal letter, which 

was retrieved from the Sayegh 

archives at the University of Utah’s Willard Marriott Library. Kirchway’s letter, a frank Zionist apologetic 

through and through, which displayed her racism and ignorance, disavowed or disappointed Kirchway’s 

“long association” with Gildersleeve.  

 

The American Arab Association published a media release of Sayegh’s document on March 6, 1952: 

 

The American Arab Association (Amara) Press released today a reply to the recently proposed plans 

of nineteen prominent American clergymen and civic leaders in a Memorandum submitted to the 

United Nations. The reply is a booklet written by the leading Arab scholar, Dr. Fayez A. Sayegh … In 

his reply, Dr. Sayegh contends that the only solution to this tragic situation is the recognition of the 

legal and moral rights of the Arab refugees to return to their homes, now In Israeli-held territory. Dr. 

Sayegh charges the Zionist movement with direct responsibility for the displacement of the Arab 

refugees. He estimates the number of Palestine refugees from available statistical reports at over one 

million. 

 

Sayegh’s first salvo publication put him, thenceforth, firmly in the crosshairs of the activated Christian and 

Jewish Zionists who were utterly outraged, indignant and incendiary at his lengthy, carefully researched, 

rebuttal. Sayegh painstakingly dissected the 117-page, 1951 memorandum, carefully cross-fact-checking 

each statement with historic texts, providing almost 60 separate footnote references. 

 

Unfortunately, the authors have not succeeded in emancipating themselves completely from the grip 

of those misconceptions, half-truths, or distortions which have been shrewdly and systematically 

disseminated in the last three or four years. Consequently, their understanding of the nature of the 

problem is essentially vitiated by their uncritical acceptance – among other things – of such absurd 

accounts of its origins and causes as even a casual acquaintance with the authoritatively documented 

facts will refute. 

 

It is in a modest endeavor to indicate and remedy the shortcomings inherent in the Memorandum that 

these pages are written. Our primary purpose is to state the facts – the full facts – about the Palestine 

refugees and to present the picture – the total picture – of their situation. Our sole motive is to state 

the truth – the whole truth – about a problem which has so far been wrapped in layers of falsehoods 

and half-truths, when not entirely forgotten. For half-truths are often more dangerous than total 

falsehoods. 100 

 
98 Introduction, The Palestine Refugees. 
99 On page 61 of Sayegh’s report, he quotes the editor of the Jewish Newsletter (February 4, 1952 issue): “The Pamphlet 

[referring to the Memorandum] is, strangely enough, not issued by the Zionists themselves, but by a group of prominent 

American supporters of Zionism and is published under the auspices of The Nation Associates, but no attempt is made to hide 

the fact that the statement represents anything but the official Israeli position on the Problem.”  
100 Ibid.  
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After spending most of his younger life in Palestine, Sayegh departed in 1947 at 25 years of age, after 

which he took on the role of spearheading the rightful return of Palestinians and their illegally confiscated 

lands, probing the depths of all and any written and first-hand accounts. He often corrected statements 

repeatedly claiming that the total number of exiled / displaced Palestinians was at about 700,000, when in 

fact it was over a million. He stated at some point later in the 1950s that one of his duties in his pursuit of 

knowledge, to help instill and solidify Zionist objectives, was to read Israeli Ben Gurion’s book over and 

over at night before falling asleep. One can’t imagine the strange dreams he must have encountered by 

doing so. 

 

After seemingly endless written contributions and lecture tours, primarily in America, and some in Canada, 

over the following thirteen years (following the publication of The Palestinian Refugees), Sayegh began a 

new, concentrated phase of his conscientious Palestinian directive, by his intensively supportive academic 

and political role with the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) after its onset in 1964, and through 

his active participation at the United Nations, particularly following the November 20, 1963, onset of the 

United Nations General Assembly declaration, the Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial 

Discrimination, under which he would later become the UN special rapporteur of that International 

Convention (1968-1980). It was growing painstakingly clear to him in 1965, and to all, that, after 17 long 

and hellish years, and two years before the ‘Six Day War,’ Zionist Israel was not going to bend, was ever 

more defiant against the return of Palestinians, was ever more defiant of keeping what it stole and wanting 

to steal more, was ever more defiant of United Nations resolutions forged by international states and 

bodies, was ever more watchful of what the world was thinking and saying with scheming counteractive 

messaging. 

 

While becoming a member of the Palestine National Council in 1965, Sayegh’s major contribution to the 

cause of the PLO, that is, for the liberation of his fellow Palestinian peoples – for the liberation of all 

peoples under colonial rules, for the benefit of all – was the establishment of the Palestine Research Center, 

his forte.   

 

The Palestine Research Center was established in 1965, just one year after the PLO itself, as both a 

research and educational institution. The decision to found it was taken on 28 February of that year 

by the PLO executive committee, and its first director was Fayiz Sayigh [misspelling, Sayegh]. It 

occupied 6 floors of a 7-storey building on Colombani Street in the residential Hamra district of 

Western Beirut and was accorded diplomatic protection by the Lebanese government. The purpose 

was to gather materials, books, articles and publications bearing on Palestinian history, society 

culture and politics – both Israeli and Palestinian. It also published a quarterly, Shu’un Filastiniyyah 

(“Palestinian Affairs”) and Al-Watha’iq Al-Filastiniyya (The Palestinian Documents) from 1971 

onwards. By 1982 it had managed to build a substantial library of some 25,000 volumes in English, 

Arabic and Hebrew, together with a microfilm collection, forming a repository of Palestinian 

archives, what the center’s director stated was perhaps “the world’s largest collections of manuscripts 

on the question of Palestine.” Courses in Hebrew were also taught. 101 

 

When Israel invaded Lebanon in 1982, shortly after Sayegh’s passing – as the precursor invasion of Israel’s 

total annihilation of Palestinian universities, colleges and libraries within the boundaries of the Gaza 

concentration camp in 2023-2024 – it sought to destroy the Palestine Research Center in Beirut and 

murdered many of its staff. The Zionist Israel project was intent on destroying the written histories and 

memory banks of Palestine and Palestinian resistance to Zionism, committing memory-cide and 

intellectual-cide.  

 
101 Source, Wikipedia, Palestine Research Center, accessed on June 13, 2024. Note: all information on Wikipedia should be 

double-fact-checked. With the rise of on-line Wikipedia, Israelis have hired myriad trolls to monitor and edit Wikipedia.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Palestine_Research_Center
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Sayegh’s seminal creation for the Research 

Center was his often-cited publication, Zionist 

Colonialism in Palestine. After almost 60 

years since its release, the short but concise 

treatise is so singularly powerful, so 

remarkable, it stands out as a timeless 

monument. His 1965 monograph analysis, 

revealing the ‘ugly truth’ of Zionism, was the 

culmination, condensing and sifting of endless 

information and wrestling with the facts, from 

the whirlwind of gainful insights and 

perspectives from within Sayegh’s operative 

cranium reactor core. 
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Published in September 1965 for the PLO, being the Center’s 

first monograph, it became the architectural cornerstone for 

Sayegh’s participatory edifice of the United Nations 

Resolution #3379 adopted ten years later, the tool and sword 

that he, and others, would effectively employ and draw from 

at the United Nations in the interim decade, used by national 

governments and non-governmental bodies alike.  

 

This connection to and acknowledgement of Sayegh’s 

publication were and remains to be, with a few exceptions, 

ignored by Zionists and their supporters. 102 In contrast to the 

international, collective media outrage in November 1975, 

where one might ask, were the international protests by 

Zionists and their supportive media after its publication in 

September 1965 to collectively counter Zayegh’s argumentative linking the Zionism project to racism, to 

intolerance, to violence, and to unconditional, ideological hatred. That all came later, well after the fact. 

 

Sayegh understood, perhaps better than anyone else, that the primary method by which to disarm Zionism, 

and therefore to better empower the liberation of his fellow Palestinians, was to expose it, to fully describe 

it, to disseminate it to the world as enlightenment, to then apply that knowledge through the mandates, 

processes and legal frameworks of the United Nations. He well understood Zionism’s shadowy antithesis, 

its living, inherent contradiction, and its common denominator acceptance by the self-righteous, the 

pandemic disease of colonial racism, a virus impregnated into millions of souls. 

 

The tragic fate of Palestine subsumes all these elements of foreign domination, exploitation, and 

dispossession – and others besides. The territory of Palestine is under alien rule. Its resources are 

exploited by others. Its people are exiles from their homeland. The remnants of its Arab inhabitants 

languish under a regime of racist discrimination and oppression as harsh as any race-supremacist 

regime in Asia or Africa. All this has been accomplished by connivance with Imperialism, and by 

terror and violence. And no aspect of this multi-faceted fait accompli has been legitimized, whether 

by commission or by omission, by the people of Palestine or any fraction thereof. 103 

 

Sayegh includes in his 1965 monograph one of the biggest masterminded lies spokespeople for Zionist 

Israeli (with the support of Christian Zionists) have perpetrated over the last 76 years, namely the “right” of 

the Israeli State “to defend itself” from Palestinian resistance, the very topic that UN Palestinian 

Rapporteur Francesca Albanese has more recently clarified and corrected over, and over again to audiences 

that have been brainwashed by Israeli propagandists. In his monograph Epilogue, and in numerous 

presentations and written accounts in the 1950s and early 1960s, he points out that it is the Palestinians, not 

the State of Israel, which have the right to self-defence, protected under the United Nations Charter. The 

fact that Israel, as an “alien” “settler state,” a state terrorizing Palestinians, has gotten away with distorting 

that right, forever daring to turn the table and labelling Palestinians terrorists since the 1950s, is because the 

United States, Israel’s primary superpower backer, has irresponsibly used its veto powers and arguments at 

the United Nations to deny and obscure Palestinians their right and claims under the Charter to do so: 

 
102 For instance, the July 2013 study in American Jewish History, Equating Zionism with Racism: The 1965 Precedent, authored 

by Ofra Friesel. The author, amazingly, fails to mention Fayez Sayegh, and/or reference his monograph. However, the Zionist 

organization, NGO Monitor, published False Knowledge as Power: Deconstructing Definitions of Apartheid that Delegitimise 

the Jewish State, authored by Joshua Kern and Anne Herzberg, 8 years later, December 2021. In that 57-page report, they 

reference Friesel, while at the same time referencing Sayegh. Indeed, a rare moment. Sayegh’s equation of Zionist Israel to 

Apartheid was still a big thorn in the Zionist project’s side. 
103 Page 50. 
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“The right to self-defence” argument is part 

of Zionist Israeli leadership’s pattern of 

militant propaganda messaging, as in Prime 

Minister Yitzhak Shamir’s interrelated 

statement in September 1991: that his use of 

“terrorism” is justified if committed only by 

Zionists, but not the defensive actions taken 

by Palestinians to return to their stolen lands 

and have their freedoms returned, “fighting 

for land that is not theirs.” Ilan Pappe’s 

book, The Ethnic Cleansing of Palestine, 

contradicts Shamir’s narrative, “we never 

fought against unarmed civilians,” in 

examination of Israel’s historic documents, 

namely, that armed Zionists murdered, 

massacred, and forced Palestinians from 

their homes, settlements, farms, properties 

and thriving businesses, whereby stealing, 

renaming, and profiting from their lands. 
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The right to national liberation is an extension of the 

right to national self-defense, which the Charter of the 

United Nations not only upholds but also declares to 

be “inherent” and beyond “impairment” by the 

provisions of the Charter itself (United Nations 

Charter, Article 51). If continued acquisition of the 

fruits of an attack is tantamount to continuation of the 

attack itself, the liberation of territories seized by 

aggression is an extension of the inherent right to 

resist the original aggression. Liberation and self-

defense are two facets of the same inalienable right. 

 

Exercise of the right to national liberation is not 

confined to situations in which alien domination 

subjects a people to the control of another, or in which 

the resources of one people are selfishly exploited by 

another. Exercise of the right to national liberation 

extends also and in greater justice — to those 

situations in which the land of one people was 

subjected to the control of another while it was 

forcibly emptied of its rightful inhabitants. 104 

 

After describing the origins of Zionism and the setting up of 

the conditional state of Israel in the first two Sections of his 

monograph, under Section III, The Character of the Zionist 

Settler-State, he states that “the political embodiment of Zionist Colonialism (namely, the Zionist settler-

state of Israel) 105 is characterized by three features: (1) its racial complexion and racist conduct pattern; (2) 

its addiction to violence; and (3) its expansionist stance.” Under the first feature, “Racism,” he states: 

 

Racism is not an acquired trait of the Zionist settler-state. Nor is it an accidental, passing feature of 

the Israeli scene. It is congenital, essential, and permanent. For it is inherent in the very ideology of 

Zionism and in the basic motivation for Zionist colonization and statehood. 

 

… Zionist racial identification produces three corollaries: racial self-segregation, racial 

exclusiveness, and racial supremacy. These principles constitute the core of the Zionist ideology. The 

primordial impulse for Zionist Colonialism is the pursuit of “national self-realization” by the “Jewish 

nation,” by means of territorial regrouping and independent statehood. Racial self-segregation is 

therefore the quintessence of Zionism. 

 

By its very nature, racial self-segregation precludes integration or assimilation. From Herzl to 

Weizmann, from Ben Gurion to Goldmann, the leaders of Zionism have all believed and preached 

that the chief enemy of Zionism is not Gentile “anti-Semitism” but Jewish “assimilation”. “Anti-

Semitism” and Zionism thus agree on the basic premise: that all Jews are one nation, with common 

national characteristics and a common national destiny. The difference between them is that, whereas 

“anti-Semitism” disdains the alleged “national characteristics” of Jews and delights in Jewish 

suffering, Zionism idealizes those fancied characteristics and strives to bring all Jews together into a 

single Jewish state, to which even moderate Zionists attribute a “special mission”. 

 
104 Ibid., pages 49-50. 
105 In an article published by The Caravan newsletter on July 17, 1958, Sayegh previously referred to Israel’s project as “Zionist 

super-colonialism.” 
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“The Zionist ideal of racial self-

segregation demands, with equal 

imperativeness, the departure of all Jews 

from the lands of their “exile” and the 

eviction of all non-Jews from the land 

of “Jewish destination”, namely, 

Palestine. Both are essential conditions 

of “Zionist fulfillment” and Jewish 

“national redemption”.  

 

It is only in such a 

condition of 

thoroughgoing self-

segregation that 

“Jewish superiority” 

can at last manifest 

itself, according to 

the teachings of 

Zionism: the 

“Chosen People” can 

attain its “special 

destiny” only when it 

is all together and all 

by itself. 

 

Herein lies an 

important difference 

between Zionist 

racism and other 

“Just as the heart-beat 
consists of two rhythmic 
operations – pumping-in and 
pumping-out – so too the 
program of Zionism consists of 
two inter-related operations, 
each of which is essential for 
the heart-beat of Zionism and 
neither of which is 
dispensable: the detachment of 
Jews from their respective 
countries and their mass-
transfer to Palestine, and the 
detachment of the indigenous 
Palestinian Arabs and their 
mass-transfer from Palestine.” 
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forms of European racism familiar, since the advent of Colonialism, to the peoples of Asia and 

Africa. Race-supremacist European settlers elsewhere in Asia and Africa have, by and large, found it 

possible to express their “supremacy” over the other strands of “lesser peoples” and “inferior races” 

within the framework of “hierarchical racial coexistence.” Separate and unequal, the European 

colonists and the “natives” have on the whole coexisted in the same colony or protectorate. Though 

they have openly disdained the “natives,” ruthlessly suppressed them, and methodically discriminated 

against them, European colonists have as a rule deemed the continued presence of the indigenous 

populations “useful” for the colonists themselves; and, as such, they have reserved for the “natives” 

all the menial functions and assigned to them inferior roles in the settler-dominated societies. Not so 

the Zionists! Race-supremacist Zionist settlers in Palestine have found it necessary to follow a 

different course, more in harmony with their ideological system. They have expressed their fancied 

“supremacy” over the Arab “natives,” first, by isolating themselves from the Arabs in Palestine and, 

later on, by evicting the Arabs from their homeland.” 

 

“Nowhere in Asia or Africa – not even in South Africa or Rhodesia – has European race-

supremacism expressed itself in so passionate a zeal for thoroughgoing racial exclusiveness and 

for physical expulsion of “native” populations across the frontiers of the settler-state, as it has 

in Palestine, under the compulsion of Zionist doctrines. 

 

So long as they were powerless to dislodge the indigenous Arabs of Palestine (the vast majority of the 

Country’s population), Zionist colonists were content with isolating themselves from the Arab 

community and instituting a systematic boycott of Arab produce and labor. Accordingly, from the 

earliest days of Zionist colonization, the principle was established that only Jewish labor would be 

employed in Zionist colonies. The “Jewish Agency,” the “Jewish National Fund,” the “Palestine 

Foundation Fund,” and the “Jewish Federation of Labor” vigilantly ensured the observance of that 

fundamental principle of Zionist colonization. 

 

Contentment with boycotting the Arabs of Palestine instead of evicting them from their country was, 

however, only a tactical and temporary suspension of the Zionist dogma of racial exclusiveness. It 

was forced upon Zionism by the circumstances surrounding the early stages of Zionist colonization. 

And it was viewed as a necessary evil, to be endured only so long as a more rigorous application of 

the racist doctrines of Zionism was prevented by extraneous factors beyond the control of the Zionist 

Movement. The ultimate aim of ousting the Arab inhabitants of Palestine in order to make possible 

the incarnation of the principle of racial exclusiveness, though momentarily suspended, was never 

abandoned, however. 

 

The Zionist concept of the “final solution” to the “Arab problem” in Palestine, and the Nazi 

concept of the “final solution” to the “Jewish problem” in Germany, consisted essentially of the 

same basic ingredient: the elimination of the unwanted human element in question. The 

creation of a “Jew-free Germany” was indeed sought by Nazism through more ruthless and 

more inhuman methods than the creation of an “Arab-free Palestine” accomplished by the 

Zionists: but behind the difference in techniques lay an identity of goals. 

 

The remnants of Palestine’s Arabs who have continued to live in the Zionist settler-state since 1948 

have their own “Bantustans,” their “native reserves,” their “Ghettoes” – although the institution 

which they encounter in their daily lives is given by the Zionist authorities the euphemistic name, 

“security zone.” 

 

 

 

 



227 

 

8.1.  Zionist Israel Project Tyranny in 1967 / “The Situation in the Middle East” 

 

The aftermath of the Six Day War, and the June 13, 1967, enjoining letter to the UN (A/6717) by Gromyko, 

the Soviet Union’s Minister of Foreign Affairs – “to bring about the liquidation of the consequences of 

aggression and the immediate withdrawal of Israel forces behind the armistice lines” – forced the United 

Nations to convene its Fifth Emergency Special Session, held from Saturday June 17 to Monday September 

18, 1967 (Plenary meetings 1,525 to 1,559). Israel’s aggression took place during the United States’ 

ongoing aggression upon Vietnam then three years into the making, escalating tensions between the US and 

the Soviet Union within the Member States body. UN plenary president Abdul Rahman Pazhwak, the 

Afghanistan ambassador, referred to Israel’s military expansion as “the situation in the Middle East:” 

 

“Our discussions here should also demonstrate clearly where the failures have occurred in 

maintaining peace and what steps are needed in order to remedy those failures of the past. It is 

necessary for the causes of failure in the responsible organs of the United Nations to be identified in 

order to succeed in the search for and the restoration and preservation of peace. It is evident that if 

this crisis is not brought to an end through the use of all the peaceful methods at the disposal of the 

international community, we shall all – every one of us – be confronted with very grave 

consequences. In our search for solutions, it is our duty to think not only of present circumstances but 

of future consequences. Our ultimate aim is peace, lasting peace, and we, should remember that 

genuine peace is based solely on justice, and therefore just solutions must be sought. … Have we not 

for too long tried to build peace by disconnected efforts with almost no attempt to put the elements 

together in a single rational structure representing our ultimate and imperative desire, that is to say, 

world peace?” 

 

Mr. Kosygin, the chairman of the Soviet Union’s Council of Ministers, stated on June 19, the second 

meeting: 

 

“By occupying territories of the United Arab Republic, Jordan and Syria, Israel continues to 

challenge the United Nations and all peace-loving countries, and this is why the main task of this 

Assembly is to condemn the aggressor and take steps for an immediate withdrawal of Israeli troops 

behind the armistice lines. In other words, the task is to clear all the territory of the Arab countries 

occupied by Israel troops of the invaders. As a result of the Israeli aggression traffic through the Suez 

Canal, an important international waterway which the invaders have turned into a front line of battle, 

has been paralysed.” 

“Eliminating the consequences of aggression also means making restitution for the material damage 

inflicted by the aggressor upon those whom he attacked and whose lands he occupied. The actions of 

the Israeli forces and Israeli aircraft have resulted in the destruction of homes, industrial 

establishments, roads, and means of transportation in the United Arab Republic, Syria and Jordan. 

Israel is in duty bound to reimburse the full cost of everything it has destroyed and to return all 

captured property. It is obligated to do this within the shortest possible time.”  

 

After drawn out and contentious statements from Abba Eban, Israel’s Minister of Foreign Affairs, the 

representative from Saudi Arabia, Mr. Baroody, said on June 19th: 

 

“The leader of my country has time and time again made it explicit, in various capitals of Western 

Europe, that the Arab world cannot accommodate Zionism in our midst. It is not a question of 

thousands of official statements, I should like to tell Mr. Eban. 106 If our leaders did not reflect the 

mood of the Arab people, they would not remain leaders. This is something which should be noted by 

 
106 Eban had stated, the “thousand official statements by Arab leaders in the past two years announcing their intention to destroy 

Israel by diverse forms of organized physical violence.” 
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all countries, especially the Western countries which were instrumental in creating Israel. They have 

forgotten that this artificial State has destroyed the indigenous people of Palestine. Forget that they 

are Arabs: they were the natives of Palestine. 

 

… But our problem is not with Judaism; our problem is with political Zionism, which made of 

Judaism, a noble religion, the motivation for its own political ends. We consider the leaders of Israel 

as Europeans, as representing a new form of colonialism. We do not wish to destroy the Jews. We 

protected the Jews throughout our history. But we cannot accommodate a European political 

incursion in our midst. Any leader who does not reflect the mood and the ethos and the thinking of 

the Arab world will be liquidated by none other than the Arab people. Let this sink into the minds of 

those who created Israel. We have a history of 6,000 years in the area. This dark cloud will be 

dissipated by time, not through rancour and hatred. If the same European Zionists were to come as 

Jews to worship their God with us, to worship the same God as we do, we would have no quarrel 

with them. But to bring their own culture from Europe and impose it upon us – that is something 

which the Arab people will not accept. We tried to reason with them, I amongst others, before the 

creation of the State of Israel. Face to face, man-to-man we reasoned with them. But they insisted on 

colonizing a part of the Arab homeland. … I should like to say that the policy of the European 

Zionists is like what Samson said: “On my head and on the heads of my enemies I would bring down 

this structure.”  

 

On June 20th, at the 1,527th plenary meeting, Mr. Al-Atassi, the Head of the Syrian Arab Republic, stated 

(translated from Arabic): 

 

“The Security Council was unable to discharge its responsibilities in condemning the Israeli 

aggression, ordering the withdrawal of its forces, and liquidating its consequences, due to the 

obstruction of the United Kingdom and the United States of America. … I only wish you would 

review the records of this Organization in its different organs in order to realize the incredible number 

of aggressions to which our Arab people has been subjected by Israel, the frequent condemnations 

and the many resolutions adopted by the Security Council, the General Assembly, and the United 

Nations organs in the region. Israel has not observed any of those resolutions; it has paid no attention 

or regard to those decisions, taken by the highest international organs, which reflect the international 

conscience. 

But the graph of the Israeli aggression has since [1956] taken an upward turn. This time it aimed 

specifically at the Syrian Arab region. Development works and civil projects were hit last year by 

Israeli napalm bombs. Roofs were destroyed from over the heads of children and old people by the 

Israeli bombers. That took place on 14 July 1966. In spite of irrefutable proof of this deliberate 

aggression and the reports of the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization 

(UNTSO), certain great Powers which protect Israel and encourage its aggressive policies prevented 

the Security Council at that time from condemning that aggression. Not long after, the Arab village of 

Es-Samu was subjected to a deliberate destructive raid, which the aggressors considered as just a bit 

of a show to exhibit their force and ruthlessness, at the expense of the suffering of women, children, 

and the aged. 

 

Then came the aggression of 7 April this year on Syria. Israeli aircraft reached the skies of Damascus, 

destroyed peaceful villages in the frontier zone with heavy bombardment, without fear of any 

international censure. This provided the aggressors with encouragement to plan and execute the latest 

comprehensive aggression, the consequences of which this Organization is facing today. In spite of 

the concentrated Zionist propaganda, intended to deceive world public opinion, the responsible Israeli 

authorities did not hide their aggressive intentions when they repeatedly declared that they were 

going to occupy Damascus and topple its progressive regime. They even proclaimed they were 

protected by the American Sixth Fleet. 
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We warn the General Assembly not to be deceived by the hypocritical appeals to peace which have 

been part and parcel of the Israeli routine. The history of Israel in the last twenty years bas proved 

beyond any doubt that Israel makes such appeals as a preparation for a new aggression. That was the 

case before the 1956 aggression. That also was the case before this most recent aggression. In both 

cases Israel deceived world public opinion, claiming not to have any aggressive intentions or to be 

preparing for a war. But the world witnessed their sneak attack on 5 June 1967. 

 

It is worth mentioning that, when Syria and Israel agreed to the cease-fire ordered by the Security 

Council, the Israeli forces of aggression had not yet occupied one iota of Syrian territory. It was after 

we informed Secretary-General U Thant that we had ceased fire as from 1630 hours GMT, 10 June, 

that the Israeli invasion of our territory began. This invasion took place at the time when the Security 

Council was in session and after it had already issued an additional cease-fire order. The Israeli 

invasion was coupled with the deliberate delaying tactics of both the United States of America and 

the United Kingdom representatives in the Security Council. While the invasion was progressing, the 

Israeli representative was submitting to the Security Council false information, categorically denying 

the occupation of Syrian territory as well as the bombing of Damascus. 

 

If many small countries have in the past experienced, and today also experience, colonialist 

aggression. as in Viet-Nam, where a heroic people, small in number, is fighting against ruthless 

forces, the Arab people assuredly have the distinction of experiencing subjection to the domination of 

a most peculiar alliance, in unprecedented fashion and degree. This is the full alliance between 

traditional colonialism and international Zionism as incarnated in Israel. As a matter of fact, this 

Israeli neocolonialism is based in its essence on the total extermination of the Arab people and the 

introduction, in their place, of other conquering elements, as happened in occupied Palestine and as is 

happening in the Arab territories recently occupied. Youth are assembled in public places, their eyes 

are bandaged, and then they are shot. Other Arab inhabitants are driven out of the occupied territory 

to wander as refugees without home or shelter. In Syria after the most recent events, the number of 

human beings in this category has reached a total of 40,000 refugees. 

 

The mention in the Israeli Yearbook that the State of Israel should 

extend from the Nile to the Euphrates demonstrates incontestably why 

the Zionist conquerors now sit at a distance of fifty kilometres from 

Damascus and a hundred kilometres from Cairo, why the original 

inhabitants have been expelled from the occupied territory to wander as 

refugees, and why youth are shot in cold blood. The Arab people are 

indeed being subjected today to an operation of extermination, 

surpassing in dimensions what the Nazis did. It is in truth experiencing 

a dual colonialist operation aimed at eradicating its very existence and 

at subjecting the surviving part to direct colonialist domination. 

 

The Arab homeland, with its important strategic location, its petroleum 

resources and huge potential wealth, is considered by the colonial 

Powers – and, first and foremost, by the United States of America and 

Britain – as a zone of influence and a domain of vast vested interests. 

In order to safeguard these interests, the colonial States use all means, without discrimination. … 

Colonialism wishes to seize the raw material of our homeland and that of most of the countries of the 

Third World, to take it at the cheapest cost, manufacture and then reexport it to the Third World 

market at the highest price. This is a formidable equation. To maintain it constantly in its favour, 

colonialism uses every means. 
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Representatives may have read the challenge issued by the Foreign Minister of Israel when he 

declared that his Government would not give any weight to any resolution adopted by this 

Organization, even: “If the General Assembly were to vote by 121 to 1 in favour of Israel returning to 

the armistice lines … Israel would refuse to comply with that decision.” This was reported in The 

New York Times on Monday, 19 June.” 

 

When Sabah Al-Ahmed Al-Jaber Al-Sabah, Kuwait’s Foreign Affairs Minister, addressed the General 

Assembly in Arabic on June 29, 1967, at the 1,540th plenary meeting, one can distinctly recognize that 

Sayegh – who had just taken on the duty as Senior consultant to Kuwait Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

assigned to the UN Kuwait delegation – had diligently composed the Minister’s speech: 

 

“Failure to secure the withdrawal of Israel will embolden Israel itself to 

resort to armed aggression once again in the future for the purpose of 

attaining further territorial aggrandizement. For it was precisely the 

original failure of the United Nations in 1948 to apply effectively the 

principles of the Charter to the conduct of Israel that encouraged Israel 

to believe that it could always accomplish lasting territorial 

aggrandizement by resort to armed aggression; and it was this belief that 

prompted Israel to launch its recent aggression. 

 

We all recall that when it began to face the question of armed hostilities 

in Palestine in 1948, by calling for a cease-fire and a truce, the Security 

Council declared solemnly and unambiguously, on more than one 

occasion, that a principal condition of the truce was that “no party is 

entitled to gain military or political advantage through violation of the truce.” This principle was 

enunciated in Security Council resolution 56 (1948) of 19 August 1948, was reaffirmed on 19 

October 1948 [59 (1948)], was enunciated once more on 4 November 1948 [61 (1948)] and was 

again reaffirmed on 16 November 1948[62 (1948)]. But the Security Council failed to apply this 

principle in practice to the actual progress of hostilities. As a result, Israel proceeded to violate the 

truce time and again, and was thereby enabled to occupy vast areas of Palestine which had not been 

under its control when the Council proclaimed or reiterated the aforementioned principle. Had the 

world Organization carried out its duties in 1948, translating its words into deeds, we would not be 

meeting today to consider a new act of Israeli aggression, which is in reality a repetition of those 

earlier acts of aggression but on a larger scale. Accordingly, if the United Nations now fails to put an 

immediate, decisive, and complete end to the consequences of the recent Israeli aggression, it will 

have planted the seeds of a new Israeli aggression with its own hands in a fertile soil – the soil of the 

Zionist  movement, ever eager for expansion, devoutly attached to violence and the use of force, 

and desecrating the principles of international law and the United Nations Charter. 

 

I referred a moment ago to the Zionist eagerness for territorial expansion. I wish to emphasize that 

that was not a figure of speech but a realistic and accurate description of a Zionist ideological drive 

which has been embodied in practical policies and has already achieved actual and steady fulfilment. 

The Zionist movement, which set out from the very beginning to conquer the entire area it calls Eretz 

Israel, and which has pursued that objective through a carefully planned approach of stage-by-stage 

implementation, remains until Today – despite the recent expansion accomplished this month – at a 

station along its charted path: it has not yet arrived at its terminal. Even if we accept, as a definition 

of ultimate Zionist territorial ambitions, the minimum demands officially made by the Zionist 

movement in its 1919 Memorandum to the Paris Peace Conference, we cannot fail to observe 

that there are still large areas of Lebanon, Syria, and Jordan which are earmarked for Israeli 

expansion in the future – to say nothing of the much larger areas coveted by so-called Zionist 

“extremists,” whose territorial target stretches all the way from the Nile to the Euphrates. If, 
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then, it does not now impose upon Israel withdrawal from the recently occupied territories of the 

Arab States, the United Nations will have virtually addressed an open invitation to Israel to proceed 

tomorrow to achieve another instalment in its well-known expansionist programme.” 107  

United Nations General Assembly, Official Records, 1547th Plenary Meeting, 

Tuesday, 4 July 1967, New York, Fifth Emergency Special Session. 
 

Fayez Sayegh, Representative from Kuwait, stated: 
 

“For surely in any catalogue of the causes of tension in the Middle East there are at least three causes that 

should be mentioned, but these are ignored in the Latin American draft resolution. There is first the 

racist policy of the settler community in Israel towards the natives of Palestine. I say it is a racist 

policy of discrimination because in the hierarchy of the society in Israel the European and American Jews 

are given top place; the oriental Jews are given second place; and the Arabs, the natives, the indigenous 

population, are given third place. Surely the Middle East cannot be tension-free as long as Arabs living 

under Israeli rule continue to be discriminated against and persecuted and on occasion subjected to 

pogroms, as at Kafr Qasim in 1956. 

 

Secondly, there is the well-known fact that Israel, in the view of every one of its leaders and every leader 

of the Zionist movement, is still an unfinished enterprise; that before Israel there lies a programme 

of further territorial and demographic expansion. Even with all the expansion accomplished last 

month, the Israeli programme has not been completed and there are still territories in Syria, Lebanon and 

Jordan that will be the target of further conquest and annexation if the blueprint of Israel has a chance of 

success. There can be no tension-free Middle East as long as one State considers itself an unfinished 

enterprise, as long as one State considers that there are still territories which are part of its patrimony and 

its national homeland. 

 

Finally, there is another element in the catalogue of causes of tension which the Latin American draft 

resolution ignores completely; that is what one may call the Israeli addiction to violence. It is not an 

addiction to violence that we surmise. It is an addiction to violence that is recorded in documents of 

the United Nations itself. What State has been the subject of as many condemnations and censures for 

resort to violence against the territories of its neighbours as has the State of Israel? Need I take the time 

of this Assembly to cite Security Council resolutions 93 (1951) of 18 May 1951, 101 (1953) of 24 

November 1953, 106 (1955) of 29 March 1955, 111 (1956) of 19 January 1956, 171 (1962) of 9 April 

1962, and 228 (1966) of 25 November 1966? 

 

The Latin American draft resolution has all these defects and all these shortcomings. We shall therefore 

vote against the whole resolution and against every individual provision or portions of a provision 

contained in it. We should like to say that for all States in this Organization the adoption of the Latin 

American draft resolution would mean that no small State from now on could go to sleep with a clear 

mind thinking that should its neighbour attack it, should its neighbour seek to annex part of its territory, 

the United Nations would step in to remedy the situation and to protect the invaded party. … May I 

indulge in this spirit of sloganeering of the session and add my own label. The Latin American draft 

resolution, from the standpoint of the United Nations, is a prescription for abdication and for suicide. 

 

For the bitter truth is that whereas one or more constructive resolutions, consistent with the spirit of the 

Charter, are not of and by themselves sufficient to sustain indefinitely the structure of world order, 

unfortunately one resolution inconsistent with the spirit of the Charter is of and by itself sufficient to 

destroy the edifice of world order.” 
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On July 4, 1967, the UN General Assembly passed resolution 2253 (ES-V), Measures taken by Israel to 

change the status of the City of Jerusalem, which requested the UN Secretary General to notify the 

government of Israel to immediately respond to the resolution, whereby 

it’s measures altering the status of Jerusalem as “invalid” and to “rescind 

all measures already taken and to desist forthwith.” After the Six Day 

War, Israel defied and violated the United Nations “Charter and of the 

norms of international law” by annexing the Old City of Jerusalem, 

which former Prime Minister Ben Gurion declared as “our eternal 

capital.” 108  

 

In Israeli Foreign Affairs Minister Abba Eban’s July 10, 1967, 4-page 

response letter to that resolution, he begins with the following: “As a 

result of aggression launched by the Arab States against Israel in 

1948, the section of Jerusalem in which the Holy Places are concentrated 

had been governed for nineteen years by a regime which refused to give 

due acknowledgment to universal religious concerns.”   

 

Of the General Assembly delegations responding to Eban’s letter on July 

13, 1967, one was by Kuwait delegate Fayez Sayegh:  

 

“The document circulated by the Secretary-General, containing Mr. 

Eban’s response, is to say the least – and I am carefully trying to 

use the least sensational words – an unusual document. It is, to say 

the least, an astounding document because what we have before us 

in this exchange is not a dialogue, a question and an answer, a 

statement and a response; what we have in this document is, in fact, 

a succession of monologues. 

 

According to Mr. Eban’s version, the Arabs were the aggressors in 

1967 and they were the aggressors in 1948. … he does assert that 

the aggression which we all know is the reason why we are meeting 

in this emergency special session was an aggression by the Arab 

States against Israel and not vice versa. He builds that upon his 

claim that in 1948 the Arabs also were the aggressors. 

 

Now, 1967 is still too fresh in our memories for any of us to need to 

be reminded of what really happened on 5 June. But 1948 is a bit 

remote, and Mr. Eban apparently believes that an untruth, repeated 

frequently, becomes the truth by the sheer weight of repetition. Just 

because for nineteen years he has been saying that the Arabs were 

the aggressors in 1948, he believes that that makes them the 

aggressors in 1948. May I just refresh the Assembly’s memory, and 

that of Mr. Eban, as to who was the aggressor in 1948? 

 

We are told that Israel, which came into being late on 14 May 1948, 

suddenly found itself exposed to aggression by Arab armies on the morning of 15 May. But the 

record of April and early May of 1948 shows, without a shadow of a doubt, that on 9 April Arab 

 
107 United Nations General Assembly, 1542nd Plenary Meeting, Fifth Emergency Special Session, Thursday, 29 June 1967, New 

York (A/PV 1542), page 2. 
108 General Assembly, July 13, 1967, 1551s Plenary Meeting, A/PV 1551, page 1. 
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villages in Palestine were already being raided and destroyed and razed to the ground by Zionist 

paramilitary and terrorist organizations, and their populations massacred; that on 26 April, the city of 

Jaffa, which was earmarked by the General Assembly for the Arab State of Palestine and not for the 

Jewish State, fell into the hands of Zionist military organizations; that early in May, the city of Acre, 

also earmarked for the Arab State, fell into Zionist hands; and that therefore by 14 May, prenatal 

Israel – embryonic Israel – had already raided and occupied portions of the Arab State of Palestine 

envisaged by the General Assembly. 

 

Israel was an aggressor before it was born. Prenatal Israel had already committed an act of 

aggression. The Arab armies entered Palestine on 15 May 1948 at the request of the Arab community 

of Palestine, through the recognized representatives of that community, in order to prevent the rest of 

Palestine from being occupied by prenatal Israel, an occupation which now has been accomplished in 

consequence of the invasion of 5 June 1967. 

 

May I say, in all candour, that Israel has been emboldened to be evasive, it has been emboldened to 

fail to comply with the will of the United Nations, it has been emboldened to annex Jerusalem – and 

will be further emboldened to annex the remaining territories it occupies as a result of the recent 

aggression – by virtue of the failure of the United Nations to perform its tasks and to discharge 

its duties. 

 

Had the Security Council and the General Assembly, in its present session, been permitted to 

order immediate, complete and unconditional withdrawal of Israeli forces from the territories 

occupied as a result of the recent invasion, there would have been no opportunity for Israel to 

annex Jerusalem. But neither the Security Council nor the General Assembly was permitted to 

act, largely because one great Power chose to abuse its power and exert its influence in order to 

sway and twist the will of sovereign States and change the votes of delegations, thereby 

preventing the adoption of the resolution, the only resolution consistent with, and mandatory 

under, the Charter. 

 

Thus, the General Assembly and the great Powers which abuse their influence and power in the 

General Assembly and in the Security Council, must bear a share of the responsibility for what Israel 

is doing today.” 

 

8.2.  The Special Political Committee 

 

“On 5 June 1967 armed conflict erupted between Israel and certain Arab States. When the firing 

ceased, Israel was in occupation of the Gaza Strip and the Sinai Peninsula, the West Bank of the 

Jordan and the Golan Heights and Quneitra area in the south-western corner of Syria. More than 

half of the refugees registered with the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 

Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA) had been living in these areas; over 300,000 persons, including 

some 120,000 registered refugees, are reported to have been rendered homeless or to have left their 

homes as a result of the hostilities. Many had lost their homes for the second time in their lives. In 

addition to the grave political issues at stake, the plight of these people confronted the international 

community, and UNRWA in particular, with new and urgent problems of a humanitarian character.” 
109  

From a selected period – December 1967 to end November 1975 – of Fayez Sayegh’s participatory record, 

he made some fifty meeting statements at the UN’s Special Political Committee (SPC), an organ later 

absorbed into the United Nations Fourth Committee in about 1993. Formed in 1950 as the Ad Hoc Political 

 
109 Opening statement in, Report of the Commissioner-General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 

Refugees in the Near East, 1 July 1966 – 30 June 1967, report A6713. 
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Committee, meant to ease the burden of the UN’s agenda items, many of the SPC’s summary recorded 

meetings which Sayegh attended dealt with the topic and theme of Palestinian refugees and the UN Relief 

and Works Agency (UNRWA). Sayegh’s two statements on November 14, 1973, at the 886th meeting, are 

typical of his argumentative ability to present in-depth, accurate, and rebuttal information.  

 

“Although other peoples had experienced foreign occupation, subjugation or exile, the Palestinians 

were the only ones who had lived through all of those and were still experiencing one or another of 

them. Secondly, the multiple hardships affecting the Palestinian people were the result of the action 

or the inaction of the organized international community, which had, however, been established to 

satisfy the aspirations of mankind for justice, equity, peace and respect for human rights. Thirdly, it 

was during the era of decolonization that the Palestinian people had become the victims of a process 

of colonization made possible by the deeds and the inaction of the United Nations, which had 

presided over the process of decolonization elsewhere. In the age of rising expectations. the people of 

Palestine had been delivered nothing but rising frustrations. Fourthly, the tragedy of the Palestinian 

people was not a quirk of fate: it was the inevitable consequence of an ideology and a movement and, 

later, of the conduct of a State. It was not the work of blind forces of nature, but of a conscious 

will that was a testimony to man’s inhumanity to man. The meeting of 200 Jews at Basel in 1897 

to establish the Zionist movement, which was to devote itself to the creation of a Judenstaat in a land 

occupied by non-Jews, had spelt the beginning of the 

tragedy of the people of Palestine. 

Fifthly, the Palestinians had remained 

the victims of that tragedy in spite of 

solemn promises by the international 

community for half a century assuring 

them that such would not be their fate. 

… Those safeguard clauses had also been included in the recommendation concerning the partition of 

Palestine adopted on 29 November 1947 by the General Assembly (resolution 181 A (II)). The United 

Kingdom Government, the League of Nations and the United Nations each had solemnly promised in 

turn to guarantee the rights of the Palestinians. What had they done to enforce that guarantee? It was 

no wonder that the Palestinian people felt that they had been betrayed and that they were the victims 

not only of the Zionists but also of the international community. 

 

The last point to be remembered was that the Palestinians had never submitted to the fait accompli; 

they had never surrendered their rights. From 1920 to 1948, until their displacement, they had waged 

their war of liberation almost continuously. … After 1948 the struggle of Palestinians for liberation 

had taken a new form, but they had never surrendered their right nor had they ceased to defend their 

dignity. Israel could not point to a single group which had ever accepted as legitimate the situation 

established in Palestine by force.” 
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“It was lamentable that, contrary to the South African regime, Zionism and Israel had never 

been the subject of a thorough study, for Israel represented in south-west Asia the same assault 

on human dignity that apartheid represented in southern Africa. He [Sayegh] cited as proof an 

interview with David Ben-Gurion in The Jerusalem Post of 23 June 1969 (weekly overseas edition) in 

which Mr. Ben-Gurion said that he had told the Prime Minister of the South African Government that 

if the white settlers had done in South Africa what the Jews had 

done in Palestine they would have been spared considerable 

troubles, a point with which the Prime Minister had agreed. 

 

If the situation led Israel to rid itself of the syndrome which 

characterized it, it might be possible to arrive at a solution that 

respected the rights of both the Palestinians and the Jews. The 

representative of the Palestine Liberation Organization had 

suggested in his statement (882nd meeting) what that solution 

might be – a solution that also he himself had contemplated at the 

twenty-fifth session (737th meeting). That solution would make it 

possible to alter the irreconcilable nature of extreme positions. 

Indigenous Arabs, both Moslem and Christian, and Jews, 

whether indigenous or not, should live together in Palestine in a 

State to which they would all equally belong, and which would 

belong to all of them equally. They should dedicate themselves, 

not to excluding one another, but to working together as human 

beings linked by bonds of humanity transcending religious, 

linguistic, racial and national differences. A State should be 

created in Palestine in which all those human beings would 

work together. That solution would symbolize the triumph of 

humanity over factionalism and the triumph of vision over 

obstacles that seemed insurmountable. It would enable the Arabs to 

renew what had always been their tradition of tolerance. It would 

also enable Jews living outside Israel to renew their tradition of 

pluralism, in which their salvation lay. All that the Israelis had to 

lose was something that had never belonged to them.” 110 

 

Since December 19, 1968 – because of follow up discussions from 

Israel’s military territorial annexation during the Six Day War in June 

1967 – when the UN General Assembly established The Special 

Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human Rights of 

the Population of the Occupied Territories, the UN’s Special Political 

Committee had been tasked with reviewing the special Israeli Practices 

reports, the number of which totalled to seven by October 1975. 111 As 

noted in the 7th report of October 27, 1975 (A/10272), “The 

investigations of such allegations continue to be hampered by the 

persistent denial of the government of Israel to the Special 

Committee of access to the occupied territories.” 112 Shown in the 

October 1954 news article to the right, South Africa had previously “refused to allow” the Special Political 

 
110 A/SPC/SR886. 
111 No.1, A/8089 (October 26, 1970); No. 2, A/8389 (October 5, 1971); No. 3, A/8389/Add.1, (December 9, 1971); No. 4, A8828 

(October 9, 1972); No. 5, A/9148 (October 25, 1973); No. 6, A/9817 (November 4, 1974; and No. 7, A/10272 (October 27, 

1975).  
112 Page 8. 
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Committee “to make an on-the-spot study” of its apartheid practices. Israel was consistent in its later 

refusals to allow UN Special Rapporteurs entry on their UN missions to investigate the human conditions 

in the occupied territories. The 7th report stated: 

 

“The evidence before the Special Committee indicates that the policies and practices pursued by the 

occupying Power in the occupied territories, in so far as they affect the human rights of the 

population of those territories, have not changed to any marked extent … The general situation 

continues to give cause for concern because the civilian population has now been living under 

military occupation since June 1967. This has created a state of restlessness which has manifested 

itself this year in the marked increase of incidents, often violent; reprisals by the military occupying 

authorities; and the noticeable increase in the number of persons in custody. As indicated in section 

IV, the economic dependence of the occupied territories, in particular the continued abuse of the 

labour force from the occupied territories, persists. There is no evidence that prison conditions have 

improved; on the contrary, the recent increase in the number of detainees has not served to ameliorate 

prison conditions. The state of occupation and the consequent interference with daily life for such a 

long period are obviously affecting the youth of the occupied territories, who have become the object 

of military intervention as their sense of frustration and resentment at occupation grows with its 

prolongation. 

 

In section IV-A above, the Special Committee gave a sample of the evidence before it on the 

existence of a policy of annexation and settlement of the occupied territories and the implementation 

of such a policy. The recurring references by members of the Israeli Government to the existence of 

plans for the establishment of Israeli settlements in the occupied territories, together with 

uncontradicted reports of the establishment of such settlements, prove the existence of this policy, 

which is contrary to articles 47 and 49 of the Fourth Geneva Convention. The Special Committee 

notes with particular concern the measures that have been taken in the Gaza Strip and in the Rafah 

area where numerous persons have been forcibly evicted from their land to allow the construction of 

Israeli settlements.  

 

The Special Committee would draw attention once again to the proposal that as repeatedly made for  

the adoption of an arrangement inspired by the Protecting Power formula envisaged under the 

Geneva Conventions which protects civilian persons living in occupied territories. This machinery or 

one similar to it should be established to provide future protection for the population of the occupied 

territories. 113 

 

At the first of three Special Political Committee meetings (985th, 986th, 987th) held on November 26, 

27, and 28, 1975, which member Fayez Sayegh attended (who requested that a “film,” mentioned in 

the 7th report, be shown to the Committee), Mr. Amerasinghe (from Sri Lanka), being the chairman of 

the Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices, began the session. He: 

 

… introduced the Special Committee’s report (A/10272) and referred to the genesis of the four 

Geneva Conventions of 1949, especially the fourth, the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection 

of Civilian Persons in Time of War. Those Conventions had been the product of the reaction of 

mankind to the excesses committed during the Nazi occupation in the Second World War, and it was 

therefore a matter of tragic irony that the first country whose conduct as an occupying Power 

should have come under investigation after the adoption of those Conventions was precisely 

Israel, whose co-religionists had been the victims of the regime of violence under that 

occupation. Moreover, he wished to state quite clearly that he did not in the least presume to 

compare the Israeli occupation with the Nazi occupation during the Second World War.”  

 
113 Pages 31 and 35. 
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“The fourth Geneva Convention was based on two assumptions: the first being that the occupation 

would be only temporary and the second, that there would be the least possible interference by the 

occupying Power with the life and customs of the occupied country. Unfortunately, the first of those 

assumptions had not been justified in the case of Israel, since the occupation of the Arab territories 

had already lasted for eight years. 

 

The report was based on facts and facts alone, and he challenged anyone to point to a single statement 

in it that could be described as a figment of the imagination. Secondly, it was based largely on 

information from Israeli sources, especially descriptions of facts and policy declarations by members 

of the Israeli Cabinet …” 

 

On the 987th meeting, on December 1, 1975, the Syrian Arabic Republic delegate, Mr. Sibahi, said he: 

 

“Commended the Special Committee for the excellent work it had carried out despite Israel’s refusal 

to allow it to enter the occupied territories, a refusal motivated by a desire to hide other more 

revealing proof of one of the most obnoxious crimes in history. That position of Israel was not 

surprising, for Israel had flouted the Charter, international agreements and the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights and did not abide by United Nations resolutions.  

 

It was therefore obvious that the report of the Special Committee was the only vehicle whereby the 

international community could learn about Israeli practices in Palestine and the occupied Arab 

territories. That impartial report had exposed the imperialist, expansionist and colonialist sides of 

Israel, which confiscated properties and annexed territories to build settlements in the occupied 

territories. Those plans violated basic human rights and international law, in particular, the fourth 

Geneva Convention and the 1954 Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the 

Event of Armed Conflict. 

 

The Special Committee’s report also described the economic exploitation of the occupied territories, 

which the Israeli representative [Mr. Doron] saw as constituting “reforms,” 114 whereas in fact it was 

merely a source of cheap labour for Israel. The report likewise revealed the retaliatory, oppressive 

and terrorist measures and Nazi methods – administrative detention and mass arrests and military 

tribunals – used by the Israeli authorities to exert pressure on the nationalist elements. Paragraph 106 

of the report gave a clear example of such repressive measures. 

 

It was necessary to examine the seriousness of the Israeli practices not only in relation to the Charter 

of the United Nations, international law and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, but also 

with respect to the Geneva Conventions, which Israel had signed but then rejected, especially the 

fourth one. Israel’s rejection of the fourth Geneva Convention was an attempt to free itself from its 

guilt complex for its inhuman practices and provided additional proof of its criminal intentions and its 

disregard for international resolutions and international law.” 

 
114 Mr. Doron stated on November 28th: “The vicious diatribes against Zionism voiced by Arab delegates might give the 

Committee the impression that while the rest of the world supported the Jewish national liberation movement, the Arab world 

was always hostile to Zionism. That was not the case. Arab leaders had recognized the rights of the Jewish people and had fully 

endorsed the virtues of Zionism. The leader of the Arab world during the First World War had written on 23 March 1918 in the 

daily paper of Mecca that he recognized that for the Jews streaming into Palestine from all parts of the world, the country was, 

for all their differences, a sacred and beloved homeland. His son, who had represented the Arab world at the Paris Peace 

Conference, had stated on 3 March 1919 that the educated Arabs especially looked with deepest sympathy on the Zionist 

movement and wished the Jews a hearty welcome home; they were working together for a reformed and revised Near East, 

and the two movements complemented each other; Zionism was national and not imperialistic. There was room in Syria for 

both and neither could be a success without the other.” 
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“His delegation drew attention to the conclusion reached in the report that it was essential that the 

United Nations change its attitude with regard to the occupation problem. It was high time for the 

international community to think seriously about the possibility of imposing international 

sanctions in all fields against the Zionist racist entity existing in Israel, according to the 

provisions of the Charter, and for a timetable to be established for the implementation by Israel of the 

General Assembly and Security Council resolutions calling for an end to the occupation and 

aggression and for recognition of the inalienable rights of the inhabitants of the occupied territories.” 

 

8.3.  CERD Rapporteur Sayegh 

 

Many representatives voiced regret at the fact that, twenty years after its creation, the United Nations 

was still called upon to consider the deplorable phenomenon of racial discrimination. With such 

discrimination unfortunately persisting in various parts of the world, despite the repeated appeals 

and condemnations emanating from the United Nations, the Organization must now take more 

vigorous measures to eliminate the discriminatory policies pursued in breach of the Charter and the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 115 

 

1. By resolution 2544 (XXIV), the General Assembly designated the year 1971 as International Year  

for Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination, and considered that the Year should be  

observed in the name of the ever-growing struggle against racial discrimination in all its forms  

and manifestations and in the name of international solidarity with those struggling against  

racism. The Assembly approved the programme for the observance of the Year prepared by the  

Secretary-General, and called upon States to co-operate in every way in its implementation.  

 

2. In the resolution, the Assembly urgently appealed to all States to intensify and expand their efforts 

at the national and international levels towards ensuring the rapid and total eradication of racial 

discrimination, including the policy of apartheid, nazism and all of its contemporary forms, as well 

as other manifestations of racism. The Assembly also invited the organs of the United Nations and the 

specialized agencies concerned to co-operate and participate in the preparatory work and in the 

observance of the International Year for Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination. 116 

 

On December 21, 1965, the United Nations’ General Assembly adopted Resolution 2106 (XX), the 

International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. It was a 

comprehensive, monumental resolution emanating from the United Nations’ Charter, the outcome of 

endless wrestling at United Nations’ sessions and committees concerning the international question of 

human rights. It’s preamble about: the Charter, “the principles of the dignity and equality inherent in all 

human beings … to promote and encourage universal respect for and observance of human rights and 

fundamental freedoms for all, without distinction as to race, sex, language or religion;” and the affirmation 

concerning “the necessity of speedily eliminating racial discrimination throughout the world in all its forms 

and manifestations;” led to States Parties agreement of the Convention’s Twenty-Five Articles, of few 

samples from which follow:  

1. In this Convention, the term “racial discrimination” shall mean any distinction, exclusion, 

restriction or preference based on race, colour, descent, or national or ethnic origin which has the 

purpose of effect of nullifying or impairing the recognition, enjoyment or exercise, on an equal 

footing, of human rights and fundamental freedoms in the political, economic, social, cultural or any 

other field of public life. 

 
115 Report of the Third Committee, Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination, November 24, 1970, submitted to the UN 

General Assembly, A/8163, page 5. 
116 International Year for Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination, Report of the Secretary General, September 22, 

1970, report A/8061, page 4. 
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3. State Parties particularly condemn racial segregation and apartheid and undertake to prevent, 

prohibit and eradicate all practices of this nature in territories under their jurisdiction. 

4. State Parties condemn all propaganda and all organizations which are based on ideas or theories of 

superiority of one race or group of persons of one colour or ethnic origin, or which attempt to justify 

or promote racial hatred and discrimination in any form, and undertake to adopt immediate and 

positive measures designed to eradicate all incitement to, or acts of, such discrimination and, to this 

end, with due regard to the principles embodied in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and 

the rights expressly set forth in article 5 of this Convention. 

5. … (d) Other civil rights, in particular: (i) the right to freedom of movement and residence within 

the border of the State; (ii) the right to leave any country, including one’s own, and to return to one’s 

country; … (iv) the right to own property alone as well in association with others; … (vii) the right to 

freedom of thought, conscience and religion; the right to freedom of opinion and expression.” 

  

Of significance, one of the two superpowers, the United States of America, would not become a State Party 

signatory to the Convention until October 1994. 117 The Russian Federation, on the other hand, became a 

State Party in February 1969. The State of Israel would not become a State Party until January 1979, upon 

the following condition: Israel “does not consider itself bound by the provisions of article 22 of the said 

Convention,” the provision that subjects “any dispute between two or more State Parties” to be “referred to 

the International Court of Justice for decision.” Canada acceded to the Convention in October 1970.  

 

The Convention came into force on January 4, 1969, upon which “duly designated representatives of the 

State Parties to the Convention” held meetings in 1969 to elect members for the “Committee on the 

Elimination of Racial Discrimination” (CERD). Because the United States and Israel chose against 

becoming State Party members, the CERD could not report on those members, or any other non-Party 

members, unless a member State of 

the Convention might file a related 

complaint. Reported below, Syria 

would make such claims against the 

State of Israel. 

 

Upon the activation of the 18-member 

CERD in January 1970, during its second meeting, it chose a Working Group of five amongst its members. 

By January 23, 1970, the Working Group nominated Fayez Sayegh as its Rapporteur, a position he 

held until 1980. The Working Group then proceeded to lay the policy and planning groundwork for the 

CERD.  

 

In the new age of human rights recognition, birthed under the creation of the United Nations Charter, 

member States and NGOs endlessly argued for almost two decades, that if the world’s citizenry wanted to 

move away from colonialism, and wanted to move towards acceptance of human worth and dignity, 

participatory nation states had to change their legal precepts and frameworks. Giant cogwheels, “organs,” 

were fashioned for new machines to do so. It all took painstaking time and effort. Getting a large group of 

Nation States to agree on a set of principles, especially with the unequal voting power structure at the UN, 

was itself challenging, and then monitoring Nation States on the progress or transgression of those 

agreements.   

 

The first planning phase of the CERD was to communicate to each State Party Member to prepare reports – 

 
117 United Nations Treaty Collection, Chapter IV, Human Rights, 2. International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 

Racial Discrimination, New York, March 1966. 

 

https://treaties.un.org/Pages/ViewDetails.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=IV-2&chapter=4&clang=_en#top
https://treaties.un.org/Pages/ViewDetails.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=IV-2&chapter=4&clang=_en#top
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a compliance under Article 9 of the Convention – each of which would then be evaluated by the CERD. 118 

States Parties were to provide detailed information on “legislative, judicial, administrative or other 

measures” to “give effect to the provisions of the Convention before and since entry into force of the 

Convention.” Later CERD meeting minutes describe that States Parties, who “acceded” to the Convention, 

were “obligated” to “adopt legislative measure to combat racial discrimination.” The CERD recommended 

to the General Assembly “that all States which … had no specific legislation to combat racial 

discrimination should adopt the legislative, judicial, administrative or other measures which they had 

undertaken to enact in acceding to the Convention.” 119 

 

For instance, under Sayegh’s “assessing the completeness” of one report submitted by Brazil in 1971 – 

discussing the Committee’s evaluation of Brazil’s claim “that no racial discrimination existed in its 

country” – he commented that “the situation was different with regard to racist and propaganda 

organizations:”  

 

“Whether or not racial discrimination existed in their countries and whether or not they needed to 

adopt legislation to eliminate racial discrimination, States Parties were obligated under article 4 of the 

Convention to adopt legislation to outlaw racist organizations and propaganda. In the case of Brazil, 

therefore, the Committee did not need to ask the Government whether it had adopted legislation to 

eliminate racial discrimination, but whether it had taken any action under article 4 of the 

Convention.” 120 

By 1971, the CERD had received some 40 reports from States Parties. The Committee summarized in their 

annual report to the General Assembly that reports filed by individual member States had received one of 

three consensus evaluations, “satisfactory,” “unsatisfactory,” or “incomplete.” 15 States Parties received 

“satisfactory” status, 17 States Parties received “incomplete” or “unsatisfactory,” and the remaining as 

“complete.” 121 

 

In the 1971 annual report, the CERD included a statement from the Syrian Arab Republic: 

 

“… some 110,000 Syrian citizens of the Golan Heights have since June 1967 been deprived of those 

fundamental human rights enunciated by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Covenants 

on Human Rights and specifically by article 5 of International Convention on the Elimination of All 

Forms of Racial Discrimination. It is therefor incumbent upon the parties to the latter 

Convention to carry out their individual and collective responsibilities towards the termination 

of the Israeli discriminatory and racist policies and practices in occupied territories.” 122 

 

CERD’s 1971 annual report went on to state that the Syrian Arab Republic had later “submitted a 

supplementary report” regarding “Israel’s violations of human rights in the Golan Heights.” The 

supplementary report referenced “reports submitted by the investigating organs of the United Nations” on 

“Israeli racist policies,” namely “the Report of the Special Working Group of Experts established under 

resolution 6 (XXV) of the Commission on Human Rights (E/CN.4/1016 and addenda) and the October 26, 

1970 Report of the Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human Rights of the 

Population of the Occupied Territories (A/8089).” In the CERD’s 1973 annual report, A/9018, Sayegh 

composed a draft statement, adopted by the CERD at its 113th meeting, which was forwarded to the General 

Assembly, with “the hope that the population of the Golan Heights will be able as soon as possible to enjoy 

fully their human rights and fundamental freedoms as citizens of the Syrian Arab Republic” (page 105).    

 
118 Annex III, A. Text of Communication sent to States Parties under Article 9 of the Convention, in A/8027, Report of the 

Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, 1970. 
119 CERD/C/SR.63, 63rd meeting, August 25, 1971, page 46. 
120 Ibid., page 49. 
121 A/8418, page 8 ff. 
122 Ibid., page 9. 
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F. Conduct of the investigation 

22 . The Committee conducted its investigation in the period f rom 25 March 1970 

to 15 June 1970 , during which it held a total of forty-six mee tings for the 

purpose of hearing witnesses and several other meetings fo r planning and organizing 

its work . The Special Committee met at United Nations Headquarters in New York 

during the period 23 t o 29 Harch i in London from 31 March to 5 April ; Beirut from 

6 to 8 April; Damascus from 9 to 13 April; Amman from 13 to 21 April; Cairo from 

21 to 29 April j and Geneva from 30 April to 2 May 1970 . A total of 146 per sons 

was heard , as follows ; London, thirteen, i ncluding five in closed or partly- d osed 

session; Beirut , eleven , including three in closed or partly- closed meetings; 

Damascus , thi r ty-three 1 including one in cl osed meeting; Amman , thirty- Ii ve 1 

including four in closed or partly-closed meeti ngs; Cairo , fifty 1 i ncludi ng four 

in partly- cl osed meetings; Geneva, three , including one i n a partly- cl~sed meeting ; 

New York, one . The Special Committee visited refugees in Djer amanah Tents , 

Damascus , on 12 April, and at the Jer ash refugee camp in J ordan on 18 April 1970 . 

The Special Committee held meetings at Headquarters from 10 to 15 June and at the 

Uni ted Nations Office at Geneva f r om 13 t o 24 July and 31 August to 5 September 1970 . 

A list of persons appearing before the Special Co~~ttee in open meeting is given 

in annex IV to the present report . 

45. '!he evidence presented to the Special Commi ttee consists of oral statements 

made under a solemn declaration, documentary evidence i n the rorm of newspaper 

articles by journalists, published statements of responsible representatives of 

the occupying Power , published reports, including reports of surveys such as 

those conducted by t he Institute of Palest i ne Studies and the American Unive r sity 

of Beirut , and of investigations such as those unde rtaken by Amnesty International, 

the National Council of Churches of Christ. USA, and the International Association 

of Democr atic Lawyers; and graphic evidence in the rorm of films an the human 

rights of the population of the occupied territories . 

46 . The SpeCial Committee was na t allowed by the Government of Israel to visit 

the occupied territor ies , but despite this, sufficient evidence has been forthcoming 

from outside those territories t o justify certain clear findings and conclus i ons: 

34. ~11th regard t o the first question, both resolutions 2443 ( XXIII) and 

2546 ( XXIV) refer to the situati on tha t developed subsequent t o the hosti l ities 

o f June 1967 . The are a s under I srael! o ccupa t i o n are: the Golan He i ght s, the 

West Bank ( including East Jerusalem), the Gaza St rip and the Sinai Peninsula . 
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The 128-page A/8089 investigation on Israeli Practices document (see excerpts above) was released to the 

Twenty-Fifth session of the General Assembly on October 26, 1970, “in accordance with paragraph 4 of the 

General Assembly resolution 2443 (XXIII) of 19 December 1968.” Of the many descriptives in the report, 

it laid out the history of Gaza under the previous control of Egypt, “an analytical study of the laws that 

were applicable prior to 5 June 1967,” describing that, unlike Israel, the Egyptian government had afforded 

rights and laws to Palestinians in Gaza, providing “for the protection of the freedom of the Palestinian 

citizen and of the Palestinian identity in all aspects.” 

 

In the CERD’s annual report for 1974, A/9618, in continuation of consideration of Syria’s “third periodic 

report,” the CERD noted: 

 

A new Constitution had been promulgated in the Syrian Arab Republic in 1973 to replace the 

Provisional Constitution of 1969; that the new Constitution not only embodied all the provisions 

relevant to the Convention which had been included in the Provisional Constitution, but also 

guaranteed and textually included nearly all the rights listed under article 5 of the Convention; that 

the information contained in the third periodic report was intended to be illustrative and was not 

exhaustive of all the laws and regulations adopted or the administrative measures taken to give effect 

to the provisions of the Convention; that many other such measures had already been adopted; and 

that some other measures were currently in the process of being drafted or codified. The Committee 

took note also of the statement that no cases involving violations of the anti-discrimination 

provisions of Syrian law had been brought before the courts. The Committee welcomed the 

information that the Syrian Ara Republic had ratified the International Covenant on Economic, Social 

and Cultural Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and had been the 

first Member State to sign the International Convention on the Suppression and Punishment of 

the Crime of Apartheid. 123 

 

The CERD, “by consensus,” requested the “General Assembly to take the necessary steps in order to enable 

the Government of the Syrian Arab Republic to take over full responsibility for the implementation of its 

obligations under the Convention on its whole national territory.” 124 

 
123 Page 51. 
124 Page 81. 
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In the CERD’s 1974 annual report, A/9618, Luis Valencia Rodriguez of Ecuador commented on “the 

reservations expressed by the representative of Israel concerning the conduct of the Committee’s work” 

made at the UN’s Third Committee in 1973, pertaining to the reports from the Syrian Arab Republic about 

the Golan Heights, “regarding the situation in Israeli-occupied Syrian territory.” Rodriguez wished to go on 

record in support of the CERD’s chairman who, “having presided over the adoption of decision 4 (VII)” – 

the draft statement made by Sayegh, as noted above, from page 105 – “had acted impartially and in good 

faith, abiding by the provisional rules of procedure and the powers conferred on the Committee under the 

Convention.” 125 

 

In 1972, the CERD exchanged nine of its eighteen members. Of the western Nation States, Germany (Karle 

Josef Partsch) and the United Kingdom (Sir Herbert Marchant) continued their membership, with the 

addition of members from France (Marc Ancel) and Canada (Ronald St. John MacDonald).  

 

In the CERD’s 1972 annual report (A/8718), was a summary of Rapporteur Sayegh’s assessments: 

 

43. At the 92nd meeting fifth session, when the Committee opened its consideration of reports 

submitted by States Parties in accordance with article 9, paragraph 1, of the Convention, the 

Rapporteur presented a preliminary comparative analysis of the 79 reports (45 initial reports, 11 

second periodic reports, and 23 supplementary reports) which had been received since the 

establishment of the Committee from 45 States Parties. 

 

44. According to that analysis, 25 of the reporting States Parties had declared in their reports that 

racial discrimination did not exist on their territories. Many of these States Parties explained the 

reason for the absence of racial discrimination from their territories, 10 attributing that absence to 

their respective “national traditions,” “national outlooks,” or “deep-seated convictions;” four, to their 

respective religions; five, to their respective social systems; and two to the absence of conditions 

conducive to the rise of racial discrimination. Only six States Parties admitted, or implied, the 

existence of practices of racial discrimination on their territories; but two of these States Parties 

attributed such practices to other States, not parties to the Convention, controlling or occupying 

portions of the national territory of the reporting States Parties. 

 

48. As far as judicial measures were concerned, three States Parties supplied information on cases 

before the courts relating to racial discrimination, and five stated that no cases involving racial 

discrimination had been brought before the courts. 

 

49. Administrative measures designed to combat racial discrimination or to promote racial tolerance 

and harmony were reported by six States Parties; seven reported on educational programmes they 

were undertaking for the same purpose; and two mentioned economic measures benefiting all racial 

groups and therefore contributing to the objectives of the Convention. 

 

50. Finally, four States Parties reported that they were implementing resolutions adopted by United 

Nations organs concerning relations with racist regimes in southern Africa, and another State Party 

reported that it was contributing to certain international educational programmes relating to southern 

Africa. 

 

By 1972, “the number of the States Parties had risen from 37 to 65 since the establishment of the 

Committee.” 126 

 

 
125 Page 10. 
126 Section 104, A/8718. 
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The 1972 annual report summarized that in Canada’s report to the CERD was a statement by its Secretary 

of State for External Affairs, “that “Canada fully complies with the arms embargo against South 

Africa,” and that this compliance was but a manifestation of “the emphatic opposition of the Canadian 

Government and people to the practice of apartheid”.” It also stated that “during the discussion” of 

Canada’s report “at the 98th meeting of the Committee, Mr. Sayegh recalled that other States Parties in 

addition to Canada had volunteered information on their implementation of resolutions adopted by the 

organs of the United Nations concerning relations with the racist regimes in southern Africa.” Though 

‘progressive’ western State Parties were openly criticizing South Africa apartheid, when it came to 

criticizing Israel’s inhumanity those matters were often put aside. 

 

At the CERD’s 111th meeting in 1972, Jan Tomko, the member from Czechoslovakia, suggested that “a 

comparative survey of the provisions of the criminal laws of States Parties relating to penalties for acts of 

racial discrimination should be prepared.”  

 

101. Observing that “the criminal laws of many States Parties provide penalties for racial 

discrimination, which is  considered a crime,” while some States Parties, although they prohibit racial 

discrimination, “do not provide specific penalties therefore,” and that, of the penalties specified in the 

laws of the former group, some are “very severe” and others are “moderate,” the Committee would – 

in accordance with Mr. Tomko' s draft recommendation – consider that “a survey should be made of 

the question” and request its Rapporteur, in cooperation with the Secretariat, “to prepare such a 

survey by the seventh session of the Committee on the  basis of the reports received from States 

Parties.” In accordance with the draft recommendation, the Committee would also note that “such a 

survey would be of use not only for the work of the Committee, but also to States Parties,” inasmuch 

as it could be “of assistance in the legislative activities of the States Parties.” 

 

102. All members of the Committee who participated in the discussions welcomed the proposal and  

emphasized its usefulness; but certain Members expressed objections and reservations pertaining to  

some aspects of its practical implementation. 

 

In 1972, the International Labor Organization (ILO) and the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 

Cultural Organization (UNESCO) were permitted cooperative observer status at CERD meetings. The 

matter arose in 1971 at the CERD’s 55th meeting, “particularly in light of the 1958 ILO Convention 

Concerning Discrimination in respect of Employment and Occupation and the 1960 UNESCO Convention 

against Discrimination in Education.” 127 The ILO and UNESCO came to the table because their members 

understood the critical nature of the CERD mission, and under the UN Secretary General’s suggestion, “a 

full exchange of information and documentation between the Committee and the corresponding bodies of 

the ILO and UNESCO,” namely the “material as to the functions of their organs active in the field of racial 

discrimination.” And it was Rapporteur Sayegh who finessed this agreement. 

 

At the CERD’s sixth session on August 18, 1972, while considering the “tenth paragraph of the preamble” 

of the CERD’s Convention, whereby “States Parties have “resolved” to build an international 

community free from all forms of racial segregation and racial discrimination,” and considering 

“article 3 of the Convention, “States Parties particularly condemn racial segregation and apartheid”,” the 

CERD called upon “all the trading partners of South Africa to abstain from any action that constitutes an 

encouragement to the continued violation of the principles and objectives of the International Convention 

on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination by South Africa and the illegal regime in 

Southern Rhodesia.” Israel had already undertaken economic relations, and other ties, with South Africa.   

 

 
127 A/8418, page 29. 
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In the 1972 CERD annual report was a long list of Nation States, among the first of which were concerns 

about the “illegal” and “racist minority regime” of Southern Rhodesia, which originated from a “working 

paper forwarded by the Special Committee on the Situation with regard to the Implementation of the 

Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples.” It went on to state that 

“Portugal has been increasingly developing its relations with the racist regimes of South Africa and 

Southern Rhodesia,” and that Portugal: 

 

“… receives broad financial and military assistance from certain countries, in particular the member 

countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). The Committee welcomes General 

Assembly resolution 2795 (XXVI) of 10 December 1971, in which the Assembly appealed once 

again to all States, particularly to the members of NATO, to withdraw any assistance that enables 

Portugal to prosecute the colonial war in Angola, Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau).”  

 

A. The Committee has taken note of General Assembly resolution 2795 (XXVI) of 10 December 

1971 and Security Council resolution 312 (1972) of 4 February 1972, which have deplored the 

continuance of measures of repression by the Government of Portugal against the African people of 

Angola,  

Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau). The Committee believes that the process of decolonization of 

these  

and all the other Territories under Portuguese administration will be greatly assisted by the  

insistence of the General Assembly on a full compliance with its reiterated decision by all Member  

States, without exception. 

 

B. The Committee regrets to have to report that, in some material respects, the situation in the 

Territories under Portuguese administration in regard to the implementation of the provisions of the 

Convention has, far from improving, deteriorated during the year under report. The number of 

Africans who have been rounded up and resettled in new aldeamentos (strategic villages) has 

markedly increased. Furthermore, an increasing percentage of the budget of the Territories is being 

utilized to finance Portuguese military operations against the inhabitants. The repressive war, 

involving wanton destruction of life and property, is continuing unabated and constitutes a massive 

form of racial discrimination. … 

 

8.4.  The CERD and the Decade for Action 

 

Mr. [Vasily] Safronchuk [Union of Soviet Socialist Republics] reminded the Committee of the 

contents of General Assembly resolution 3134 (XXVIII), and recalled that the Committee had been 

praised in the Third Committee for devoting much attention at its seventh and eighth sessions [in 

1973] to the discharge of its obligations under article 15 of the Convention and also that “many 

speakers who had taken part in the discussion of the report had expressed the hope that the 

committee would give special attention to the flagrant and wide-scale violations of human rights 

practised by the colonialist and racist regimes in South Africa and Israel and thereby contribute to 

the fight to end those violations.” 128 

 

The CERD’s singular mandate to examine and make recommendations on States Parties reports and 

petitions regarding the implementation of discriminatory practices was expanded under amendment during 

its ninth session (March – April 1974), namely its participation from the UN General Assembly’s 

November 1973 declaration, to become an active party in the “Decade for Action to Combat Racism and 

 
128 CERD 1974 annual report, A/9618, page 9. 
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Racial Discrimination.” 129 The update in its mandate flowed, not only due to the CERD’s recognized 

success recently noted by the UN’s Third Committee and General Assembly, for advancing dozens of States 

Parties adoption against discriminatory practices – which had been hinged on Fayez Sayegh’s complex role 

as its Rapporteur – but from the progressive outcome of the UN General Assembly’s December 6, 1971 

resolution 2784 (XXVI), obligating the Commission on Human Rights “to submit suggestions with a 

view to launching continued international action to combat racism on the basis of a “Decade for vigorous 

and continued mobilization against racism and racial discrimination in all its forms”.” 130 In turn, the 

Human Rights Commission “drew the attention of the Sub-Commission on Prevention of Discrimination 

and Protection of Minorities to certain points to be considered as guidelines in the study of the subject 

and the preparation of the suggestions and draft programme.” 131  

 

On January 10, 1973, the UN’s Economic and Social Council directed the Commission on Human Rights 

“to give the highest priority to the consideration” for getting the Decade for Action on its feet, and on May 

18, 1973, the Council authorized the UN Committee on Non-Governmental Organizations, “regarding the 

role of non-governmental organizations,” to have the NGOs to be involved “in the programme.” 132  

 

Both the Philippines – a member of the UN’s Special Committee on Apartheid, and which had “consistently 

condemned countries which advocate any type of racial discrimination” – and the Syrian Arab Republic 

provided comments at the Economic and Social Council’s 1877th meeting on August 8, 1973, to enhance 

the wording of the nine-page draft programme. 133 In paragraph 11 of that draft, which states that “No 

support should be given to Governments or regimes which practise racial discrimination that will enable 

them to perpetrate racist policies or practices,” the Philippines suggested that “the text should indicate in 

more specific terms the type of support that ought to be withheld from regimes practicing racism or racial 

discrimination,” and reminded the Council of the General Assembly’s resolutions 1761 (XVII) and 2022 

(XX) regarding South Africa and Rhodesia, which “specifically mentions sanctions which should be 

taken against these countries,” and that “the crime of apartheid, to be broad enough to cover amendment 

of existing international instruments.”  

 

The Syrian Arab Republic – which was acting in defense of Palestinians who had no standing at the UN – 

suggested the addition of “two new paragraphs” to section 12 (“National”), a “new paragraph” to section 13 

(“Regional and International”), and additions to sub-sections a and b of section 15 (“Research and Study”) 

of the draft programme: 

 

[Section 12] First: To invite all States to refrain from offering any assistance to Governments and 

regimes which exercise policies depriving the indigenous people from their inalienable rights, 

particularly Governments and regimes which refuse to permit the indigenous people to return to their 

countries from where they have been expelled for racist reasons or for doctrines based on racial 

discrimination. 

 

Second: To call upon all States to adopt legislations preventing and punishing the activities of persons 

or groups which aim at inciting people to emigrate from their land for purposes of settling and 

occupying land belonging to others and arousing the sectarian and racial passions in order to realize 

their objectives in the countries of the others.  

 

 
129 General Assembly resolution 3057 (XXVIII), November 2, 1973, and supportive December 14, 1973, resolution 3134 

(XXXVIII) for the CERD to “fulfill” resolution 3027.  
130 A/9094, August 27, 1993, Elimination of all forms of racial discrimination, page 2. 
131 Ibid. The nine-page draft programme is included as Annex I in document A/9094. 
132 Ibid., page 4. 
133 A/9094. 
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[Section 13] A new paragraph should he added to this part indicating the necessity of implementing 

the United Nations decisions and resolutions concerning the right of peoples to self-determination 

from which they are deprived because of colonialist, racist, religious and other reasons. 

 

[Section 15] (a) Examination of symptoms of settler-colonialism and its implications such as: the 

racial discrimination and the deprivation of the indigenous people from their inalienable rights 

(national, educational, economic rights). 

 

(b) Devoting special studies for policies of discrimination which the occupying authorities exercise 

against the population of the occupied territories. 

 

The suggestion by Syria’s representative to include the wording “settler-colonialism,” reflects the 

recognized influence of Fayez Sayegh’s term which he introduced in his 1965 monograph, noted above. 

The suggestions by the Philippines and Syria symbolized the cement needed to form the two pillars holding 

up the archway of the November 1975 UN resolution 3379, one concerning the blemish of South African 

Apartheid, the other Zionism, that is, without the Syrian representative having specifically mentioned the 

names of Israel or Zionism. 

 

During the unfolding of the mechanics for the Decade to Combat Racism, at the CERD’s Ninth Session, at 

the 175th to 177th meetings from March 26 to 27, 1974, three of its members:  

 

… registered their disappointment at the fact that the Committee had not been given a specific task to 

perform during the Decade, that its role in the proposed world conference on combating racism and 

racial discrimination had not been clearly defined and that the Committee had not been more closely 

associated with the activities included in the Programme. Those members favoured an active 

involvement of the Committee in the Decade as well as in the implementation of the Programme and 

pointed out that the Committee, by being the only United Nations body exclusively dedicated to the 

elimination of racial discrimination, was particularly interested in associating itself with the efforts 

aimed at making the Decade a success. 

 

However, four other members, including Canadian delegate Ronald Macdonald, wanted the CERD to 

“follow an indirect approach.” Five months later, in late August 1974, during the CERD’s 10th session, it 

adopted a statement for the General Assembly resolving “its contribution … to the total and unconditional 

elimination of racism and racial discrimination in accordance with the powers vested in it by the 

International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination,” and “noting the need 

for continuous international action against all forms of racial discrimination and, in particular, against 

apartheid.” Under point number 2 of the statement, the CERD “considers it necessary … to concentrate its 

[CERD’s] efforts on preparing recommendations with regard to the most flagrant and large-scale 

manifestations of racial discrimination, particularly in areas which are still under the domination of 

racist and colonial regimes and foreign occupation.” Under point number 5: “that the General Assembly 

continue to decline to accept the credentials of the representatives of the Republic of South Africa, which 

practises apartheid as a State policy in flagrant violation of many United Nations decisions and the 

Committee’s recommendations.” 134 

 

In 1975, during the CERD’s 11th (April) and 12th (August) sessions, members continued to discuss the 

CERD’s role in contributing to the Decade to Combat Racism. 135 

 

 

 
134 A/9618, pages 81-83. 
135 A/10018, Section III, CERD annual report, 1975. 
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8.5.  The Third Committee 

 

From 1967 through to 1975 – the years leading up to the November 10, 1975, UN Resolution 3379 – Fayez 

Sayegh, the Kuwait delegate, made about 20 presentation statements at the UN’s Third Committee, 136 the 

Social, Humanitarian, and Cultural Committee, the Committee dealing with “promotion and protection of 

human rights.” 137  

 

8.5.1.  Sayegh’s Argument Opposing Anti-Semitism 

 

On December 7, 1962, the General Assembly “requested the Economic and Social Council to ask the 

Commission on Human Rights … to prepare a draft declaration on the elimination of all forms of religious 

intolerance.” 138 It took until January 1965 for a “preliminary draft” of the Convention to be presented to 

the Commission on Human Rights. In April 1965, the Commission “adopted a preamble” and “resolution 

1.” In April 1966, the Commission “added five more articles to the preamble and four articles which it had 

adopted at is twenty-first session but was unable to complete its work on the draft Convention.” On March 

9, 1967, the Commission sent it onward for approval to the Third Committee and then on to the General 

Assembly, and then back again to the Third Committee. The General Assembly had hoped to complete the 

Convention “in time for the International Year for Human Rights.” 139   

 

In the June 25, 1967, A/6660 report, Elimination of All Forms of Religious Intolerance, that was forward to 

the General Assembly, the Third Committee included an amendment to “article VI of annex A of the draft 

international convention” for the General Assembly’s consideration. Article VI stated:  

 

States Parties undertake to adopt immediate and effective measures, particularly in the fields of 

teaching, education, culture and information, with a view to combating prejudices as, for example, 

anti-Semitism and other manifestations which lead to religious intolerance and to discrimination on 

the ground of religion or belief, and to promoting and encouraging, in the interest of universal peace, 

understanding, tolerance, co-operation and friendship among nations, groups and individuals, 

irrespective of differences in religion or belief, in accordance with the purposes and principles of the 

Charter of the United Nations, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and this Convention. 

 

The amendment stated the following: “add immediately after the word ‘anti-Semitism,’ the following 

words: ‘Nazism, Fascism and Zionism’.” The matter of the amendment, and the fate of including the 

reference to “anti-Semitism,” was debated by the Third Committee when it reviewed the draft Convention 

over a period of a month, from October 17 (1486th meeting) to November 14, 1967 (1514th meeting), under 

Agenda item 54, “Elimination of all forms of religious intolerance.” Because of Sayegh’s argument on the 

sixth day of debate (the 1493rd meeting), it was on the ninth day (the 1497th meeting on October 27, 1967) 

that the Third Committee voted to delete the reference to “anti-Semitism.”   

 

It was Aboul-Nasr, the representative of the United Arab Republic, who first weighed in on Article VI on 

the first day of the Third Committee’s debate on Agenda item 54. He said the “most controversial article 

was Article VI, a detailed study of which had been prevented in the Economic and Social Council by means 

 
136 Two in October 1967; five from October to November 1968; three in November 1969; eight from October to November 1971; 

one in November 1973, and one on October 17, 1975. 
137 The GA Handbook: A Practical Guide to the United Nations General Assembly: “The Third Committee deals with human 

rights, humanitarian affairs and social issues. This includes questions relating to the advancement of women, the protection of 

children, the treatment of refugees through the elimination of racism and discrimination, the promotion of fundamental freedoms 

and the right to self-determination, indigenous issues and a range of social matters such as issues related to youth, family, ageing, 

persons with disabilities, crime prevention, criminal justice, and international drug control.” 
138 A/6660, July 25, 1967, Elimination of all forms of Religious Intolerance, page 1. 
139 A/C.3/SR.1486, Third Committee, 1486th meeting, October 17, 1967. 
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of a procedural motion.” He said, “anti-Semitism was liable to lead to confusion,” because “there were 

many people who confused anti-Semitism with anti-Judaism,” that “the term “Semite” designated a race, 

not a religion, and was therefore out of place in the convention.” He said that when the draft convention 

came up for discussion by the General Assembly, it “had decided by a substantial majority to delete the 

reference to anti-Semitism.”  

 

It was for political reasons that, on the original proposal of the Israel delegation, anti-Semitism had 

been included in the text of article VI adopted by the Commission on Human Rights at its twenty-

second session. The Zionists regarded anyone not supporting Israel policy unconditionally as an 

anti-Semite. … He deplored the practice of describing anyone defending the Arabs as anti-Semitic, 

and he knew that he himself, as a denouncer of the acts recently committed by Israel in Jerusalem, 

was liable to be regarded as such. The Israel amendment following which express mention had been 

made of anti-Semitism had had a political purpose. It was aimed, not at Nazism, but at anyone 

showing sympathy towards the Arabs.  

 

Shortly after 1948, Arab intellectuals and statesmen were ever more cognisant of the Israeli Zionists’ 

manipulative intentions and interpretations of history behind the use of ‘anti-Semitism,’ a ploy which 

Sayegh in particular, had continually and openly criticized since at least 1950 in his writings and public 

presentations. Sayegh and others were painfully aware that the Zionists were keen on keeping up the 

façade.  

 

The delegate from Israel, Mrs. Harman, stated on the morning of the second day of debates: 

 

It was vile and cynical to attempt to equate anti-Semitism with Zionism, or to equate the legitimate 

longing of Jews for independence and self-government, and their desire to live in peace and to protect 

themselves from attack, with the shocking persecution to which they had been subjected. The fact 

was that Zionism had its source and its justification in the very origins of the Jewish people. But the 

people of Israel, which had undergone so much persecution throughout the ages, had no animosity 

towards its neighbours although it did resent their violent antagonism and their refusal to 

acknowledge its right to independence. Israel held out its hand to its Arab neighbours and ardently 

wished for peace. 

… She [Mrs. Harman] failed to see, therefore, why there should be any objection to the inclusion of a 

reference to anti-semitism in article VI of the draft Convention, since that was an extreme and 

particularly hateful form of intolerance. The distinction between anti-Semitism, anti-Zionism, and 

anti-Judaism was blurred by the fact that most people related all three to Jews irrespective of the 

context. 

 

On the afternoon of the second day, Aboul-Nasr stated: “A clear distinction had to be made between the 

Jewish faith, as a religion which was respected and recognized by all, and Zionism as an ideology which 

ought to be condemned, as it had been done by so many leading Jewish thinkers. The “Jewish race,” like 

the “German race,” was a myth.” He stated at the very end of the fourth day, October 20th, that he “had the 

greatest respect for the Jewish religion, but Judaism should not be confused with Zionism. Even among the 

Jews themselves voices had been raised to condemn and disavow the acts committed by the Israelis, acts 

which he too condemned in the name of morality and humanitarian principles.” 

 

On the afternoon of the fifth day, Monday, October 23, the delegate from Sudan, Mr. Fakhreddine, said: 

 

The term “anti-Semitism” had been invaluable in conceptualizing the facts of persecution of the Jews 

and as an instrument of Zionist agitation for the creation of a Jewish State, but it had now been 

reduced to a vague slogan frequently invoked to silence criticism and consolidate the influence of a 

particular group. … People in Europe or the United States, to whom that might seem quite 



250 

 

appropriate [“to combatting prejudices”], should know the facts of the situation of the Arabs in the 

State of Israel. Before the establishment of the State of Israel there had been no animosity between 

Arabs and Jews in Palestine. But the establishment of the State of Israel, the exclusive domain of the 

Jews in which the Arab culture was despised, had completely changed the situation. It was one of the 

great ironies of history that the victims of Hitler’s racism should uphold and profess a philosophy 

based on racial exclusiveness and the assumption of their own intellectual superiority. 

 

The word “anti-Semitism” had acquired the meaning of “anti-Judaism” only in the European-

American context. At the present time an anti-Arab form of anti-Semitism was being practised in 

Israel more than anywhere else in the world, for the Jews who had come to Palestine from the four 

corners of the earth had used every means at their command to intimidate the Arab inhabitants and 

expel them from their lands. They had burned their houses, usurped their lands, and tortured and 

intimidated them to the point where the majority had become refugees, while those who remained 

had suffered the deepest humiliations. 

 

Fayez Sayegh had waited to comment on the draft Convention until the sixth day of the debates, Tuesday 

morning, October 24th:  

 

He formally objected to the retention in article VI of the reference to anti-Semitism, not because he 

approved of anti-Semitism but because of what such a reference would imply. He knew that it was 

customary to cite specific examples in order to illustrate a general idea, but the notion of religious 

intolerance was unfortunately quite clear enough without needing to be illustrated. It had been said 

that anti-Semitism was a classic example of religious intolerance. In his view, it was, rather, a classic 

example of racial prejudice, for while anti-Semitism might at first have taken the form of a religious 

prejudice it had become, in modern times, a complex phenomenon involving economic, social, 

political and, above all, racial factors, as Theodor Herzl himself, the promoter of Zionism, had 

observed in his book The Jewish State. It was quite obvious that it was not religious but economic, 

political and racial considerations which had incited the Nazis to practise anti-Semitism. 

 

… But whereas apartheid was indeed a form of racial discrimination, it could not similarly be stated 

that anti-Semitism was purely a form of religious discrimination. The various arguments put forward 

in justification of the mention of anti-Semitism in article VI were therefore not valid; it was, however, 

for an entirely different reason that Kuwait felt obliged to take a formal stand on the matter. The 

Israel representative’s statement had convinced it that the doctrine of Zionism consisted precisely in 

identifying Judaism with the State of Israel. Thus, any opposition to Israel became opposition to the 

Jewish religion and any criticism of Israel became a manifestation of anti-semitism. That attitude was 

tantamount to the exploitation of anti-Semitism for nationalist ends. Israel would thus take advantage 

of any reference to anti-Semitism in the draft Convention to stifle all opposition to Israel itself and to 

silence all criticism of Zionism by calling it anti-Semitism. That tactic was not new: Israel had 

already levelled the charge of anti-Semitism against all those who had sided with the Arab States in 

the recent Middle East conflict. …  

 

… Israel was pursuing a policy of blackmail and conjuring up the spectre of anti-Semitism to incite 

all the Jews of the world to emigrate to its shores, thus promoting its economic and political interests. 

It wanted anti-Semitism to be mentioned in an international convention so that it could impose on 

States new obligations with regard to Israel itself. That was the essential reason why his delegation 

objected to the reference to anti-Semitism alone in article VI of the draft Convention. It would prefer 

that the text should make no reference at all to any particular form of intolerance, but if examples 

were going to be cited they should not be limited to one; all forms of intolerance should be cited, 

including Zionism, which constituted a flagrant example of intolerance towards non-Jews and which, 

as such, should be mentioned in the same context as nazism and fascism.    
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On Thursday, October 26, the eighth day of debates on Agenda item 54, the day before the Third 

Committee removed “anti-Semitism” from Article VI of the draft Convention, Sayegh had some parting 

words for Mrs. Harman, the Israeli delegate. On the previous day, Mrs. Harman stated, in part: 

 

… she had to point out that statements made at previous meetings by representatives of various Arab 

States were a distressing and disturbing example of inaccuracy, perversion of fact, quotations out of 

context and deliberate falsehoods, which could only add fuel to the fire. … Israel had primarily 

absorbed the homeless, the persecuted, the humiliated and the frightened. The only war which Israel 

had contemplated waging was the war against the desert, ignorance and disease. In 1947, when Israel 

had accepted the United Nations resolution on the partition of Palestine, it had been the Arab States 

which had replied with war and to say that the Arabs were expelled for religious reasons was a gross 

untruth. …  

 

In reply, Sayegh stated on October 26: 

 

The Israel representative had invoked intellectual integrity and accuracy in accusing him of 

misinterpreting or misquoting Herzl – without, however, saying when or how – and thereby 

misleading the Committee. He [Sayegh] had actually quoted two passages from Herzl’s The Jewish 

State, the first from the introduction and the second from the section entitled “Causes of anti-

Semitism,” which showed that anti-Semitism was not a purely religious phenomenon but a complex 

combination of political, economic, social and especially racial factors, along with religious factors. 

He [Sayegh] assured the Committee that those passages had not been quoted out of context and a 

reading of the complete work would bear that out. 

 

On a more important point, the representative of Israel had asserted that the Arabs had not been 

driven out of Palestine by the Jews but could have remained on their land if they had agreed to the 

partition which had originally been planned and which had been prevented by the 1948 war, caused 

by Arab aggression. He for his part would assert that the programme of Zionism consisted precisely 

in driving all non-Jews out of Palestine and replacing them with Jews, in order to have an entirely 

Jewish State. In that connexion, he again referred to Herzl, who stated in his Diaries that the Jews 

would expropriate, gently, the private property on the estates assigned to them and would “remove” 

the indigenous population elsewhere; he also quoted Chaim Weizmann, who, in his autobiography 

expressed the hope that, by Jewish immigration, Palestine would become as Jewish as England was 

English. Expulsion of the Arabs from Palestine was therefore necessary, if Zionism was to achieve its 

objective of creating an exclusively Jewish society. Thus, the reason why the Palestine refugees had 

been expelled from their country and had been refused the right to return, despite the in junctions of 

the United Nations, was that they were not Jewish. In order, however, to fill the vacuum left by the 

expulsion of the Arabs, Jewish immigration had had to be encouraged. The representative of Israel 

had stated in that connexion that the Jews who had immigrated to Palestine were primarily the 

persecuted and the homeless. In fact, many Jewish immigrants had come from the United Kingdom, 

the United States, Canada, South Africa and Latin America, where they had not been exposed to 

persecution. Their reason for coming to Israel was not, therefore, to escape from oppression but 

to take the place of the Arab refugees, to serve the political interests of Israel, to contribute to 

its economic development and to strengthen its military power. Consequently, the Zionists were 

exploiting anti-Semitism as a spur to Jewish emigration to Israel. The danger, where they were 

concerned, came not from anti-Semitism, but from the lack of anti-Semitism. Thus, the President of 

the World Zionist Organization, Dr. Nahum Goldmann, had stated at a meeting of the World Jewish 

Congress at Geneva in 1958 that the current decline of anti-Semitism represented a new threat to the 

survival of Judaism. Similarly, the President of the American Jewish Congress, Joachim Prinz, had 

acknowledged that the freedom now enjoyed by Jewish communities and their gradual assimilation 

constituted the main danger to Jews. Because there was no real anti-Semitism, the Zionists were 
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forced to resort to dubious devices. They recalled the anti-Semitism of the past by keeping alive the 

memory of Nazi persecution; they exaggerated minor incidents, such as the placing of a bomb in a 

synagogue at Atlanta, in the United States, in 1958; they even went to the extent of fabricating 

incidents, such as the alleged anti-Jewish outrages at Baghdad, which had led to a mass exodus of 

most of the Iraqi Jews but which, it was subsequently revealed, had in fact been fomented by Zionist 

organizations seeking, in that way, to frighten the Jews of Iraq into emigrating to Israel. 

 

Mrs. Ould Daddah, the delegate representing Mauritania, voiced her approval of Sayegh:  

 

The representative of Kuwait had already explained why the reference to anti-Semitism should be 

deleted from the draft. Although it need not examine the political aspects of the Middle Eastern 

tragedy, the Committee should bear in mind that its origin lay in religious factors. Both Christian and 

Moslem Palestinian Semites had been dispossessed by other Semites. Israel, whose existence was 

based on discrimination, would always oppose the return of the refugees. To mention anti-Semitism 

in the Convention would mean accepting the Zionists’ point of view. She hoped that the Committee 

would appreciate the fate to which the Palestine refugees had been condemned for the past twenty 

years simply because they did not belong to the Jewish religion – a fate which was as tragic as that 

of the Jews in the Nazi era. 

 

 

8.5.2.  1968: International Year for Human Rights, Conference, and Third Committee Review 

 

The [International Year] Conference had never been intended to act as a kind of political organ with 

the task of devising final and binding solutions to the various specific problems that existed in the 

field of human rights; rather, its purpose had been to serve as a catalyst for ideas and a focus of new 

initiatives and incentives to be submitted to the competent United Nations organs for consideration in 

the course of their work within the framework of the established division of labour in the United 

Nations system. 140 

 

On December 19, 1966, some thirteen years before the Shah of Iran fled his own country, and some thirteen 

years after the Americans and British staged a clandestine government coup in Iran, the UN General 

Assembly accepted the government of Iran’s invitation to hold the International Conference on Human 

Rights in Iran’s capital city, Teheran, held from April 22 to May 13, 1968, in the New Majlis Building. The 

conference was convened in conjunction with the UN’s planned declaration of 1968 as International 

Human Rights Year. At the first conference meeting, attended by representatives from 84 States, and 

“certain non-governmental organizations,” 141 attendees were called to observe “one minute’s silence in 

tribute of the memory of the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King” 142 who was recently assassinated, 

symbolizing, in part, the significant and relevant challenges of the conference’s agenda.  

 

In the numerous documents prepared in advance for the UN conference was the January 29, 1968, 50-page 

report 143 prepared by the Committee of the League of Arab States for the Celebration of the 

International Year for Human Rights, Report on the Activities of the League of Arab States in the Field 

of Human Rights. Written in Arabic and then translated into English, a reader of the highly informative 

report may very well conclude that the League of Arab States had organized its own version of the United 

 
140 A/Conf.32/L.4, United Nations and Human Rights, study prepared by A.K. Brohi, February 15, 1968, page 33. 
141 Some of which included the: Co-ordinating Board of Jewish Organizations; Consultative Council of Jewish Organizations; 

International Council on Jewish Social and Welfare Services; International Council of Jewish Women; World Jewish Congress. 
142 A/Conf.32/38, Report of the Drafting Committee to the International Conference on Human Rights, May 12, 1968. 
143 A/Conf.32/L.11. Like the recognition of other early regional organizations established under the UN Charter, as the Council of 

Europe, the Organization of American States, and the Pacific Community, the Arab League “since 1950 … has been attempting 

to gain” that recognition (page 6). 



253 

 

Nations, witnessed through the League’s documented history of human rights advocacies, and the planning, 

in March 1967, of a concurrent International Conference, called International Year for Human Rights: 

International Arab Conference Organized by the League of Arab States in Co-operation with the 

United Nations, that was scheduled to be held in Jerusalem, May 8 – 15, 1968, overlapping the end of the 

Tehran conference. 144 The draft subjects for the Jerusalem conference agenda included: “condemnation of 

all forms of racial discrimination;” “the violation of the right of life in respect of the Palestine-Arab 

refugees;” and “Arab participation in the condemnation of racial discrimination and the combating of 

Israel’s racial discrimination against Arabs residing in the occupied territories.”  

 

In the numerous conferences organized by the Arab League 145 from 1948 onwards concerning human 

rights issues summarized in the report, the League, in lieu of the International Year for Human Rights, 

planned to hold a “preparatory Arab conference in Damascus” from December 1 to 10, 1967. The draft 

agenda for Arab States members and the PLO “working groups” included the following subjects: “the 

situation of the Arabs in occupied Palestine,” and “the rights of the Palestine Arab refugees.”   

 

The Arab League report outrightly condemned apartheid in its Council resolution 1659, adopted at its 33rd 

session in 1960: “The political committee has studied with alarm the South African policy of racial 

discrimination and the persecution inflicted upon the majority of the people by the minority … The League 

has studied the consecutive United Nations resolutions from 1946 on which opposed the racial policy of the 

Government of South Africa.”   

 

In stressing the Arab-African mutual co-operation and for the unity of their struggle against 

colonialism, the Council upheld the decisions of the African Unity Organization of the first African 

Summit Conference held in Addis Ababa, May 1963, and the second African Summit Conference 

held in Cairo, July 1964, and agreed to undertake the following: … (2) To call upon all States which 

still have diplomatic and economic relations with the Government of South Africa to sever these 

relations and discourage the policy of racial discrimination; … (6) To demand the release of Nelson 

Mandela, Walter Sisolo, Monja Lisoro Boco and other political prisoners, who are imprisoned in 

accordance with the abusive laws and practices of South Africa; (7) To call upon all oil-producing 

countries immediately to stop sending oil and other oil products to South Africa; (8) To call upon all 

African States immediately to implement the decision which was adopted in Addis Ababa in May 

1963 for boycotting South African goods and to cease exportation of all raw materials and other 

goods to South Africa. 

 

In the Arab League’s report introduction, points one and two acknowledged the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights, “which was adopted on 10 December 1948.” It stated that both the Koran and the Bible 

“stressed” and taught “foundations and principles” which “correspond with the foundations and principles 

of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.” Under point number 5: 

 

Perhaps the most severe and unfortunate circumstance prevailing in our contemporary world is that 

while it is approaching the year of 1968, which the nations declared to be the International Year for 

Human Rights we find a great many peoples still living under the dark shadows of colonial 

conspiracy and racial discrimination which brought about the aggressive assault on the Arab nations. 

Such aggressive assault evidently stressed the characteristic nature of colonialism and racism, which 

always and naturally aims towards the destruction of everything sacred to a human being, depriving 

him of his fundamental and inherent right to life, liberty, security and peace. The aggressive war 

 
144 I could not confirm if the Jerusalem conference took place. 
145 “Following adoption of the Alexandria Protocol in 1944, the Arab League was founded on Marcy 22, 1945. … The first major 

action was joint intervention to keep Palestine from being divided into two states in the keeping with the decision of the United 

National General Assembly.” Source, Wikipedia, accessed July 5, 2024. 
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Palestine Question – League of Arab States’ Declaration of the Arabs of Palestine 

Document S/6003 

Letter to the President of the UN Security Council, October 8, 1964 

 

1. In an attempt to deal with the Palestine problem detached from its historical context, the Israel 

representative made deliberate misrepresentations and deletions regarding the statement on Palestine in 

the Declaration [annex] issued by the Council of the Kings and Heads of State of the member States of 

the Arab League at its second session held at Alexandria, from 5 to 11 September 1964.  This Declaration 

has reaffirmed the views that our Governments separately and jointly have expressed in the United 

Nations, and which were supported by joint declarations and resolutions adopted in international 

conferences, to uphold, restore and safeguard the rights of the Palestinian people to their usurped 

homeland. These rights stem from the universally accepted principle that a country belongs to its 

indigenous inhabitants regardless of allegations made by colonial forces working to determine its 

destiny against the free will of its own people. 

 

2. Therefore, the Declaration “stressed the necessity of utilizing all Arab potentialities, and the 

mobilization of their resources and capabilities, in order to counter the challenge of colonialism and 

Zionism as well as Israel’s continued aggressive policies and its insistence on denying the rights of the 

Arabs of Palestine to their homeland.” 

 

3. Israel, which was born as a result of colonial aggression, has consistently violated and disregarded the 

resolutions of the Security Council regarding Palestine. While no Arab Government has ever been 

condemned by the Security Council, the unfounded statement made in the letter regarding the “years of 

hostile and bellicose policies against Israel on the part of the Arab States” must, therefore, be examined in 

the light of the fact that Israel has been condemned five times by the Security Council for premeditated 

military attacks. These condemnations were embodied in the following resolutions: 

 

(a) Security Council resolution of 18 May 1951 concerning the “aerial action taken by the forces of 

the Government of Israel on 5 April 1951” on the Syrian borders. 

(b) Security Council resolution of 24 November 1953 regarding the “action at Qibya taken by the 

armed forces of Israel 14-15 October 1953.” 

(c) Security Council resolution of 29 March 1955 which condemns the attack which was “committed 

by Israel regular army forces against the Egyptian regular army force” in the Gaza strip on 28 

February 1955. 

(d) Security Council resolution of 19 January 1956 which condemns the Israeli attack against Syria on 

11 December 1955 as a “flagrant violation … of Israel’s obligations under the Charter” and expresses 

the Council’s “grave concern at the failure of the Government of Israel to comply with its 

obligations.” 

(e) Security Council resolution of 9 April 1962 which reaffirmed “the Security Council resolution of 

19 January 1956 which condemned Israeli military action” against Syria and determined that “the 

Israeli attack of 16-17 March 1962” (near Lake Tiberias) constituted “a flagrant violation of that 

resolution.” 

 

The most flagrant example of Israel’s acts of aggression has been the attack on Egypt in 1956, which was 

roundly condemned by the international community.  

4. The record of Israel in the international community hardly qualifies it to accuse other States of 

violating the United Nations Charter and of posing a threat to international peace and security.  No other 

Member of the United Nations has such a consistent record of aggression, violations and 

lawlessness. 
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launched against the Arab peoples during June 1967, and the continuing occupation of the Arab land 

by the enemy forces, is but naked evidence of the true character and illegal existence of Zionism, 

based on usurpation of the Arab lands as a continued source of aggression and a bridgehead to it. The 

ugliest acts of inhumanity are beyond all imagination. … At the outset it is essential, therefore, to put 

an end to the inhuman atrocities taking place in the form of wars, usurpation and persecution in the 

Middle East, Viet-Nam and parts of Africa, in addition to the repulsive and heated racial 

discrimination and conflict taking place in the United States of America and many other parts of the 

world. 

 

The Arab Council’s report stated that following “the recommendation of the eighth conference of the heads 

of Palestine offices and the Political Committee,” the Council “adopted the following recommendations” at 

its 42nd session: 

 

(a) To combat the racial discrimination which is practised by the Israeli authorities against the Arab 

minority in occupied Palestine; (b) To spare no effort at the United Nations and other international 

organizations to make known the danger of the colonial and racial policy of Israel and to take the 

necessary steps to eliminate that policy; (c) To continue to provide comprehensive information on 

Israeli policy and to bring such 

information to the attention of the 

world organizations once more in 

its forthcoming session. 

 

Upon the Arab League’s submission of 

its report (A/Conf.32/L.11) to the 

United Nations on January 29, 1968 – 

three months in advance of the Teheran 

conference – the State of Israel, having 

consumed its contents, was assumably 

ever more determined to attend the 

conference so as to counter criticisms 

and statements made by any and all 

conference States Members and 

delegates, and to therefore voice 

opposition to conference resolutions 

that involved actions directed toward its 

conducts of aggression, occupation, 

displacement and inhumanity.  

 

As Mr. Kadhim Khalaf (head of Iraq’s 

delegation and Iraq’s Under-Secretary 

of State) astutely pointed out to 

attendees on the eleventh day of the 

conference, Monday April 29, 1968, he, 

“speaking on a point of order,” “felt 

bound to protest once again having to 

hear the representative of a country [Mr. Michael Comay, Israel’s delegation head, and Political Adviser to 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and Ambassador-at-Large] that was committing aggression against States 

Members of the United Nations.” He noted that Mr. Comay “was seeking the floor day after day … to 

attempt to justify his government’s aggressive policies.” Mr. Khalaf then made a stinging rebuke, noting 

that “the Governments of Portugal and South Africa, however dishonest their policies towards their 

subject populations, had been honest enough at least not to attend!”  

“Mr. Khalaf (Iraq) … said he was reluctant to 
take up the Conference’s time at that late stage 
of the meeting but felt bound to protest against 
once again having to hear the representative of 
a country [Israel] that was committing 
aggression against States Members of the 
United Nations. The representative of Israel, 
far from refraining from exercising the right of 
reply in accordance with his stated intention, 
was seeking the floor day after day, and if he 
was to be heard every time he wanted to 
attempt to justify his Government’s aggressive 
policies, that would be tantamount to putting a 
premium on crime. His own country had been 
hesitant about attending the Conference at all, 
for it had not wished to be present at meetings 
in which an aggressor State was also 
participating. The Governments of Portugal 
and South Africa, however dishonest their 
policies towards their subject populations, had 
been honest enough at least not to attend.” 
(Monday, April 29, 1968, Summary Record of the 
Eleventh Meeting, UN International Conference on 
Human Rights, A/Conf.32/SR11.) 
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In other words, the two State parties, Portugal and South Africa, under continual severe condemnation by 

United Nations’ organs, decided against attending the International Conference. As stated by the delegate 

from Mauritania, Mr. Ould Eribih on April 30th, at the fourteenth plenary meeting: 

 

Violations of the rights of the Palestinian people were just as intolerable as similar violations in South 

Africa, Angola and so-called Portuguese Guinea. His [Eribih’s] delegation had been shocked, though 

not surprised, by the note of confidence founded on superior force, of arrogance, of triumphant 

aggression sounded by the representative of Israel, which was out of place in a conference on 

human rights where humility, objectivity and hope ought to be the order of the day. The 

excesses perpetrated by the Nazis against the Jews in no way justified the spoliation of an entire 

people or warranted actions that had rendered stateless nearly two million men, women and children 

who were now refugees living on international charity. That was one of the greatest violations of 

human rights, for those unfortunate people had lost not only their livelihood, but their freedom and 

dignity as well.  

 

Well-demonstrating Zionist Israel’s belligerence, Mr. Comay stated on the second day, and on the second 

last day of the conference, respectively, that: “The Jews, themselves oppressed for so long, would not 

oppress other peoples,” and:  

 

“… from the beginning his [Comay’s] delegation had urged that the Conference should avoid being 

dragged into the Arab-Israel conflict, for a debate on that subject would only waste its time and 

energy and lower its prestige. Almost two weeks previously his delegation had declared that it would 

as far as possible refrain from replying to anti-Israel propaganda; yet such attacks had continued 

since.”  

 

The Teheran Conference began with two addresses, by the host country’s Imperial Majesty Shahinshah 

Aryamehr, and the second by UN Secretary-General U Thant. 146 Thant walked through the origins of the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights, adopted “towards midnight on 10 December 1948,” upon which 

Australian delegate Dr. Herbert Evatt, president of the General Assembly session, stated on that evening:  

 

It is the first occasion on which the organized community of nations had made a declaration of human 

rights and fundamental freedoms; that document was backed by the authority of the body of opinion 

of the United Nations as a whole, and millions of people, men, women and children all over the 

world, will turn to it for help, guidance and inspiration. … Its initial provisions boldly proclaim as its 

philosophical basis and an article of faith that “All human beings are born free and equal in dignity 

and rights. They are endowed with reason and conscience and should act towards one another in a 

spirit of brotherhood.” Consequently, everyone is entitled to all rights and freedoms set forth in the 

Declaration “without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or 

other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status" and no distinction is allowed as 

to the political status of the territories to which the Declaration applies”.”   

 

A significant point was reached when, in 1960, twelve years after its adoption, the General Assembly 

itself proclaimed in another Declaration, namely, the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 

Colonial Countries and Peoples, that “All States shall observe faithfully and strictly the provisions of 

the Charter of the United Nations, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights” as well as the new 

Declaration which was then being adopted. Within the United Nations family, specialized agencies, 

such as the International Labour Organisation and UNESCO, have found inspiration for specific 

actions of special importance in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

 
146 The texts are found in Annex II of the UN document, Final Act of the International Conference on Human Rights, 

A/CONF.32/41. 
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After outlining the many of the applications of the Human Rights Declaration made by Nation States in the 

1950s, Thant stated: 

 

In recent years, this movement of setting worldwide standards continued at an accelerated pace. The 

more pressing concern of the Members of the United Nations for the respect of human rights 

everywhere found its expression in a rapid succession of significant international instruments. The 

Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination which was approved by the 

General Assembly in 1963 was followed in 1965 by the adoption of the International Convention on 

the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. Nineteen States have now ratified or acceded 

to that Convention; eight other ratifications arc needed to bring it into force. ln 1966 the International 

Covenants on Human Rights and an Optional Protocol were adopted after many years of 

consideration and study. The vote of all 106 participating Membcr States was unanimous and it 

underlined the gradually emerging common philosophy within the United Nations regarding the right 

of every individual, without distinction, to secure respect for his dignity as a human being – whether 

in the political and civil or the economic, social and cultural fields – and of the right of peoples to 

self-determination. The principles proclaimed in the Universal Declaration and the right of self-

determination of all peoples were placed in an incontestable legal context. The International Bill of 

Rights, for the enactment of which fervent hopes had been expressed in the early years of the United 

Nations and which was to consist of the Universal Declaration, the Human Rights Covenants and the 

measures for their implementation, was thus completed. 

 

The only specific mention U Thant made, indirectly, to a State contravening the Human Rights Convention 

was a reference to “apartheid which, in the words of the General Assembly, constitutes one of the most 

flagrant abuses of human rights and fundamental freedoms.” Thant included a quote from an address he 

made in 1964 to the Algerian House of Assembly, shortly after the defeat and removal of France as a 

colonial occupying State: 

 

“There is the clear prospect that racial conflict, if we cannot curb and finally eliminate it, will grow 

into a destructive monster compared to which the religious or ideological conflicts of the past and 

present will seem like small family quarrels. Such a conflict will eat away the possibilities of good of 

all that mankind has hitherto achieved and reduce men to the lowest and most bestial levels of 

intolerance and hatred. This for the sake of all our children, whatever their race and colour, must not 

be permitted to happen.”  

 

There were 19 “special messages” presented for the Conference, 17 of which were from heads of States, 

including Pope Paul VI. 147 Of the 17, only: the USSR specifically mentioned apartheid; Yugoslavia 

specifically mentioned Vietnam, South Africa, Rhodesia, and Portugal’s colonies; Kuwait mentioned “the 

flagrant violation of the human rights of the Palestinian Arabs on the hand of the Zionist usurpers.”  

 

The United Nations’ First and Second Committees forwarded reports to the Conference by their respective 

Rapporteurs, Mr. Saadollah Ghaoucy of Afghanistan, 148 and Mr. Willibald Pahr of Austria, 149 who both 

made statements at the Conference. Ghaoucy’s focus was dedicated to summarizing the evils of apartheid. 

In fact, the First Committee, in addition to its report, also forwarded its Special Rapporteur report on 

apartheid to the Teheran Convention for consideration, Study of Apartheid and Racial Discrimination in 

Southern Africa. 150 Although Rapporteur Pahr’s report for the Second Committee dealt with protecting the 

 
147 The “See,” or Vatican, is considered a head of state. 
148 A/CONF.32/33, 43 pages. 
149 A/CONF.32.34, 88 pages. 
150 E/CN.4/949 (66 pages), and E/CN.4/949/Add.1 (49 pages). 
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world’s refugees, which included Palestinians (the name of which did not appear in Pahr’s report), there 

was no mention of “refugees” in his Conference address.  

 

This omission, of course, helped fuel one of the more contentious moments by the Israeli delegation at the 

Teheran Conference, namely the Conference Committee’s adoption on April 28th of an additional Agenda 

item “for plenary meetings of the conference,” the item sponsored by the United Arab Republic, Jordan and 

Syrian Arab Republic delegations that addressed the plight of Palestinian refugees. 151 The Provisional 

Agenda item 11 – “Formulation and preparation of a human rights programme to be undertaken subsequent 

to the celebrations of the International Year for Human Rights for the promotion of universal respect for, 

and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, colour, 

sex, language or religion” – already had seven conditional agenda sub-item statements, now with the 

addition of another, under the title Respect and Implementation of Human Rights in Occupied Territories.  

 

At the seventh plenary meeting, on April 25th, Mr. Daoudy of Syria, in “his answer to the accusations of the 

Israel representative,” raised the issue of “violations of human rights in the occupied Arab territories,” 

which he said, “several delegations were going to submit for inclusion in the agenda of the conference,” 

because “the Arab countries sought justice for their people and for others.” In response, Mr. Comay of 

Israel “strongly opposed in the inclusion of a separate item on the Middle East in the agenda; it would 

simply reopen an acrimonious debate and serve no constructive purpose.”  

 

It was the delegate from Morocco, Mr. Mehdi ben Abdeljalil, who: 

 

said that the problem was not the discussion of Israel’s aggression in the Middle East, which was 

being considered by other competent United Nations Organs but that of human rights which every 

human being should enjoy wherever he happened to be. The Palestine people had not only been 

deprived of the most elementary human rights, but their very existence as a people was threatened. 

The Universal Declaration had been promulgated at a time when the torturing of people under the 

Nazi occupation was still fresh in the minds of the whole world; today an entire people was being 

martyred. He appealed to the whole of mankind and to all Jews throughout the world to 

denounce the methods employed by the Israel Government in Israel-occupied territories as 

being at variance with the Charter and the Universal Declaration. 

 

The Morocco delegate’s “appeal … to denounce” Israel’s methods was similarly referred to in Mr. 

Daoudy’s refutation of Israel delegate Comay’s plenary statements of April 25th, the day before. Daoudy 

provided two references, one from a letter published in the New York Times on July 17, 1967, written by 

Methodist Christian Church Reverend H.A. Bosleyn, that “Israel’s present territorial claims and policies 

towards peoples in occupied territories should not expect and would not receive general support from 

Christian groups in the United States.” The other to a long letter published in the Los Gatos Times on 

August 31, 1967, by “the Jewish author, Moshe Menuhin, the father of the famous violinist, Yehudi 

Menuhin.” In his letter, Menuhin “had said that the Jewish nationalists were not Jews as far as he was 

concerned but Jewish Nazis who had lost all sense of Jewish morality and humanity and that anti-Zionism 

was not anti-Semitism.” Daoudy also said that “Menuhin had quoted the Jewish philosopher Martin Buber 

who, not long after the first Sinai-Suez war, had said “The majority of the Jewish people preferred to learn 

from Hitler rather than from us. Hitler showed that history does not go the way of the spirit but the way of 

power and, if a people is powerful enough, it can kill with immunity”.” 

 

Menuhin’s letter, Rage, Reason and Reaction, was a hard-hitting, lengthy critique and frank expose of 

Zionist Israel. It is evident that Menuhin, who considered himself a follower of the Judaic faith, utterly 

 
151 A/CONF.32/21, Second Report of the General Committee, April 28, 1968, and A/CONF.32/L.15, April 27, proposed item for 

Agenda by the three sponsors. 
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despised Zionism and went to some 

lengths for everyone to understand why. 

A letter of response by Jill Derby, 

published on October 5, 1967, in the Los 

Gatos Times, stated:  

 

“It is a laudable and rare courage 

that brings one to speak honest 

convictions in the face of 

considerable censure and pressures 

to the contrary. … My 

wholehearted admiration goes to 

Mr. Moshe Menuhin. Along with it 

goes my gratitude and respect to 

the Los Gatos Times, Saratoga 

Observer for the journalistic integrity it has demonstrated in printing Mr. Menuhin’s letter. Many 

newspapers in the past have yielded to outside pressures and refused space to the expression of anti-

Zionist convictions on the grounds of their “controversial nature.” I am proud of my hometown 

newspaper. It is a credit to the profession of journalism and the American free press.” 

 

Menuhin’s collective views were published in his 1965 book, “Jewish” Nationalism: A Monstrous 

Historical Crime and Curse, which was reprinted and revised in 1969 under a new title, The Decadence of 

Judaism in Our Time by the Beirut based Institute for Palestinian Studies. The revised edition began with a 

quote from the New Testament’s fourth Gospel, John, 8:32: “Ye shall know the truth and the truth shall 

make you free.” Halfway through his book, Menuhin gave a short tribute to Fayez Sayegh, the “former 

counselor to the Arab Delegations at the United Nations … one of the most remarkable speakers I ever 

heard in all my life.” Menuhin included two quotations from Sayegh, one from a letter printed in the Jewish 

Newsletter on July 28, 1958, and the second from an undated address to the “student body of San Jose State 

College, California:” 

 

“Are the wrongs committed by a people seeking to defend its rightful possessions, to be equated with 

the wrongs committed by others in their endeavor to acquire those possessions? There has been no 

scarcity of political proposals for settlement. What has been lacking is the earnest grappling with the 

“original sin” which generated, and which has also permeated, the evolution of the Palestine 

problem.” 

 

“The New York Times often repeats the statement that the Arabs wish to drive the Jews out of Israel 

into the Mediterranean Sea. This does not correspond to the facts. We are ready to sit down with 

Israel at one day's notice, if and when they are ready to deal with us on the basis of the resolutions of 

the United Nations.” 

 

The 27 volumes (358 pages) of the Teheran International Conference plenary session proceedings, 

compiled by UN staff (A/CONF.32/SR.1 to SR.27), document the numerous instances of States Members 

registering concerns and criticisms about Israel’s notorious conducts upon Palestinians in the occupied 

territories. Many of these instances at the Conference were initiated because of provocations and historical 

distortions made by Israeli delegates. For instance, Comay’s statement on April 29th, “the so-called 

Palestine question … under discussion by the United Nations for over twenty-one years and hundreds of 

resolutions on the subject had been adopted.” On the other hand, with the absence of South African 

apartheid delegates at the Tehran Conference, States Member delegates and NGOs freely criticized and 

condemned apartheid without face-to-face backlash, which they did almost daily. 
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Teheran Conference (Conf.) Day 2:  

Mr. Daoudy of Syria: “protested against the presence at the Conference of the representative of the 

Government of Israel, which was guilty of numerous violations of human rights and aggression 

against States Members of the United Nations and which was following a policy of terror and 

intimidation towards the Arab minorities and the inhabitants of the occupied Arab territories.” Mr. 

Khalaf of Iraq and Mr. Yazid of Algeria also voiced criticisms upon Israel. 

 

Conf. Day 3:  

In the morning session, Mr. Comay of Israel: makes a lengthy speech (4 and a half pages). In 

Comay’s celebration of the Declaration of Human Rights, he said “with the renewal of independent 

Jewish nationhood … the Israel Declaration of Independence had guaranteed equality of social and 

political rights to all inhabitants of the State, which was to be based on freedom, justice and peace as 

envisaged by the prophets of Israel.”  

During the afternoon session, Mr. Daoudy of Syria referred to the 1955 Bandung Conference, 

where “29 Afro-Asian countries … upheld the rights of the Arab people of Palestine, calling for the 

implementation of the UN resolution on Palestine in order to obtain a peaceful settlement of the 

Palestine question.” After describing the history and political circumstance of Apartheid South Africa, 

he then “summarized the history of the Palestine question,” and “described the tragic fate of the Arab 

people of Palestine who were expelled or massacred when Israel occupied their territory and again 

during the tripartite aggression against Egypt in 1956 and the Zionist and imperialist action of 5 June 

1967,” and “the racist colonial system in occupied Palestine could not survive with the full support of 

American imperialism.” “Until such time as the forces of peace and democracy co-operated to put an 

end to racial discrimination, colonialism and the Zionist occupation of Arab territories, the Universal 

Declaration would not be a really effective instrument, since freedom – political, economic, social 

and intellectual – was a prerequisite for the exercise of human rights.”   

Mr. Abu Ghazaleh of Jordan: “The Zionist movement, which had given rise to the State of Israel, 

was both in theory and in practice a cult of force; it defied the basic principles of humanity, and even 

those of Judaism.” “The creation of the State of Israel had made nearly a million Arab refugees. In 

1967 the same scene had been re-enacted; force, prejudice and racism had again prevailed. That time, 

two and a half million Palestinian Arabs had been obliged to suffer occupation or to become refugees. 

Not only that, but the aggression had been extended to peaceful Jordan and other Arab territories, 

thus displacing more and more Arab inhabitants.” “Zionism was a threat to world peace. The Israelis 

would agree to peace only if the Arabs presented them Palestine – and other territories as well – on a 

silver platter as a Christmas gift. If the Arabs presumed to defend their right to existence and to resist 

occupation, they we e branded as guerillas, saboteurs and enemies of peace.” 

Mr. Daoudy of Syria: “described newspaper articles written by Israel citizens and sometimes even 

published in Israel, which stated that Israel soldiers had orders to fire at sight on anyone attempting to 

cross the Jordan at night. Eye-witness accounts were appalling. At dawn the banks of the Jordan were 

strewn with the corpses of men, women and children. The lsrael soldiers dispatched the wounded, 

who begged to be spared. Sometimes the corpses were buried; sometimes they wore bulldozed under 

or cremated en masse.” 

 

Conf. Day 4: 

In the morning session, Mr. El-Sayad of the United Arab Republic: “Its [the UN Security 

Council] duty was to deal with all matters affecting human rights and that was why the delegation of 

the United Arab Republic felt it had a duty to draw the attention of the present Conference to the 

gross violations of such rights in the areas under Israel’s occupation. Those violations had been 

reported in several newspaper articles …. The Commission on Human Rights had been distressed by 

those reports and had taken an exceptionally drastic step in sending to the Government of Israel, 

through the Secretary-General, a telegram expressing its deep anxiety about the treatment to which 

the Israel the Israel authorities were subjecting the Arab civilian population in the areas occupied 
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after the hostilities of June 1967 and calling upon the Government of Israel to desist from such 

practices and to respect human rights and fundamental freedoms.” 

Mr. Comay of Israel: “said he had hoped that the disputes and controversies of the previous day 

would die down; but he realized today that his optimism had been unfounded. Further accusations 

had been made against Israel, and he was regrettably compelled once again to use his right of reply in 

order to set the record straight.” 

In the afternoon session. Mr. Kamenov of Bulgaria: “A further problem arising from the violation 

of human rights was that of the Arab refugees, who were obliged to live in conditions unworthy of 

human beings. The most astonishing fact for the present generation, which had witnessed the barbaric 

treatment of the Jews by Hitler, was that the Jews themselves had become the agents of racism and 

aggression. It was high time to put an end to the intolerable situation created by Israel’s aggression in 

the Near East.”  

Mr. Daoudy of Syria: “Israel’s so-called respect for the United Nations was refuted by an article 

written by S.Z. Abramov in the June issue of the American Zionist, which said that the United 

Nations should be eliminated as an active factor in the Israel-Arab controversy, since it had proved to 

be a peace-preventing instrument.” “Lastly, he quoted a speech made by Professor Vincent Monteil of 

Dakar University which referred to diaries kept by two French missionaries who had lived for ten 

years in Palestine, working with both Jews and Arabs. The diaries had been published in the French 

newspaper Temoignage chretien of 27 July 1967. … He read out several passages from the two 

diaries testifying to the atrocities committed against the Arab population by the occupying forces 

which had been witnessed by the missionaries.” 

 

Conf. Day 6: 

In the afternoon session. Mr. Hakim of Lebanon: “… felt bound, however, to call attention to the 

denial of human rights to the Arabs of Palestine. Their struggle for freedom under the British 

Mandate and after the Second World War had been frustrated by colonialism and Zionism. Israel 

continued to deny the right of self-determination to the Arabs of Palestine. The creation of' the State 

of Israel in 1948 had resulted in the expulsion of the majority of the Arabs of Palestine from their 

ancestral homeland. Those who had remained were considered second class citizens and suffered 

from various forms of discrimination. Again in 1967 almost half a million Arabs had been driven 

from their homes and the territories occupied by the Israel armed forces. Twice in a lifetime many 

Arabs had been forced to become refugees.” 

 

Conf. Day 7: 

In the morning session. Mr. Khalaf of Iraq: “was reluctant to take up the Conference’s time at that 

late stage of the meeting but felt bound to protest against once again having to hear the representative 

of a country that was committing aggression against States Members of the United Nations. The 

representative of Israel, far from refraining from exercising the right of reply in accordance with his 

stated intention, was seeking the floor day after day, and if he was to be heard every time he wanted 

to attempt to justify his Government’s aggressive policies, that would be tantamount to putting a 

premium on crime. His own country [Iraq] had been hesitant about attending the Conference at all, 

for it had not wished to be present at meetings in which an aggressor State was also participating. The 

Governments of Portugal and South Africa, however dishonest their policies towards their subject 

populations, had been honest enough at least not to attend.” 

 

Conf. Day 8: 

In the morning session. Mr. Comay of Israel: “It [Israel] would take the present opportunity of 

expressing its views regarding the inclusion of the item in the agenda and would reserve the right to 

place before the Conference the whole truth about the Middle East situation and to reveal the naked 

propaganda and political intent underlying the pressure for the additional [Agenda] item. … There 

was no real justification for including the item at all; to do so could only impair the value of the 
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Conference. … There was nothing “urgent and important” for the Conference about a question which 

had existed for a long time and which in any case was being dealt with by the Security Council and 

the General Assembly through the Secretary General. Accordingly, even on the analogy of the 

General Assembly rules of procedure, the proposed item would not be receivable. In any case, it was 

superfluous. There was nothing to be said or proposed about it which could not be said or proposed in 

the course of the twenty-year review of human rights under agenda item 9. Indeed, Arab 

representatives had already been taking up a great deal of time under that item with their anti-Israel 

obsession, and had in no case been ruled out of order. The proposal did not therefore arise from the 

need to fill a gap in the agenda but simply and solely from the desire to make propaganda.” “Israel 

was imperfect, as were all peoples; but its friends knew that it was striving to build up a decent, free, 

progressive and humane society, and it was in that spirit that it dealt with all the populations for 

which it was responsible: Jews, Arabs or others. Those who had come to the Conference to criticize 

others should be prepared to establish their own moral credentials to do so.” 

Mr. Abo Ghazaleh of Jordan: “Jordan was one of the sponsors of the new item now being 

recommended by the General Committee. In the occupied Arab areas, gross violations of human 

rights were taking place, involving life, liberty and property, that fully justified inclusion of the item 

in the Conference’s agenda. The mere fact of a nation’s being under aggressive occupation by another 

was an infringement of human dignity and liberty.” “With no legal investigation or reasonable proof, 

Arab houses were being blown up on the mere suspicion of harbouring members of the Palestine 

Liberation Movement. Failure to abide by the United Nations resolution providing for their return to 

their homes was compelling many thousands of Arab refugees to live in misery and degradation. 

Persecution, fear or economic destitution was causing thousands more to leave the Gaza Strip and the 

Western Bank of the Jordan for the Eastern Bank. The official Jordanian figure for the numbers 

involved in March 1968 was over 5,000.” 

Mr. Mehdi ben Abdeljalil of Morroco. “The Palestine people had not only been deprived of the 

most elementary human rights, but their very existence as a people was threatened. The Universal 

Declaration had been promulgated at a time when the torturing of people under the Nazi occupation 

was still fresh in the minds of the whole world; today an entire people was being martyred. He 

appealed to the whole of mankind and to all Jews throughout the world to denounce the methods 

employed by the Israel Government in Israel-occupied territories as being at variance with the 

Charter and the Universal Declaration.” 

Mr. Daoudy of Syria: “said that by including the item in its agenda, the Conference had recognized 

that the question of respect for human rights in occupied territories was of great importance to the 

international community. He expressed appreciation of the note submitted by the Commissioner-

General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency UNRWA (A/CONF.32/22), which provided 

a brief account of the plight of Arab refugees, the victims of aggression by Israel.” 

In the afternoon session. Mr. Alfozan of Saudi Arabia: “Not only in South Africa, Southern 

Rhodesia, South West Africa and the Portuguese colonies were flagrant violations of human rights 

occurring; the same was happening in the occupied territories of Palestine, Jordan, Syria and the 

United Arab Republic. … It was the Jews themselves who practised racial discrimination, in 

accordance with the racist principles of Zionism, a movement which resulted in crimes worthy of the 

nazis. The price of the peace proposed by Israel was annexation, deportation and expropriation. The 

Arabs could hardly be blamed for rejecting it, nor could they be expected to keep silent when the 

Palestine Arabs, expropriated and cheated of the income from their property, were reduced to poverty 

or condemned to live on international charity of six cents a day per person – less than the expense of 

maintaining a pet. The word anti-Semitism had been mentioned, but the majority of the Jews in 

Palestine were Ashkenazis, descendants of the Khazars converted to Judaism in 720. The real crime 

of anti-Semitism was that committed against the Arabs of Palestine.” “He denounced the collusion 

between Zionism and apartheid, pointing out that the person [Mr. Comay] who had attacked the 

Arab States as a whole had been born in South Africa and had served in that country’s police 

force. An article in the New York Times of 14 December 1965 had stated: “The first head of State to 
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visit the newly-founded State of Israel was the President of South Africa because it was felt that 

Israel, like South Africa, is surrounded by hostile coloured neighbours”.” 

Mr. Ould Erebih of Mauritania: “The unfortunate dispute in the Middle East could not escape 

mention. It had inspired eloquence in some quarters of the Conference; in others there had been an 

eloquent and guilty silence. … it was wrong to ask the Conference, on the pretext of allowing the 

discussions to take place in a peaceful atmosphere, to shut its eyes to the fate of the people of 

Palestine. Their martyrdom was no less poignant than that of the people of South Africa and 

Zimbabwe. Violations of the rights of the Palestinian people were just as intolerable as similar 

violations in South Africa, Angola and so-called Portuguese Guinea.” “His delegation had been 

shocked, though not surprised, by the note of confidence founded on superior force, of arrogance, of 

triumphant aggression sounded by the representative of Israel, which was out of place in a conference 

on human rights where humility, objectivity and hope ought to be the order of the day. The excesses 

perpetrated by the Nazis against the Jews in no way justified the spoilation of an entire people or 

warranted actions that had rendered stateless nearly two million men, women and children who were 

now refugees living on international charity. That was one of the greatest violations of human rights, 

for those unfortunate people had lost not only their livelihood, but their freedom and dignity as well.” 

 

Conf. Day 9 

On the morning session. Mr. Mehdi ben Abdeljalil of Morocco: “In Asia and the Middle East 

dangerous situations were nullifying the implementation of human rights and, even worse, creating 

tensions which threatened world peace and security. The Palestinian people were fighting an heroic 

battle for their very existence and lost freedom. The Moroccan people, indeed the whole world, was 

profoundly concerned and deeply disappointed at the course of events were taking in the Middle East, 

where Israel was adopting the very methods practices by the erstwhile executioners of the Jews, using 

force and aggression in defiance of United Nations resolutions and decisions. Mass massacre of 

women and children, concentration camps, profanation of holy monuments and places – nothing was 

being spared the Palestinian people.” 

 

Conf. Day 10 

On the morning session. Mr. Al-Sani of Kuwait: “The world was witnessing a new type of racial 

discrimination: the policy of the Israeli authorities against Arabs in the occupied areas. … 

International courts have often ruled that laws passed by occupying authority could not and should 

not be binding on the population of the occupied territory. Israel had violated international law, 

natural law and even the most basic rules of common decency. He quoted a passage from the report 

of the Commissioner-General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA) 

(A/CONF.32/22, fourth paragraph):”  

 

“The tragic circumstances which the Palestine refugees found themselves, and the harsh 

conditions they have had to face over the last twenty years raise inevitably the question whether 

their status can be reconciled with the precept of Article 1 of the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights, that “All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights …” The Palestine 

refugees have faced their hardships with courage and, in a very real sense, it has been part of 

UNRWA’s task to assist, as best it could within the limited resource available to it, in preserving 

for more than one and a quarter million Palestine refugees some semblance of human dignity, 

without which human rights are meaningless. This task has been discharged by the Agency for 

nearly twenty years and the details of the execution of this task have been a matter of annual 

report to the General Assembly. However, in the most summary terms it may be stated that, since 

its inception, UNRWA has provided basic rations of about 1,500 calories a day for about 850,000 

persons in a refugee population which, by May 1967, numbered 1,300,000 persons. It has 

afforded supplementary feeding to specially vulnerable groups, such as infants, schoolchildren 
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and pregnant women. It has distributed more than 10,000 tons of clothing and built camp shelter 

for more than half-a-million people.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the UN document, Final Act of the International Conference on Human Rights (A/CONF.32.41), it cited 

Resolution “I” passed at the Conference’s plenary meeting of May 7, 1968, Respect for and implementation 

of human rights in occupied territories, namely the new agenda item requested by delegates from three 

Nation States, passed under protest by delegates from the State of Israel. 

 

The matter of the UN International Conference of Human Rights, its Final Act document, and documents 

A/7194, A/7195 and A/CONF.32/22 (renamed as A/C.3/L.1626 for the Committee), were forwarded to the 

UN’s Third Committee for discussion as Agenda Item 62 beginning on November 27, 1968. The UN 

delegate from Sweden, Mr. Forshell, summarized: “Since the Conference had not been an organ for formal 

decisions, all the ideas and requests that emanated from it should, as a matter of course, be transmitted to 

and further considered by States, by the competent United Nations organs and by the other organizations 

concerned.” 152 The matter, which was debated by third Committee for several weeks – November 27 to 

December 9 – involved the participation of Kuwait delegate Fayez Sayegh.  

 

The delegate from India, Mr. Ganesh, whose country gained independence in 1947, stated on November 29, 

reconfirming and recalling what the “President of the General Assembly” had stated twenty years previous 

“when the Universal Declaration had been formally approved,” namely that its adoption “was a “step 

forward in a great evolutionary process” and that it was “the first occasion on which the organized 

community of nations had made a declaration of human rights and fundamental freedoms”.” Ganesh then 

 
152 A/C.3/SR.1621. 
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stated, “since that memorable date, the Declaration had been a source of inspiration for thirty-three 

important international instruments adopted by the United Nations and the specialized agencies.”  

 

A major item of debate under Agenda Item 62 by the Third Committee centred on the added agenda 

resolution at the Teheran Conference, Respect for and implementation of human rights in occupied 

territories, a resolution which requested the General Assembly to investigate the plight of and condition of 

human rights for Palestinian refugees. In review of the events that led up to the Conference resolution in 

May 1968, Mrs. Eshel, the Third Committee Israel delegate, stated on November 27: “Her delegation had 

found itself the target of a political propaganda offensive which had disrupted the proceedings, created 

dissension and led to the adoption of a one-sided political resolution.”   

 

Mr. Tomeh, the delegate from Syria, responded to Mrs. Eshel’s statements:  

 

“The truth was that the Teheran Conference had not been subjected to any Arab propaganda, since the 

question of the violation of the human rights of the Palestine refugees had been closely related to the 

items that had been studied. The question had not been raised out of context, but with reference to a 

report on the subject submitted by the Commissioner-General of the United Nations Relief and Works 

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, which had been submitted to the Conference by the 

Secretary-General, and his delegation had formally requested that that report should be circulated as a 

General Assembly document. Israel’s assertions were merely a smokescreen designed to hide its 

failure to comply with a number of humanitarian resolutions regarding the Palestine refugees, such as 

Security Council resolution 237 (1967), reaffirmed unanimously in General Assembly resolution 

2252 (ES-V), and Security Council resolution 259 (1968), in which the Secretary-General had been 

asked to send a special representative to the area. … The report of the Commissioner-General of the 

United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East covering the period 

1 July 1967 to 30 June 1968 revealed that the Palestine refugees lacked the most basic needs for their 

subsistence and that Israel, far from complying with the relevant resolutions, had destroyed the camps 

and schools that the refugees had been using. Moreover, the tragedy was not over. Israel was still 

demolishing houses, forcibly expelling the civilian inhabitants from their homes and committing an 

infinity of acts contrary to the Geneva Conventions, which were not only described in the statements 

by the Arab delegations but were recorded in official documents of the United Nations.”  

 

On November 29, at the Third Committee’s 1,624th meeting, the Australian delegate, Dame Mabel Miller, 

wandered her presentation into the “discrimination against the Jewish people,” notably “more attacks” after 

the Second World War. She mentioned “a renewed campaign in the Soviet Union aimed at reviving the old 

cliches of anti-Semitism,” and how “Soviet information media were cloaking their anti-Semitic propaganda 

by using the term “Zionism”.” She said, “it was obvious that the so-called anti-Zionist propaganda 

possessed many of the age-old attributes of anti-Semitism.”   

 

Shortly thereafter, Sayegh, “speaking in exercise of the right of reply,” said he: 

 

“… objected to the Australian representative’s identification of Judaism with Zionism and of anti-

Semitism with anti-Zionism, for if that was the case, the horror which anti-Semitism inspired 

throughout the world would enable a State which proclaimed itself Jewish, as did Israel, to be 

virtually immune from criticism of any action that it might take. What was more, such a State could 

request assistance from the international community even for the purpose of carrying out policies 

which were wrong, since the denial of aid could be interpreted as anti-Semitism.”  

 

The delegate from Indonesia, Mr. Abdulgani, said his country had great sympathy for the Palestinian 

people.  
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The Indonesian people were particularly concerned with the human aspect of the problems faced by 

the Arabs of Palestine, whether Moslem or Christian, and by Arabs in other occupied territories in the 

Middle East. … Indonesia felt deep concern over the problem of the refugees, firstly, because 

Indonesians were only too familiar with the plight of refugees, since hundreds of thousands of them 

had been refugees in their own land during the years 1945-1950, and, secondly, because the people of 

Indonesia had had a sense of solidarity with the people of Palestine for many years. In 1927, a 

number of Indonesian leaders had participated in a conference held in the Middle East to discuss the 

renewed threat of political Zionism, which had been stirred up by the Balfour Declaration. Apart from 

its religious ties with the people of Palestine, and a common search for independence, Indonesia 

deplored the situation in the Middle East, as it saw that the Middle East continued to be a meeting 

place of conflicting large-Power interests, and that the refugees were the victims of that political 

confrontation. 

 

Indonesia was one of the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.3/L.1626 and Add.1, which attempted to 

deal with the matter in a humane manner and in conformity with the spirit of the International Year 

for Human Rights. … His delegation hoped that the political and humanitarian aspects of the refugee 

problem would be resolved before another generation of refugees grew to maturity in the same 

misery as the present one. 

 

The first Third Committee speaker on the afternoon session of December 2nd was the Israeli delegate, Mrs. 

Eshel, who set the tone with the following remarks: 

 

The representative of Pakistan had called the Israeli nazis – an absurd identification which was the 

height of moral depravity. It was the Arab countries which had given refuge to hundreds of nazi war 

criminals and had incorporated them in their governmental work. Mein Kampf had been translated 

into Arabic and new editions were constantly being printed and officially distributed not only in the 

Arab countries but in other countries too. 

 

Some two hours later, the delegate from the United Arab Republic, Mr. Aboul-Nasr, finally weighed in: 

 

Zionism was similar to nazism in that it advocated territorial expansion, resorted to violence and 

encouraged racism – all of which were facts reported daily in the Press. … In his own view, the only 

difference between nazism and Zionism, intellectually speaking, was that the crimes of the former 

had been committed before the United Nations Charter and the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights had entered into force, while the crimes of the latter had been committed afterwards. The 

Palestinian Arabs would never yield; they sought to win back their rights and freedoms. 

 

Mrs. Eshel of Israel then replied: “There would have been no refugee problem if the Arab States had not 

attacked Israel in 1948 and if they had agreed to negotiate with Israel in order to arrive at a peaceful 

settlement.”  

 

Fayez Sayegh responded in a short reply: “in order to refute the Israel representative’s assertion that if the 

war had not taken place, there would be no refugees, [Sayegh] quoted a passage from the diary of Theodore 

Herzl, who, as early as 1895, had foretold the occupation of Palestine, which, he wrote, would one day 

become as Jewish as England was English.” 

 

On December 3, at the Third Committee’s 1,627th meeting, the delegate from Syria, Mr. El-Fattal stated, in 

support of the Teheran Conference Resolution I: 

 

It was regrettable that some Governments, namely those of South Africa, Southern Rhodesia, 

Portugal and Israel, based their policies on the cynical idea that they could not survive without 
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depriving the indigenous peoples of their fundamental rights. Ensuring respect for human rights 

required more than simply hailing the adoption of a document. In 1948, the year of the adoption of 

the Universal Declaration, an entire people had fallen victim to one of the most flagrant violations of 

human rights: driven from their homeland, forced to become refugees, the Palestinians had been 

denied the right to self-determination, to a nationality, to life, to liberty, to security and to prosperity. 

 

On the morning of December 4, at the Third Committee’s 1,628th meeting, during the discussion on the 

adopted of draft resolution A/C.3/L.1623, the delegate from Jordan, Miss Hlass, said: 

 

It was her painful duty to speak for the 2.5 million of her fellow Arabs who had been reduced to the 

status of refugees by Israel’s aggression in Palestine. Since world recognition of the human rights of 

those refugees would help to bring their sufferings, privations, frustrations and fears to an end, she 

appealed on their behalf to all the members of the human family, without distinction as to race, 

colour, religion or frontier. The innumerable documents, declarations and instruments relating to 

the subject had had no effect at all on the situation of the Palestine Arab refugees, for it was 

impossible to solve the problem unless a humanitarian approach was taken. While international 

bodies held lengthy debates on the subject, thousands of Arabs were forced to abandon their homes 

and saw their lands occupied by strangers coming from afar. While useless declarations were being 

drawn up, the Palestine Arabs, deprived of their fundamental rights, were suffering cold and hunger. 

 

Resolution I of the Teheran Conference on respect for an implementation of human rights in occupied 

territories, in which the Government of Israel was called on to recognize the rights of the population 

of the occupied areas, had aroused among the Palestine Arabs the hope that Israel would comply with 

its obligations under the United Nations Charter. That resolution, however, had fared no better 

than many others concerning Palestine, for the Israelis had ignored it, just as, in their 

determination to confront the world with a fait accompli, they had ignored earlier decisions of the 

General Assembly and the Security Council and had refused to allow a representative of the 

Secretary-General to investigate the situation in Palestine. As a result, the Arab refugees would have 

to face another winter without proper shelter or clothing. 

 

Among the specific violations of human rights committed by Israel, she cited the expulsion of 

400,000 Arabs, by force or by threats, from the West Bank of the River Jordan and from the Gaza 

Strip. Despite the General Assembly’s appeals that the refugees should be allowed to return, Israel 

was continuing to apply measures of intimidation to drive out the population of the occupied areas, 

with the aim of depriving those areas of their Arab character. Nor did the Israelis hesitate to raze 

entire villages and compel the inhabitants to sell their lands to new occupants. At the same time, they 

were continuing to deport Arab leaders, and students who had gone abroad to study were being 

prevented from returning. The political pressures, the arbitrary arrests, the destruction of homes 

and the other acts of harassment to which the Arab population was subjected had given rise to a reign 

of terror which had aroused protests even on the part of Israel intellectuals. 

 

On December 5th, the delegate from Syria, Mr. Tomeh, stated in part: 

 

Despite the efforts of the Red Cross, it had still not been possible to determine the fate of 120 Syrian 

civilians who had been taken prisoner by the Israel forces; the fate of 200 Syrian soldiers who had 

disappeared during the hostilities was also unknown. The inhuman acts committed more recently by 

Israel included the demolition of Syrian villages with bulldozers; the shooting to death of 100 

peasants who had attempted to return to their homes in search of their personal belongings; and the 

killing by Israel soldiers of two Syrian women who had been gathering figs, the latter incident having 

been reported by General Odd Bull. 
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On the afternoon of Thursday, December 5th, the day before the Third Committee voted in favour of draft 

resolution A/C.3/L.1626 and Add.1, the delegate from Kuwait, Fayez Sayegh, made his arguments in 

favour of the resolution. 

 

3. [Sayegh] pointed out that the resolution adopted 

at Teheran was not an isolated text. To begin with, 

there were a number of international instruments 

having mandatory force which had been adopted 

during the past twenty years in order to provide for 

respect for human rights in occupied territories, a 

matter for which there had been provision before 

the Second World War: Article 2 of the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights provided that 

everyone was entitled to all the rights and 

freedoms set forth in the Declaration, without 

distinction of any kind, and regardless of the 

political, jurisdictional or international status of the country or territory to which he belonged. Later 

various United Nations organs had adopted resolutions concerning the rights of Arab citizens in the 

territories occupied by Israel since 1967. Lastly, there were many factors which revealed that Israel 

respected neither the general provisions of the Geneva Conventions nor the special provisions of the 

texts adopted by the United Nations and that, far from ceasing, those violations of human rights in the 

occupied territories were multiplying. In those circumstances, the draft resolution before the 

Committee seemed extremely moderate: it made no judgement on the human rights situation in the 

occupied territories and merely implied that an investigation by an impartial committee would be 

justified, and it did not in any way prejudge the result of that investigation. There were a number of 

precedents for the use of that method, which was simply the application of the principle that a 

country was less tempted to violate human rights when the eyes of the world were upon it. 

 

4. He himself thought that the proposed investigation was perfectly justified in view of the many 

violations of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War of 

12 August 1949 153 which had been reported from various sources. For example, article 49 prohibited 

mass or individual forced transfers and deportations. Yet it was stated in paragraph 105 of the report 

of the Commissioner-General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees 

in the Near East 154 that, following the hostilities of June 1967, forty-eight teachers had been deported 

from the Gaza strip. Israel had also deported thirty-two notables from the West Bank of the River 

Jordan to the East Bank – four of them in 1967, one in March 1968, five in September 1968 and 

twenty-two during the past five weeks. The Israel Press itself described the circumstances in which 

those nocturnal deportations were carried out, the victims being given very little advance notice and 

being treated like criminals. It was not only the considerable increase in the number of deportations in 

recent weeks that was causing alarm, but the type of persons being deported, who included teachers 

and individuals of note. There was no doubt whatever that those deportations were contrary to 

international law; there was therefore every justification for an investigation. 

 

5.  Article 53 of the Geneva Convention to which he had referred forbade the occupying Power to 

destroy real or personal property; yet Israel had not only destroyed whole villages as a result of the 

hostilities but had since then continued with its destruction of dwellings belonging to Arabs. 

According to a British journalist writing in The Times in November 1967, already at that time the 

number of houses that had been destroyed had probably amounted to thousands. 

 
153 United Nations, Treaty Series, Vol. 75 (1950), No. 973. 
154 Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-third Session, Supplement No. 13. 
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6.  The first paragraph of article 33 of the Convention prohibited collective penalties and the third 

paragraph prohibited reprisals. Those two paragraphs had been violated by Israel and an Israel 

journalist had justified those violations on the grounds of a regulation that had been adopted by the 

Mandatory Power in 1945 and against which the Jewish Agency had protested at the time. Paragraph 

15 of the report of the Commissioner-General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for 

Palestine Refugees in the Near East 155 described the wretched aftermath of the hostilities at Gaza, the 

curfews, interrogations, detentions and destruction of houses. In the Gaza strip and many towns on 

the West Bank, the inhabitants were subjected to a curfew for twenty-four hours a day. Houses and 

shops had been seized and it was stated in paragraph 85 of the report of the Secretary-General under 

General Assembly resolution 2252 (ES-V) and Security Council resolution 237 (1967) that houses 

had been seized even when their owners had been away only temporarily on a visit to Amman or 

even when, in the absence of the owner, one of his relations had been present. Israel could try to 

justify its actions by invoking its annexation of Jerusalem, but, in the first place, the United Nations 

had declared that annexation null and void and, secondly, article 47 of the Geneva Convention 

stipulated that the Convention was applicable even in the event of the annexation of the occupied 

territory by the Occupying Power. 

 

7.  Article 146 stipulated that each Contracting Party would be under the obligation to search for 

persons alleged to have committed, or to have ordered to be committed, grave breaches and to bring 

such persons before its own courts, but General Dayan, who had committed the breaches defined in 

the Convention, had not been brought before the Israel courts. 

 

8.  Article 144 provided that the Contracting Parties were to disseminate the text of the Convention as 

widely as possible and that any civilian, military, police or other authorities who in time of war 

assumed responsibilities in respect of persons protected by the Convention must possess the text of 

the Convention and be instructed as to its provisions. Yet it had been revealed by journalists whose 

articles had been published in The Observer and The Guardian in January 1968 that an Israel colonel 

had never heard of the Geneva Convention. 

 

9.  Article 31 prohibited the exercise of any physical or moral coercion, in particular for the purpose 

of 

obtaining information, but the Jerusalem Press had described how a father had been punished for 

refusing to give information about his son, which was simply the reverse of the method practised by 

Hitler of forcing sons to give information about their fathers.  Furthermore, General Dayan had 

announced on 13 October that shops would be demolished if their owners refused to reveal the 

identity of those responsible for attacks. 

 

10.  The Convention prohibited looting, but the Israelis had looted a hospital. 

 

11.  Article 49 stipulated that the occupying Power was not to deport or transfer parts of its own 

civilian population into the territory it occupied. Yet since September 1967 Israelis had been settled in 

twenty-three points of the occupied territories, although Israel denied that it was trying to colonize 

those territories, and on 3 December the Jewish Telegraphic Agency had announced that Israel 

intended to settle its citizens in twenty-five points of Syrian territory. 

 

12.  A number of neutral observers, including priests of churches in the United States, had been upset 

 
155 Official Records of the Security Council, Twenty-second Year, Supplement for October, November and December 1967, 

document S/8158. 
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Resolution A/C.3/L.1623 and Add.1 

 

“The General Assembly, 

 

“Guided by the Principles and Purposes of the Charter of the United and by the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights, 

 

“Bearing in mind the provisions of the Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons 

in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, 

 

“Mindful of the principle embodied in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights regarding the right of 

everyone to return to his own country, and recalling Security Council resolution 237 (1967), General 

Assembly resolutions 2252 (ES-V) and 2341 B (XXII), Commission on Human Rights resolution 6 

(XXIV) and Economic and Social Council resolution 1336 (XLIV), in which these organs of the United 

Nations called upon the Government of Israel, inter alia, to facilitate the return of those inhabitants who 

have fled the area of military operations since the outbreak of hostilities, 

 

“Recalling the telegram dispatched by the Commission on Human Rights on 9 March 1968, calling upon 

the Government of Israel to desist forthwith from acts of destroying homes of Arab civilian populations 

of areas occupied by Israel, 

 

“Recalling also Security Council resolution 259 (1968), in which the Council expressed its concern for 

the safety, welfare and security of the inhabitants of the Arab territories under military occupation by 

Israel, and deplored the delay in the implementation of resolution 237 (1967), 

 

“Noting resolution 1, on ‘respect for an implementation of human rights in occupied territories,’ adopted 

on 7 May 1968 by the International Conference on Human Rights, in which the Conference, inter alia, 

 

(a) Expressed its grave concern for the violation of human rights in Arab territories occupied by 

Israel, 

(b) Drew the attention of the Government of Israel to the grave consequences resulting from disregard 

of fundamental freedoms and human rights in occupied territories, 

(c) Called on the Government of Israel to desist forthwith from acts of destroying homes of Arab 

civilian population inhabiting areas occupied by Israel, and to respect and implement the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights and the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 in occupied territories, 

(d) Affirmed the inalienable rights of all inhabitants who have left their homes as a result of the 

outbreak of hostilities in the Middle East to return, resume normal life, recover their property and 

homes, and rejoin their families according to the provision of the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights, 

 

“1. Decides to establish a special committee of three Member States to investigate Israeli practices 

affecting the human rights of the population of the occupied territories; 

“2. Requests the President of the General Assembly to appoint the members of the special committee; 

“3. Requests the Government of Israel to receive the special committee, to co-operate with it and to 

facilitate its work; 

“4. Requests the special committee to report to the Secretary-General as soon as possible and whenever 

the need arises thereafter; 

“5. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the special committee with all the necessary facilities for 

the performance of its task.” 
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by those practices. Although Israel insisted that nobody was forced to leave the occupied territories, 

the fact was, according to The New York Times and the Jewish Telegraphic Agency, that Israel 

wanted the Arabs to leave. Despite many resolutions adopted by the United Nations, and in violation 

of article 13, paragraph 2, of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Israel persisted in 

prohibiting the refugees from returning to their land. It was true that, following appeals from the 

Secretary-General and the Ambassadors of the United States, the United Kingdom and France, Israel 

had authorized the return of 17,000 refugees, but that did not constitute implementation of the United 

Nations resolutions or recognition of the refugees' right to return to their country; it was simply an 

authorization granted to a few of them and a maneuver designed solely to present Israel to world 

public opinion in a more favourable light. 

 

13.  It had also been reported that, despite General Dayan’s denials, prisoners had been tortured in 

violation of the Geneva Convention; in his view, representatives of the Red Cross should be allowed 

to interview prisoners in private. Released ex-prisoners should also be interviewed. The investigation 

by the committee, the establishment of which was proposed in the draft resolution under 

consideration, would reveal how many prisoners there were, whether they had been informed of the 

charges against them, whether they had been tortured and why they were in camps. 

 

14.  The serious violations of the provisions of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of 

Civilian Persons in Time of War and the other violations of the rights of the Arabs in the occupied 

territories which he had mentioned fully warranted an impartial investigation. The United Nations 

was now the victims’ only hope; for that reason, draft resolution A/C.3/L.1626 and Add.1 must be 

adopted by a very large majority. 

 

On Friday, December 6, 1968, the Third Committee voted on resolution A/C.3/L.1626 and Add.1, which 

was adopted “by 55 votes to 16, with 41 abstentions. Of the 16 Member States that voted against, were 

Australia, Israel and the United States. Of the 41 Member States abstentions, they included Ireland, 

Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, United Kingdom and Northern Ireland, 

Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, Finland, and France. Of the western European Member States 

that voted in favour, were Greece and Spain. 

 

On the morning of December 9th, at the Third Committee’s 1,633rd meeting, the delegate from Israel, Mrs. 

Eshel, “protested against the tactics used at the 1,632nd meeting to suppress freedom of speech, which had 

prevented her delegation and a number of others from speaking before the vote on the resolution which had 

been adopted.”  

 

“Such conduct was an indication of the motives and spirit which had lain behind the proposal ever 

since its birth at the Teheran Conference and made it obvious that it was not a humanitarian proposal 

but a political and propaganda exercise. The inclusion of a passage from resolution I of the Teheran 

Conference which prejudged the results of the proposed inquiry made the text a mockery of the 

accepted canons of fairness and ethnics. … For those reasons, her Government rejected the draft 

resolution as one-sided, discriminatory and prejudicial to the Jarring Mission; it would do nothing but 

introduce another complication into an already sensitive and complex situation. Her delegation had 

been gratified to note that the great majority of impartial Member States which maintained relations 

with both Israel and the Arab States had refused to support it.” 

 

Sayegh immediately replied: 

 

“He was proud to have voted for the draft resolution (A/C.3/L.1626 and Add.1), which expressed 

concern not only for the Arab peoples at present being subjected to inhuman treatment under foreign 

military occupation, but also for any human beings who might find themselves in similar 
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circumstances. The resolution reflected the feeling of urgency surrounding the creation of the 

proposed committee and the need for it to complete its task with dispatch. It implied that the special 

committee’s task would not be completed until it was terminated by a decision of the General 

Assembly, or the military occupation was ended.” 

 

8.5.3.  1968: International Year for Human Rights and The Special Political Committee (SPC) 

 

The matter of Palestinian refugees that was up for discussion by the Third Committee was not the only UN 

organ doing so. Concurrently, from November 18 to December 13, 1968, the Special Political Committee 

(SPC), which Fayez Sayegh was also a member of, under order of the General Assembly, reviewed Agenda 

Item 33, the urgent Report of the Commissioner-General of UNRWA for Palestine Refugees in the Middle 

East, report A/7213. The opening statements from Miss Dever of Belgium, summed up the state of 

urgency: 

 

Since June 1967, the tragedy of the existing refugees had been compounded by the flight of 

thousands from their homes and camps. That being so, none could fail to support the Secretary-

General’s call at the 612th meeting, for urgent action, in accordance with Security Council and 

General Assembly resolutions, to facilitate the return of those who had fled. The solution of the 

refugee problem was to be found in an over-all settlement on the lines indicated by Security Council 

resolution 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967 which her delegation hoped would be implemented as 

soon as possible. 

 

The September 15, 1968, UNRWA Commissioner-General’s heart rending, 100-page annual report opened 

with the following paragraph: 

 

The year which followed the hostilities of June 1967 in the Middle East was one of new hardships 

and anxieties for the Palestine refugees, as they lived under the shadow of dangers and uncertainties. 

Those who became refugees for a second time (about 175,000), together with most of the 350,000 or 

more other persons newly displaced from the occupied areas of southern Syria, the west Bank of 

Jordan, Gaza and Sinai, were in need of the very essentials of physical survival – food, water, shelter 

blankets, clothing and health care and, scarcely less important, the education of their children. For 

many, these needs could be met only in tented camps where winter cold and storms brought 

additional suffering. Inhabitants of the camps in the Jordan Valley found themselves exposed to the 

physical danger of military action as well and fled again to the higher lands away from the Jordan 

Valley; for many it was their fourth move within a year.  

 

Mr. El Kony, the delegate from the United Arab Republic, stated that the General:  

 

“Assembly should devise means of ensuring that the refugees had access to the income from 

properties usurped from them by the Israel authorities and of which they alone should be the 

beneficiaries. It was painful for the Arab people of Palestine to find themselves living on international 

charity when they should be able to sustain themselves through their property in Israel. 

 

For twenty years the Palestinians had waited in vain for the international community to expedite the 

implementation of the early resolutions concerning their repatriation and compensation. The only 

reward for their patience had been that many of them had had to suffer eviction yet again. The others, 

living under Israel military occupation, led a sad existence for, as the Commissioner-General’s report 

stated, they were subject to the psychological stress of living under an occupied authority and to 

restrictions inseparable from military security measures.” 
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Following a lengthy speech by the Israeli delegate Mr. Comay, came a lengthy rebuttal by the delegate from 

Syria, Mr. Tomeh, who stated, “legally, the Arabs owned the land of Palestine, and conquest did not 

terminate that legal right.” Following Tomeh’s statements, Fayez Sayegh, who was an authority on 

Palestine refugees, then weighed in: 

 

It was clear that the representative of Israel did not understand what was meant by a Palestine 

refugee; to him, a Palestine refugee was merely one who suffered economic privation. Economic 

hardship, however, was only the result of being a refugee, the result of being deprived of a home and 

a country. A Palestine refugee was an inhabitant of Palestine who had been evicted from his home 

and country against his will and barred from return. The Palestine refugees had been deprived of the 

opportunity to exercise self-determination on their native soil. A double standard appeared to be 

applied with regard to the meaning of a refugee. On the one hand, Israel and the political movement 

which it represented repeatedly claimed that Jews all over the world, even wealthy Jews, were 

refugees, living in a state of exile that would not terminate until they “returned” to Palestine, where 

they had never lived. Yet Israel considered the Palestine refugee, who had been expelled from his 

home, to be only a poor man whose suffering would end when his economic plight had been 

improved. … [Zayegh] had been disappointed to note that after the previous meeting, when it had 

been announced that a film produced by UNRWA depicting the plight of the refugees would be 

shown, the entire Israel delegation had left the room, perhaps in order to avoid being disillusioned by 

what they would see. 

 

After Mr. Comay made excuses about why his delegation avoided viewing UNRWA’s documentary film 

about the refugees at the meeting, Mr. Tomeh stated in reply: “The documentary film in question had not 

been produced in Hollywood, as the commercial film Exodus and a new film depicting the six-days’ war 

had been. The Arabs could not offer any films of that kind, only the documentary film produced by 

UNRWA.” 

 

At the SPC’s second session, Ould Daddah, the delegate from Mauritania, stated “for twenty years, the 

United Nations had been trying in vain to put an end to that human tragedy:” 

 

The Zionists wished people to believe that the refugees were belligerent whose only objective was the 

destruction of Israel. That false propaganda, spread with the help of powerful and well-organized 

information media, had created a psychosis that was not only anti-Palestinian, but also anti-Arab. 

Israel tried to make out that it was a peace-loving State, with the best of the intentions toward its 

neighbours; yet that State which wished to be considered “peace-loving,” whose very existence was 

based on a monstrous injustice, and which had once again increased its size out of all proportion.  

 

And, it was during that second session, under special privileges adopted by the SPC on November 18th 

(document A/SPC/127), that the Palestine Liberation Organization was permitted to make a presentation by 

way of Mr. Hassan. The following is a snippet from the long summary: 

 

“The question of Palestine was directly connected with the question of freedom itself and with the 

fate of liberated peoples all over the world. It was the means whereby the Arab nation could examine 

its ability to realize its goals, namely, political, social and economic independence. Like the struggle 

of the various Afro-Asian peoples against colonialism and foreign occupation, the struggle of the 

Arab people of Palestine was legitimate. It was similar to the struggle waged by the national 

resistance movements in Europe during the nazi invasion. It was a battle against a hardened ideology, 

namely, Zionism, and against neo-colonialism and racial discrimination. The Palestine question must 

therefore be viewed in its broad perspective and not simply as a question of refugees to be fed or 

displaced persons to be sheltered, or even of border incidents or occupied territories. The essence of 

the problem was that a homeland had been forcibly usurped and a people militarily uprooted. To 
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attempt to fragmentize an indivisible question or to consider only its humanitarian aspects was 

deliberately to ignore its true nature, in the hope that, with the passage of time, it would lose its 

crucial importance. Yet nothing would weaken Palestinian resistance to the presence of Israel. In such 

a vital situation which involved the entire population of a country of more than 2,5 million 

inhabitants and affected the Organization and the world at large, the principles of dignity, justice and 

freedom must be honoured and to fight to uphold them was a duty. 

 

Palestine had been a peaceful country – the whole of it cultivated by its inhabitants. Yet Zionist 

propaganda had tried to give the impression that the Zionists had gone into Palestine to transform the 

desert into a garden on the well-known pretext of a civilizing mission. … Zionism had been able to 

give the impression that it was the innocent victim and that the Arabs, although in a state of self-

defence, were the aggressors. That was a lie which the Zionist-dominated information media had 

never ceased repeating. 

 

The Palestine case had been the cause of three wars in the Middle East, and if it was not solved in 

accordance with the principles of justice, equity and morality, it would continue to be a threat to 

peace and security. In the absence of such a solution, the Arab population of Palestine would continue 

its national struggle and exercise its legitimate and national duty in accordance with the Charter of 

the United Nations, the principle of self-determination and the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights. Since Israel had been created by colonialism, to which it was organically linked, it was 

difficult to imagine a struggle for the liberation of Palestine without its being also a struggle against 

colonialism. Palestinians today were living through a revolution whose most important goal was the 

victory of the forces of good over evil. It was a battle to put an end to the acts of aggression, injustice 

and terror and to the occupation and colonization perpetuated by the Zionists.” 

 

At the third SPC session on Agenda Item 33, Mr. Abdalla, the delegate from Sudan, said: 

 

The most humiliating blow to the [UN] Organization had been Israel’s admission to membership at a 

time when the whole nation of Palestine had been living on charity in refugee camps. The United 

Nations could not then escape its responsibility for rendering justice to the Palestinian people, who 

had every right to statehood. The United Nations Mediator on Palestine, Count Bernadotte, had 

declared – the day before his murder by the Zionists – that the right of innocent people uprooted by 

terror and war to return to their homes must be affirmed and made effective. That right had been 

affirmed in General Assembly resolution 194 (III) and reaffirmed in Security Council resolution 237 

(1967), but it had never been made effective. Israel refused to implement any United Nations 

resolutions. 

 

The United States delegation’s statement to the Committee (616th meeting) had implied that Israel 

was outside United Nations authority. Zionist influence on United States policy in the Middle East 

had become scandalous. The Zionist armed forces, encouraged by United States protection, had 

found war rewarding and defiance of United Nations resolutions pardonable. Clearly, the Zionists 

would never comply with any such resolution so long as they were protected by the United States. 

 

At the SPC’s fifth session, on December 2nd, Fayez Sayegh recalled the resolutions adopted by UN organs 

on “the inherent right of the refugees to return to build their future in their homes and lands.” Those were, 

“notably, Security Council resolution 237 (1967), General Assembly resolutions 2252 (ES-V) and 2341 

(XXII), resolution 6 (XXIV) of the Commission on Human Rights, Economic and Social Council 

resolution 1336 (XXIV), resolution ‘I’ adopted in May 1968 by the International Conference on Human 

Rights and resolution 38 adopted by the World Health Assembly at its twenty-first session.” Sayegh then 

stated that “all those resolutions had been thwarted by the obstinacy of one Member State: despite its 

seeming acquiescence, Israel did nothing but reject the international community’s wishes:”   
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Israel’s ideology and motives remained the same and the 1967 hostilities had provided the Israelis 

with an opportunity to repeat their behaviour of 1948. In view of the fact that 1 million Arabs had 

remained in the territories occupied by Israel, the Zionists had been faced with two imperative tasks; 

the first, which was demographic, was to maintain Jewish predominance in the territories controlled 

by Israel. The second was to pursue an expansionist policy. Three ways of resolving those two 

problems had been proposed. The first had been suggested by Mr. Begin, taking South Africa and 

Southern Rhodesia as an example, and consisted of annexing the occupied territories without giving 

the inhabitants the right of citizenship. The second proposal had been made by General Dayan and 

was in the classic colonial mould, in other words, it entailed the economic integrating of the 

territories, which would have occupied status. The third proposal had been made by Mr. Allon, the 

Deputy Prime Minister of Israel, and consisted in the annexation and colonization of the sparsely 

inhabited areas of the occupied territories and the maintenance of semi-autonomous enclaves. Those 

three proposals obviously had only one purpose-to retain as much territory as possible with the Arab 

population kept to a minimum. 

 

A member from the Palestine Arab delegation, Mr. Nakhleh, was permitted to speak to the SPC on 

December 5, 1968, under prior consent (document A/SPC/126). In his long delivery, he said, “the Palestine 

Arab refugees had rejected resolution 242 (1967) in toto and were determined to resist any settlement 

which deprived them of their inalienable right to self-determination and of their right to return to their 

ancestral homeland. They were also determined to resist any Arab State or any Arab leader who might be 

forced to submit to the pressure of the great Powers and might be tempted to recognize any right of 

sovereignty for the Jew-Khazar invaders over one square metre of Palestine soil.” With regard to the 

UNRWA annual report A/7213, in which “the Commissioner-General was asking … for $42,469,000 for 

the 1969 budget,” he said that “ten times the amount of that budget, however, would not provide the 

refugees with a standard of living equal to the standard they had enjoyed in their homes and homeland. The 

$15 million or so provided in the budget for rations for 875,000 beneficiaries meant an expenditure of some 

paltry five cents per day per person.”  

 

Nakhleh “expressed his gratitude” of the UN Secretary-General’s “statement made to the [Third] 

Committee (612th meeting) pleading the cause of the Palestine Arab refugees,” where he “reminded 

members that in the twenty years the General Assembly had never taken any steps towards a real solution 

of the tragic problem of the refugees,” at which time he also “invoked the resolutions of the Security 

Council and the General Assembly which called for the return of the new refugees,” he noted that the 

Secretary-General’s “courageous and just statement … had been viciously attacked by the Jewish Press in 

Tel Aviv and the United States.” Nakhleh pointed the finger at the “governments of the United Kingdom 

and the United States” who had provided “assistance to the illegal Jewish racist regime which enabled the 

Zionists to defy the United Nations.” He said, “Arab freedom fighters were being tortured, imprisoned and 

murdered in cold blood, or tried as common criminals, contrary to the Geneva Convention.” He stated: 

 

The Zionist spokesmen were constantly saying that the Arabs wanted to drive the Jews into the sea. 

Yet was it not a fact that they had themselves driven the Arab people of Palestine into the desert? 

Jewish propagandists such as Mr. Eban, Mr. Comay and Mr. Tekoah, whose parents or ancestors had 

never set foot in Palestine, were distorting facts in the most shameless manner. They justified the 

Jewish wars of aggression as being acts of legitimate self-defence, and the Jewish occupation and 

usurpation of Arab property as liberation and integration. 

The world Jewish leaders had unleashed a propaganda campaign on an unprecedented scale to 

endeavour to justify their monstrous crimes. Having achieved their object and proclaimed a Jewish 

State, they were asking the world to forget the past and the fact that there was a Palestine or a people 

of Palestine. The Jews contended that international law, the Charter of the United Nations and the 

United Nations Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples had 
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no application to the Palestine problem because the “chosen people” had been repatriated to the 

land of its forefathers as the fulfilment of Jehovah’s promise. 

In 1955, Jewish leaders had made a secret deal with the French Government whereby they had given 

that Government the secrets of the manufacture of nuclear weapons, illegally obtained by Ben Gurion 

from Jewish scientists who had served in the United States Atomic Energy Commission. In exchange, 

the French Government had undertaken to build the atomic reactor in Dimona and to supply the Tel 

Aviv regime with all the military supplies it might need. The Jewish aggressors had refused to sign 

the Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons so as to avoid all international inspection of 

the reactor. 

During the last twelve years, from 1956 to 1968, Jewish circles in the United States had completed 

their domination of United States politicians and of the United States administration, so that the 

United States could protect and strengthen the Jewish colonial occupation in Palestine and block any 

resolution in the United Nations which might give a semblance of justice to the Arabs of Palestine. 

The Jews of America had thus been able to collect annually tax-free funds amounting to more than 

$650 million, $500 million of which had been poured into the coffers of the Tel Aviv clique. In 

addition, direct aid amounting to more than $1,500 million [1.5 billion] had been given by the United 

States Government, in the form of grants and aids during the past twenty years. The United States and 

the world Jewish leaders had extracted from the Federal Republic of Germany, under the pretext of" 

atoning for German guilt against the Jews," more than $1,000 million [1 billion] of compensation and 

grants for the Tel Aviv colonial regime as well as more than $4,000 million in compensation for the 

relatives of alleged Jewish victims of nazi Germany. 

The very important principles which the General Assembly had affirmed in its resolutions 

dealing with apartheid, South Africa and Southern Rhodesia must be applied to the Palestine 

people’s national liberation movement. The tragedy of the Palestine Arabs was even greater than 

that of the indigenous peoples of South Africa and Southern Rhodesia. … By their criminal war of 

June 1967, the Jewish colonial invaders had occupied all the territory of Palestine as well as parts of 

Syria and the United Arab Republic and had committed war crimes and acts of genocide against the 

civilian population. The Palestine national liberation movement deserved the support of all peoples 

who believed in peace and freedom. The Jewish usurpers dared to regard the Palestine freedom 

fighters as “terrorist gangs,” whereas it was the Jews themselves who had desecrated the Holy Land 

and had persistently carried out atrocities and acts of terrorism since 1948. 156 

 

At the following SPC meeting on December 6, the delegate from Algeria, Mr. Bouattoura: 

 

“… recalled that Palestine had been recognized as a nation well before many other countries which 

today were sovereign and independent, but, unfortunately, history had not followed the same course 

in Palestine as m the colonized countries of Africa and Asia. It was paradoxical that, though two great 

concepts had emerged immediately after the Second World War, human rights on the individual level 

and the self-determination of peoples on the national level, the United Nations, although adhering to 

those two principles, had disregarded them as far as Palestine was concerned. … The result was the 

tragedy of a people driven out of its native land as refugees who were even denied the status of 

political refugees, and who were the victims of a conspiracy which sought to destroy them as an 

organized society after having destroyed them as a national community. 

 

In the SPC December 9 opening statement at the 630th meeting, the Israeli delegate Mr. Comay said: 

In the interests of comprehension, his [Comay’s] delegation wished to comment on the origin of the 

refugee problem in a spirit of sober analysis. That problem was the product neither of a diabolical 

Zionist plot nor of the United Nations partition decision of 1947. … Zionism had been launched in 

the late nineteenth century as the national liberation movement of a small, battered people and 

 
156 SPC, 628th meeting, pages 1-6, A/SPC/SR.628. 
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represented a unique and unbroken connexion, extending nearly 4,000 years, between the land and 

the people of the Bible. It was perhaps the oldest liberation movement. 

 

 

8.6. The UN Declaration of Zionism and Apartheid as Co-Colonial Fusion Forces 

 

On October 26, 1973, the UN General Assembly discussed Agenda Item 42, Policies of apartheid of the 

Government of South Africa, which specifically concerned South Africa’s political prisoners. 157 The matter 

of apartheid, Agenda Item 42, was further considered by the Special Political Committee in October and 

early November 1973.  

 

Mr. BARAKAT AHMAD (India), Rapporteur of the Special Committee on Apartheid, said that the 

four reports he was introducing were dismal, depressing and disconcerting. The list of United 

Nations resolutions on apartheid, most of which remained unimplemented, ran to more than 

five pages. The annual report of the Special Committee on Apartheid to the General Assembly as 

contained in document A/9022. The three reports contained in documents A/9168, A/9169 and 

A/9180 represented an attempt by the Special Committee to make a contribution to the search for an 

effective strategy of struggle against the apartheid regime and its policies. The reports were in many 

ways unusual.  

 

In 1973 the [Special] Committee [on Apartheid] had taken an important step by approaching 

Governments at the highest possible level. Meetings had been held with the foreign ministers and 

other high Government officials of several countries with historical, political, economic and other ties 

with South Africa which the Committee felt might be persuaded to sympathize with its point of view. 

The visit by a delegation from the Special Committee to the Federal Republic of Germany (ibid., 

paras. 164-170) was particularly significant in that respect. Further such high-level consultations 

were envisaged for the coming year; preliminary consultations during the current session of the 

General Assembly had been most encouraging. The Committee had again launched an earnest appeal 

to Member States from Western Europe, North America and Australasia: to reconsider their attitudes 

and to join the Committee, which had two vacancies to be filled from those groups. 158 

 

The Special Political Committee expanded the October 26 UN plenary resolution, assembling seven 

additional draft resolutions for adoption by the General Assembly. 

 

The seven draft resolutions deal with various aspects of the question and outline various courses of 

action aimed at bringing the policy of apartheid to an end. These draft resolutions were adopted with 

overwhelming majorities and in some cases with unanimity. The texts thereof are contained in 

paragraph 28 of the report. The Committee recommends them to the General Assembly for adoption 

by a large majority. 159 

In the early afternoon of Friday, December 14, 1973, during the final discussion of Agenda Item 42, 

Policies of apartheid of the Government of South Africa, at the 2,201st plenary meeting of the General 

 
157 In April 1973, the city of Oslo, Norway, hosted the International Conference of Experts for the Support of Victims of 

Colonialism and Apartheid in South Africa. Document A/9061, International Conference of Experts for the Support of Victims of 

Colonialism and Apartheid in South Africa, May 7, 1973. In Appendix III of A/9061, the president of Tunisia, Habib Bourguiba, 

said in a message to the conference: “Of all the ills that still afflict mankind, colonialism and apartheid unquestionably give rise 

to the greatest concern. The exploitation of one human being by another is compounded by racial discrimination which excites 

hatred and intensifies violence. For the victims of colonialism in southern Africa, the outrages of that system against their dignity 

and their very persons are a daily event. The same is true for those under the Israeli yoke in Palestine and the occupied Arab 

territories.”  
158 A/SPC/SR.859, Special Political Committee meeting 859, October 9, 1973. 
159 A/PV 2201, 2201st plenary meeting, December 14, 1973, page 10. 
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Assembly, Mr. Ndabaniwe, the delegate from Burundi and “a sponsor” of the draft resolution, introduced a 

two-paragraph supplement, under draft sub-Resolution ‘G’: 

 

“My delegation proposes that after the sixth paragraph of the preamble the Assembly should add the 

following:  

“Emphasizing the collusion between Portuguese colonialism, the apartheid regime and 

zionism, as exemplified by the political, military and financial aid supplied to each other by 

Portugal, South Africa and Israel.” 

And after operative paragraph 4, my delegation would propose that the following be added: 

“Condemns, in particular, the unholy alliance between Portuguese colonialism, South African 

racism, Zionism and Israeli imperialism.” 160 

 

The commonalities and shared ideologies between colonial South African apartheid and the settler colonial 

Zionist Israel project had been observed and noted since 1948. Those observances, followed upon by 

numerous, separate, ongoing investigations by United Nations’ organs, were distilled and crystallized over 

time, noted and documented by academic intellectuals like Fayez Sayegh. Although the international 

media, under pressure by Israeli and Christian Zionist influences, generally shepherded attention more 

towards the condemnation of South African apartheid, and although Member States representatives at the 

United Nations, like Canada, often openly criticized South African apartheid, the UN special committee 

organs condemned both, equally. The investigative reports of both regimes were piling up, accumulating. 

By the early 1970s investigative committees and rapporteurs were forensically reporting on the many links 

– political, military, economic, and discriminatory – between the two Member States, as the United Nations 

sought to introduce boycott programs against South Africa. By 1973, especially following Israel’s October 

1973 military engagement, the subject matter and the pronouncements became ever more serious. 

 

Mr. Ndabaniwe, the delegate from Burundi, went on to say: 

 

It is a fact that this Assembly has always condemned those forces which support apartheid in South 

Africa. The attitude of Portugal and South Africa after the [Israeli] war of 6 October has proved 

that the Tel Aviv – Pretoria – Lisbon axis is a reality. It is hardly necessary to dwell on the 

multifarious assistance which South Africa and Portugal give each other in order to perpetuate their 

domination over the peoples of southern Africa and to continue to plunder their enormous wealth. 

Everyone is aware that during the recent Middle Eastern war, Portugal made its territory available to 

planes which were ferrying men, material and all sorts of weapons to Israel. 

 

On 14 October last the Minister of Defence of South Africa justified the collaboration and the 

alliance between Israel and South Africa by stating the following: first, that the peoples of South 

Africa and Israel were fighting against the same enemy; secondly, that South Africa would not fail to 

provide Israel with all necessary assistance; and thirdly, that South Africa was playing the role of a 

responsible sentinel for the security of shipping round Africa, that Israel would play the same part in 

connexion with navigation through the Suez Canal, and that both countries were thus providing an 

equal service to the West. It should be added that this statement was made immediately after the 

official visit to Israel of a member of the South African Government, who was received with great 

ceremony. 

 

I should like to say in conclusion, and for what it is worth, that most of the sponsors of this draft 

resolution have been contacted and have agreed to the amendments which I have just read out. I 

should like to say also that the Council of Ministers of the Organization of African Unity, at its eighth 

extraordinary session in Addis Ababa, from 19 to 21 November last, unanimously adopted a 

 
160 Ibid. 
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resolution along these lines. I am convinced that the adoption of these two amendments I have just 

put forward would result only in filling a regrettable gap in the draft resolution. 

  

What the sponsors of the draft resolution did by adding the supplement to part ‘G’ on short notice was a 

brilliant and necessary strategic move. It caught the Israeli delegates by surprise, and Israeli delegate Mr. 

Doron then attempted to argumentatively negate its inclusion for plenary committee adoption citing 

inappropriate use of Rules. The sponsors of the supplement had anticipated the Israeli arguments, and the 

inclusion of the supplement was subsequently adopted on the same day, December 14, 1973. Its adoption 

happened to coincide with the General Assembly’s launch of the Decade for Action to Combat Racism and 

Racial Discrimination that came into force a few days previous, the Decade of Action that led to two UN 

international conferences in 1978 and 1983 which both the United States and Israel boycotted. 

 

Just before the voting procedures for the adoption of the Resolution’s separate items ‘A’ through ‘G,’ Mr. 

Hicks, the representative of Canada, who voted against item ‘G,’ addressed the Assembly: 

 

The delegation of Canada believes that amendments of the kind proposed by the representative of 

Burundi are not appropriate or helpful in dealing with the question of apartheid in South Africa. The 

policies of apartheid, as practised in South Africa are repugnant to virtually all Member States of the 

United Nations, and my delegation has supported in the Special Political Committee, and will support 

here this morning, all the draft resolutions concerning those policies except draft resolution G, on 

which, for reasons explained in the Special Political Committee, we abstained. Those reasons had to 

do particularly with the provisions of this draft resolution which might be interpreted as approving a 

resort to violence and the principle of isolating or excluding a country from the international 

community, a principle with which Canada disagrees even though we may not agree with all the 

policies and practices of the country in question. … At least in its form then, the draft resolution 

dealt largely with one subject and one country. The amendments now before us would include 

general and wide-ranging references to several other policies and principles and to several 

other countries and do not relate to the question of the policy of apartheid in South Africa. We 

do not think those changes are appropriate additions to a draft resolution dealing with apartheid, and 

accordingly, we shall vote against the amendment and, in any event, abstain in the vote on the main 

draft resolution, as we did in the Special Political Committee. 

 

Moments before the vote on sub-item ‘G’ was adopted, the delegate from Israel, Mr. Doron, said: 

 

Let me sound a note of warning, behind these attacks on Israel and on Zionism lurks a basic, 

primitive anti-Semitism, and let no one come up with that cheap pseudo-ethnologic gimmick that 

Arabs cannot by definition be anti-Semitic because they are Semites themselves. Everybody knows 

that anti-Semitism is commonly and clearly understood to mean anti-Jewishness. … This amendment 

is a mean and hypocritical text. 

 

After the adoption of Agenda Item 42, Mr. Ogbu, the delegate from Nigeria, and the UN chairman of the 

Special Committee on Apartheid, made a long, summary presentation. 

 

We are deeply conscious that the decisions on apartheid adopted by the General Assembly at this 

session are not routine actions. The Assembly has given a new dimension to the role of the United 

Nations and the international community in the effort for the total eradication of the inhuman policy 

of apartheid which has been of ever-increasing international concern for a quarter of a century. … 

Today, it has further declared categorically that the South African regime has no right. to represent the 

people of South Africa. 
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Many Member States have tolerated the presence of this racist regime – which represents at most a 

majority of the white minority in South Africa – in the hope that it can be persuaded by the pressure 

of international opinion to abandon its disastrous course and seek a just and peaceful solution to the 

situation in that country. But that regime has proved to be utterly intransigent. Even now it is 

continuing and intensifying its brutal repression of the black people of South Africa and resorting to 

threats against neighbouring States. 

 

The General Assembly has also adopted the International Convention on the Suppression and 

Punishment of the Crime of Apartheid [resolution 3068 (XXVIII)]. We consider this step long 

overdue. We can no more rest content with annual condemnations of the ever-increasing brutality 

inflicted on the millions of people of South Africa, the repeated defiance of the United Nations and 

the constant aggravation of the threat to international peace and security in southern Africa. 

 

The General Assembly has now taken a firm position and given clear guidance to the Special 

Committee, to Governments and to organizations. … It has defined apartheid as a crime against 

humanity and called for total isolation of the criminals. It has thus clearly delineated the course of 

further international action and called for maximum international involvement in the effort. 

 

It was Mr. Teymour, the delegate from Egypt, that had the final parting words: 

 

It certainly hurts him [the delegate from Israel] very much to hear that in a resolution presented in 

Addis Ababa last November the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of South Africa condemned Zionism 

and considered it a reflection of apartheid, as well as of the hideous policy and system of the 

Portuguese colonialists. 

 

I should like to quote another Zionist source about Zionism. I have said this previously, but I should 

like to repeat it. Mr. Ginewsky, a French Zionist writer, the author of Israel devant I’Afrique et la Vie, 

has published The Two Faces of Apartheid, in which he advances a new theory in support of 

apartheid. “Apartheid, with its Bantustan concept” argues Ginewsky, was nothing more than Bantu-

Zionism. I do not want to go into the whole text because it would take a long time, but this reflects 

what the Zionists themselves think about Zionism. It is another Bantu system. It is a Bantu Zionism. 

It is a replica of Zionism. It is the other face of the same coin, apartheid and Zionism. 

 

I should like to quote also what The Christian Science Monitor said on 4 February 1972, under the 

heading “Zionist and South Africa:” 

“In response to the question of why African Jewry had not taken a stand against apartheid, a 

recent letter by Richard Stevens states “Prime Minister Verwoerd says the Jews took Palestine 

from the Arabs who inhabited the country for over one thousand years. Israel is exactly like 

South Africa, an apartheid State. If the Jews [will] denounce the policy of separate developments 

here people will ask why the policy of separate development pursued by Israel should be 

justified there.”  

That was said by The Rand Daily Mail on 23 November 1961. 

 

I should like to tell the Assembly what the relationship between Zionism and the hideous apartheid of 

South Africa is, because this seems to hurt the representative of Israel very much. “One thousand 

millionaires gathered for Israel.” That was reported by The African World on 22 September 1973. It 

says: “Israel serves as a very useful base for South African factories that cannot supply to the African 

countries. These were the words of South African businessman Benny Weinstein during a recent 

conference in Israel of over 1,000 industrialists and businessmen, virtually all of them millionaires.” 
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I do not want to go into the whole artic1e, but I should like just to give another quote to show the 

Assembly what was said in 1971, in a document of the United Nations Special Committee on 

Apartheid:  

“Other reports in the press indicate that there is a remarkably close if little known partnership 

between Israel and South Africa. According to an article published in The New York Times, 

South Africa manufactured the Uzi sub-machine gun under licence. Official secrecy surrounding 

military matters is strict, but rumours circulating in Johannesburg indicate that after the Israelis 

secured plans of the French Mirage fighter engine through agents in Switzerland, they improved 

it and made blue-prints available to the local authorities. [Document A/AC.115/L.285/Add.2] 

 

For the first time in United Nations resolution history, it included the word ‘Zionism’ and equated it with 

South African racism and imperialism. This was the springboard, the originating moment, that eventually 

led to the adoption of Resolution #3379 on November 10, 1975, equating Zionism with racism on its own. 

From this moment forward, many were now freer to openly state the association. 

 

 

8.7. Mexico City: The 1975 Zionism as Racial Discrimination Pivot Point 

 

Exactly three months before draft resolution 3379 was submitted by the UN’s Third Committee, the World 

Conference of the International Women’s Year, held in Mexico City from June 19 to July 2, 1975, passed a 

Declaration and a resolution with contextual phrases condemning Zionism. The forum was sponsored by 

the United Nations following its December 18, 1972, resolution # 3010, proclaiming “1975 as International 

Women’s Year,” a year “to be devoted to intensified action … promoting equality between men and 

women, ensuring the integration of women in the total 

development effort, and increasing the contribution of 

women to the strengthening of world peace.”  

 

At the forum, the delegation of the Palestine Liberation 

Organization distributed a letter from Yasser Arafat, the 

Chairman of the PLO executive committee. The letter, 

dated June 23, 1975, stated: 

 

“The task of the Conference, we believe, is to 

guarantee not solely the rights of women but all 

human rights without discrimination. The 

Palestinian people have been suffering occupation 

and the denial of human rights. The Israeli 

occupation forces continue their inhuman and 

barbaric acts against our people; they persistently 

disregard the principles of the Charter of the United 

Nations, the Universal Declaration on Human 

Rights and the Geneva Conventions in addition to a 

complete disregard of all resolutions adopted by the 

various commissions and organs of the United 

Nations.” 

 

“To the delegates we appeal that they raise their 

voice and condemn and put an end to the practices 

of the occupation forces against hundreds of our women and thousands of our men held arbitrarily in 

Israeli prisons under torture and inhuman conditions. We appeal to the delegates to support us in our 

struggle to regain our inalienable national rights in Palestine and in particular the right to return and 
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the right to self-determination and 

the right to national independence 

and sovereignty. We know that the 

Conference is aware and conscious 

of the fact that under alien 

domination progress is hindered. 

The Palestinian woman can fulfil 

her part, in all fields of development 

and progress, in a concrete way once 

her occupied homeland is liberated.” 

 

A June 27, 1975, Israeli delegation letter 

for conference circulation, signed by Zina 

Harman, the deputy head of Israel’s delegation, stated the following: 

 

“The presence and participation by representatives of the P.L.O. in the work of any United Nations 

organ or conference, is contrary to both the letter and the spirit of the United Nations Charter and the 

general principles of International Law. 

 

It is enough to glance at the Purposes arid Principles enshrined in the Charter to realize the absurd 

situation created by the participation of the P.L.O. in the work of the United Nations or of any body 

under United Nations auspices. The avowed objectives of the P.L.O. are to destroy Israel, to deprive 

its people of their 

independence, sovereignty, 

self-determination and 

equality with other nations. 

 

An organization such as the 

P.L.O., which deliberately 

sets out to murder children 

in school-buses and in their 

homes or in the markets, 

should not be permitted to 

participate in the 

deliberations of this 

Conference. In these 

circumstances, the 

delegation of Israel wishes 

to place on record its 

strongest protest and objection to the participation in the work of this Conference of representatives 

of the P.L.O.” 

 

In the International Women’s Year Declaration, 161 it repeatedly emphasized the disqualification of Zionism, 

apartheid, racism, colonialism, racial discrimination, etc. It stated in the Declaration preamble: 

 

Taking into account the role played by women in the history of humanity, especially in the struggle 

for national liberation, the strengthening of international peace, and the elimination of imperialism, 

colonialism, neo-colonialism, foreign occupation, Zionism, alien domination, racism and apartheid, 

 
161 Published as a United Nations report E/Conf.66/34, Report of the World Conference of the International Women’s Year, 

Mexico City, 19 June – 2 July 1975. 
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… Recognizing that women of the entire world, whatever differences exist between them, share the 

painful experience of receiving or having received unequal treatment, and that as their awareness of 

this phenomenon increases they will become natural allies in the struggle against any form of 

oppression, such as is practised under colonialism, neo-colonialism, Zionism, racial discrimination 

and apartheid, thereby constituting an enormous revolutionary potential for economic and social 

change in the world today. 

 

The International Women’s Declaration included the following “principles” for ‘promulgation:’ 

 

24. International co-operation and peace require the 

achievement of national liberation and independence, the 

elimination of colonialism and neo-colonialism, foreign 

occupation, Zionism, apartheid, and racial discrimination 

in all its forms as well as the recognition of the dignity of 

peoples and their right to self-determination. 

 

26. Women and men together should eliminate 

colonialism, neo-colonialism, imperialism, foreign 

domination and occupation, Zionism, apartheid, racial 

discrimination, the acquisition of land by force and the 

recognition of such acquisition, since such practices inflict 

incalculable suffering on women, men and children. 

 

Wherefore, The World Conference of the International Women’s Year: 1. Affirms its faith in the 

objectives of the International Women’s Year, which are equality, development and peace; 2. 

Proclaims its commitment to the achievement of such objectives; 3. Strongly urges Governments, 

the entire United Nations system, regional and international intergovernmental organisations 

and the international community as a whole to dedicate themselves to the creation of a just 

society where women, men and children can live in dignity, freedom, justice and prosperity. 

 

In a discussion of the voting procedure of the Draft Declaration explained on page 152 of the 1976 UN 

Women’s Conference report, the representative from Israel requested a separate roll-call vote on the 
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inclusion of “Zionism” in the quoted texts above: “It was decided, by 61 votes to 23, with 25 abstentions, 

to retain the word.” Voting against were: “Australia, Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, 

Ecuador, France, Germany (Federal Republic of), Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, 

Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland, United States of America, Uruguay.” 

 

Under Chapter 3, Resolutions and Decision Adopted by the Conference, Resolution 32, Palestinian Arab 

Women, the Resolution stated, in part: 

 

Deeply concerned about the prevailing conditions – political, social, demographic and economic – of 

the Palestinian people and, in particular, the conditions under which the Palestinian woman lives, and 

recognizing the close relationship between such conditions and the question of Palestine, 

 

Reaffirming the futility of speaking about equality of human beings at a time when millions of human 

beings are suffering under the yoke of colonialism, 

 

Considering that international co-operation and peace require national independence and liberation, 

the elimination of colonialism, neo-colonialism, fascism, Zionism, apartheid and foreign occupation, 

alien domination and racial discrimination in all its forms and also respect for human rights, 

 

Deeply concerned that no just solution to the problem of Palestine has yet been achieved and 

recognizing that the problem of Palestine and the situation in the Middle East continue to endanger 

international peace and world security, 

 

Expressing its grave concern that the Palestinian woman and people have been prevented from 

enjoying their inalienable rights, and in particular their right to return to their homes and property 

from which they have been displaced and uprooted, the right to self-determination and the right to 

national independence and sovereignty, 

 

Recalling General Assembly resolution 3236 (XXIX) of 22 November 1974 and resolution 3281 

(XXIX) of 12 December 1974 adopting the Charter of Economic Rights and Duties of States, 

 

Recalling the final resolutions and declarations of the regional seminars held in Mogadishu, Kinshasa 

and Caracas, 

 

1. Appeals to all women of the world to proclaim their solidarity with and support for the Palestinian 

women and people in their drive to put an end to flagrant violations of fundamental human rights 

committed by occupied territories; 

 

2. Appeals also to all women in the world to take the necessary measures to secure the release of 

thousands of persons, fighters for the cause of self-determination, liberation and independence, held 

arbitrarily in the prisons of the forces of occupation; 

 

3. Appeals also to all States and international organizations to extend assistance - moral and material - 

to the Palestinian and Arab woman and people in their struggle against Zionism, foreign occupation 

and alien domination, foreign aggression, and help them restore their inalienable rights in Palestine, 

and in 

particular the right to return to their homes and property from which they have been displaced and 

uprooted, the right to self-determination and the right to national independence and sovereignty in 

accordance with the Charter of the United Nations; 
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4. Requests the United Nations, its organs and specialized agencies, as well as all national, regional 

and international women’s organizations, to extend their help - moral and material - to the Palestinian 

woman and its organization and institutes. 

 

In a discussion of draft Resolution 32 (E/CONF.66/L.6) 162 during the 16th First Committee session of the 

Women’s Conference, “a separate vote was taken by roll-call on the fifth preambular paragraph,” 

concerning the word “Zionism:” “Considering that international co-operation and peace require national 

independence and liberation, the elimination of colonialism, neo-colonialism, fascism, Zionism, apartheid 

and foreign occupation, alien domination and racial discrimination in all its forms and also respect for 

human rights.” The Conference report stated that “the Committee adopted the entire paragraph by 65 votes 

to 13, with 34 abstentions. 163 Those nation representatives who voted against it were: “Bahamas, Belgium, 

Denmark, Finland, Germany, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, United 

Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America.” During another vote by the 

Conference’s Second Committee regarding Resolution 32, the Israel representative requested a roll-call 

vote on its entirety. The resolution was passed by “71 votes to 3, with 40 abstentions.” The three nation 

votes against were, “Bahamas, Israel, United States of America.” 

 

 

8.8. The 1975 Resolutions on Palestine by the Organization of African Unity  

 

The website, Black Agenda Report, notes that the African Union “was unable to nullify” Israel’s observer 

status at the United Nations in February 2024, “after the South African government” had taken Israel “to 

the International Court of Justice for genocide.” The website reflected on the African Union’s predecessor, 

the Organization of African Unity (OAU), which “had taken an important stance against Zionism and 

racism.” It states that “by 1973, when Zionism was condemned as racism and linked with South Africa’s 

apartheid policy by the member states of the United Nations, African countries began severing their 

relationships” with Israel, “the rogue regime.” By 1975, at the OAU’s Twelfth Ordinary Session held in 

Kampala from July 28 to August 1, its Assembly of Heads of State and Government passed a “resolution of 

the Question of Palestine,” (AHG/Res. 77 XII).  

 

However, there was not just one resolution adopted, but a second, the “resolution on the Middle East and 

Occupied Arab Territories” (AHG/Res. 76 XII). Both resolutions were similar to the two resolutions 

adopted a month later by the Non-Aligned Countries’ conference in Lima, Peru, described below. In fact, 

the Peru Conference resolutions appear to be based on the OAU’s resolutions. This makes perfect sense, 

since the member states of the OAU were also members of the Non-Aligned Countries. 

 

1. Resolution on the Middle East and Occupied Arab Territories 

 

Having heard the statements delivered during the Session of the Council of Ministers by the 

representatives of the Arab Republic of Egypt and the PLO and other delegations, 

 

Having received the report of the OAU Administrative Secretary-General (CM/660 and 660 Add. I 

(XXV)), 

 

Recalling resolution AHG/res. 67 (IX), AHG/Res. 70 (X), CM/Res. 332 (XXIII), as well as the 

resolution CM/Res. 393 (XXIV), and the declaration concerning Palestine and the Middle East, 

CM/ST.14 (XXIV), 

 
162 The final Resolution 32 was previously Resolution 26 (XXVI) during Second Committee draft discussions. 
163 Germany later “informed the Committee that his vote on the fifth preambular paragraph should have been registered as a 

negative vote rather than as an abstention.”  

https://www.blackagendareport.com/resolution-question-palestine-organization-african-unity-1975
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Guided by the principles and objectives of the Charter of the OAU and the UN and by the common 

destiny of the Arab and African peoples, as well as their continuous struggle, for their rights, 

freedom, peace and independence. 

 

Noting with deep concern the constant deterioration of the situation in the Middle East as a result of 

Israel’s persistent policy of aggression and refusal to abide by the United Nations resolutions together 

with its continued aggression on the Arab people within and outside the occupied Arab territories, and 

its continuous obstruction of every effort to achieve a just and durable peace, with the aim of gaining 

time and imposing a fait-accompli to establish aggression and occupation, 

 

Reaffirming that just and permanent peace in Palestine and the Middle East can only be attained on 

the basis of complete Israeli withdrawal from all the occupied Arab territories and the exercise by the 

Palestinians of their full national rights to sovereignty, national independence and self-determination, 

 

Asserting that continued Israeli occupation of Arab lands by force and violation of the national rights 

of Palestinian people are, in themselves, a continued aggression and a serious threat to the security, 

the territorial integrity and the sovereignty of Arab countries and peoples, 

 

Deeply concerned by the invalidity and illegitimacy of the measures taken by Israel to alter the 

human geographical and cultural features in the occupied Arab territories with the aim of Judaization 

of Jerusalem and other parts of occupied Arab territories, 

 

Convinced that owing to Israel’s continued violation of the principles of the UN Charter and its 

continued aggression against Arab countries and the Palestinian people, it is time to apply the 

sanctions stipulated by the Charter of the UN against Israel, 

 

Further convinced of the necessity for the OAU to adopt adequate and practical measures to confront 

the Zionist enemy’s continued aggression and violation: 

 

1. REAFFIRMS its total and effective support for the frontline states and the Palestinian people in 

their legitimate struggle to restore all the occupied territories and usurped rights by every possible 

means; 

 

2. CONDEMNS Israel’s policy of aggression, expansion, and annexation of Arab territories by force, 

and its attempts to alter their demographic, geographic, economic and cultural features; 

 

3. CONDEMNS Israel’s continued refusal to abide by the resolution of the United Nations and its 

deliberation, obstruction, by all means of maneuvering, of every effort exerted to establish a just and 

permanent peace in the area; 

 

4. FURTHER CONDEMNS the persistent policy of repression pursued by Israeli occupation 

authorities against Arab inhabitants in the occupied Arab territories, as well as its persistent violation 

of their human rights, and its violation of the 1949 Geneva Convention, in particular the fourth, 

concerning the protection of 

civilian inhabitants, and its barbaric attacks and raids of refugee camps and bombardment of civilians 

targets in the towns and villages of Southern Lebanon in violation of all principles of international 

and human laws; 

 

5. STRONGLY CONDEMNS the attitude of the States supplying Israel with assistance, arms and 

means of killing and destruction, and holds that the real purpose underlying the flooding of Israel 

with such enormous quantities of weaponry is to establish it as an advanced case of racism and 
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colonialism in the heart of the Arab and African World and the Third World and further considering 

that any aid or support to Israel is actually an encouragement and a participation in the consolidation 

of Israeli occupation and persistent aggression; 

 

6. REAFFIRMS once more its resolution CM/Res. 20 of the Eighth Extra-Ordinary Session; 

 

7. INVITES all African States to extend all possible potentialities available in the African World to 

the Arab confrontation powers so as to reinforce their struggle against the Zionist aggression; 

 

8. CALLS UPON all OAU Member States to take the most appropriate measures to intensify 

pressures exercised against ISRAEL at the UN and other Institutions, including the possibility of 

eventually depriving it of its status as member of these Institutions. 

 

9. CONSIDERS Zionism a danger to world peace, and decides to organize an information campaign 

in which all African information media participate to unmask the racist aggressive nature of the 

Zionist entity in a continuous and planned manner, and to confront and refute all Zionist misleading 

propaganda campaign aimed at arousing hostility against both the Arab and African Worlds;  

 

10. REQUEST the OAU Administrative Secretary-General to closely follow up developments in the 

Middle East and to report thereon to the 26th Session of the Council of Ministers and decides to keep 

the situation in the Middle East as one of the agenda of the next Session of the OAU Council of 

Ministers. 

 

2. Resolution of the Question of Palestine 

 

Recalling the resolution adopted by the OAU Council of Ministers at its Twenty Fourth Ordinary 

Session held in Addis Ababa from February 13 – 21 1975, 

 

Guided by the principles and provisions of the Charter of the OAU and the UN, and noting with 

appreciation the heroic sacrifices of the Palestine people in the face of the Zionist aggression for the 

liberation of Palestine, 

 

Having studied the developments of the Palestine cause and the grave situation arising from the 

continued occupation by Israel of Arab territories, its usurpation of the legitimate rights of the 

Palestine people, its refusal to abide by the United Nations resolutions in this respect, particularly 

United Nations General Assembly Resolution No. 3236 adopted at its 29th Session, its denial of the 

national rights of the Palestine people in Palestine, including their return to their homeland, their right 

to recover their property and to self-determination without any foreign intervention, and having 

likewise condemned the continued Israeli usurpation of Palestine and the dispersal of its people, 

 

Considering that this situation constitutes a flagrant violation of the United Nations Charter and 

Resolutions as well as of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and that its continuation 

represents a grave threat to international peace and security,  

 

Considering that the Palestinian question is the root cause of the struggle against the Zionist enemy, 

 

Reasserting the legality of the struggle of the Palestine people for the restoration of their full national 

rights, 

 

Considering that the racist regime in occupied Palestine and the racist regimes in Zimbabwe and 

South Africa have a common imperialist origin, forming a whole and having the same racist structure 
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and being organically linked in their policy aimed at repression of the dignity and integrity of the 

human being, 

 

Expressing its conviction that the military, economic, political and moral support of Israel by a 

member of states, notably the U.S., enables it to persist in its policy of aggression and to further 

reinforce its usurpation of Palestine and its occupation of Arab territories, 

 

Considering that maintaining relations with Israel in the political, economic, trade, communication 

and other domains assists it to reinforce its usurpation of Palestine and to persist in its expansionist 

policy of aggression, 

 

Considering that the continuation of the membership of Israel in the United Nations contradicts the 

principles and Charter of the United Nations and encourages Israel to ignore UN resolutions and to 

collude with various racist, expansionist and aggressive regimes, 

 

1. DECIDES: 

a) to provide full and effective support to the Palestine people in their legitimate struggle to restore 

their national rights, including: 

- Their right to return to their homeland, Palestine, and to recover their property, 

- Their right to self-determination without any foreign intervention, 

- Their right to sovereignty over their territory, 

- Their right to establish their independent national authority. 

b) To work in all domains to concretise recognition of these rights and ensure respect for them, The 

Member States of the OAU also undertake to adopt all appropriate measures towards that end; 

c) that the OAU Liberation Committee and the Palestine Liberation Organization should jointly lay 

down a strategy aiming at liberating Palestine, considering that the cause of Palestine is an African 

cause; 

 

2. CALLS upon all Member States to support the people of Palestine by every means in its Struggle 

against Zionist racist colonialism to restore their full national rights. Member States, moreover, assert 

that restitution of their rights is an essential condition for the establishment of a just and lasting peace 

in the Middle East; 

 

3. CALLS upon the United Nations to work for the application of Resolution 3236 adopted by the 

General Assembly at its 29th Session; 

 

4. REASSERTS that the Palestine Liberation Organization is the sole legal representative of the 

Palestine people and their legitimate struggle; 

 

5. REQUESTS Member States to implement the pertinent resolutions of previous OAU Summits and 

Foreign Ministers Conferences on the Palestinian Cause as soon as possible; 

 

6. REITERATES that it is desirable, in order to ensure the success of the PLO in its struggle to 

concretize the future of the Palestinian People’s State, to provide it with all facilities and 

opportunities to intensify its contact with the governments of Member States; 

 

7. CONDEMNS Israel’s violation of human rights in the occupied Arab territories and its refusal to 

implement the Geneva Convention of 1949 on the protection of civilians in times of war, its policy of 

judaizing the physical and cultural aspects of the occupied territories and considers that such acts and 

behavior are war crimes and a challenge to mankind at large; 
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8. CONSIDERS that all the measures adopted by Israel in the occupied Arab territories and designed 

to alter their demographic, geographical, social, cultural and economic aspects – including those 

aiming at judaizing the Holy City of Jerusalem are null and void and that under no circumstances can 

these measures or their consequences be recognized; 

 

9. CONDEMNS all States that provide military, economic and human support to Israel, and calls 

upon then to desist from doing so forthwith; 

 

10. CALLS UPON all countries that have not yet done so, to sever political, cultural and economic 

relations with Israel; 

 

11. CALLS UPON all OAU Member States to take all appropriate measures to intensify pressure 

against Israel at the Untied Nations and the other Agencies, including the possibility of eventually 

depriving it of its status as a Member of these Agencies; 

 

12. DECIDES to inscribe the item of the “Question of Palestine” on the Agenda of the 26th Session 

of the Council; 

 

13. REQUESTS the Secretary-General to submit a report on the developments of the question of the 

question of Palestine to the next Session. 

 

 

8.9. United Declaration of War Against Zionism: the August 1975 Lima, Peru Resolutions  

 

On September 5, 1975, Peru’s ambassador, Javier Perez de Cuellar, forwarded to the UN General Assembly 

copies of a 120-page report, Lima Programme for Mutual Assistance and Solidarity. Translated into four 

languages, it contained the proceedings of the recently held Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of 

Non-Aligned Countries, held in Lima, Peru from August 25 to 30. 164 Delegates from 81 nation member 

states, observer delegations from 14 nation states, and 9 invited nation states as “guests,” 165 attended the 

international conference.  

 

Hot on the tail of the July 1975 International Women’s Conference in Mexico, the Conference of Ministers 

for Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Countries held in Peru in late August 1975 amounted to a declaration 

of war upon Zionism by close to half the world’s nation states. The Conference of Ministers’ declaration 

and resolution statements, now open for the world to read and ponder, was a direct threat to the Zionist 

Israel colonial project. The Non-Aligned states also specifically condemned the United States, and by 

association, most of the NATO membership. This became a serious problem for those so accused.  

 

Such a bold, politically unified, strategic move was also unprecedented. This context helps one to 

understand the electrifying mechanics behind the introduction and adoption of United Nations Resolution 

3379. As Fayez Sayegh would state on October 17, 1975, Zionism was “not a concept which has no precise 

definition.” It didn’t come out of thin air. 

 

The conference document opened with its 95-item declaration, beginning with the following item: 

 

Non-Aligned Countries have become through their struggle against imperialism, colonialism, 

neocolonialism, racism, Zionism, apartheid and any other form of foreign domination one of the 

decisive elements in the significant changes that are taking place in international relations. With their 

 
164 A/10217, originally referenced by the Conference of Ministers as NAC/FM/CONF.5/15. 
165 Australia, Austria, Finland, Guatemala, Honduras, Philippines, Portugal, Romania, and Sweden.  
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action in favour of peace, freedom and independence, the liberation of peoples, for a new world 

economic order and for the democratisation of international relations the Non-Aligned Countries 

have increased their influence and responsibility.  

 

 Item numbers 12 and 13 stated the following: 

 

The Lima Conference is taking place at a time when the world situation is basically characterised by 

the successes of historical movements for national liberation and of progressive forces within a 

process of “détente” which is still limited in its scope by the hardening of hegemonic and 

imperialistic pretensions in all their manifestations as a reaction against the political awakening of the 

peoples of the Non-Aligned  and other developing countries and by the deterioration of the world 

economic situation as a consequence of the old and inequitable international order. 

 

The Meeting of Foreign Ministers in Lima takes place at a time when the peoples in Asia and Africa 

commemorate the 20th anniversary of the historic [1955] Bandung Conference of Asian and African 

Nations that formulated the Ten Principles of Bandung, which have constituted a tremendous moral 

force for the colonial peoples in their struggle for national independence and are recognized as 

principles for peaceful coexistence and cooperation. 

 

Item 15, identified the following:  

 

There is a series of persisting conflicts and tensions in which imperialist policies and persistent 

unpunished aggression prevent the application of formulae for a true solution, as in the case of the 

Middle East and Palestine, Cyprus, South Africa and the situations of alien domination and 

dependence which still exist in Latin America, Asia and Africa. 

 

Items 37 to 39: 

 

The Conference took note with concern of the recent visit of the head of the racist regime of South 

Africa to Uruguay and Paraguay, as well as of the increasing relations of other governments of Latin 

America, particularly the Chilean government, with the South African regime. The Conference is 

deeply concerned over the growing cooperation between the racist regimes of South Africa and Israel, 

particularly in the military, political, diplomatic, economic, and cultural fields. The participants deem 

it necessary to invite the attention of the international community to the fact that the United States, 

France and the United Kingdom have made simultaneous use of their veto power in favour of the 

racist regime of South Africa, twice in a period of six months, in order to thwart the will of the 

majority of the members of the United Nations. 

 

Item 46: 

 

The Ministers for Foreign Affairs welcome the overthrow of the colonialist regime in Portugal. They 

express their satisfaction at the Portuguese Government’s positive attitude towards the decolonization 

of its former African territories. 

 

Item 48: 

 

The situation in Palestine and the Middle East continues to constitute a serious threat to international 

peace and security. Israel’s obstinacy to pursue its occupation of the Arab territories and its disregard 

of the national rights of the Palestinian people, constitutes a permanent aggression and a systematic 

violation of the principles which govern the international community, the Charter and the Resolutions 

of the United Nations, as well as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
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Items 50 to 52: 

 

The Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs strongly condemns all those powers and in particular 

the United States of America which continues to afford military, economic, political and moral 

support to Israel, and calls for the immediate cessation of such aid. This massive support to the racist 

Zionist regime eliminates all doubts as to the deliberate intention of United States and other 

imperialist powers to make Israel a base of colonialism and imperialism within the Third World, and 

use it to break the liberation movements, consolidate racist regimes, threaten peace and security in the 

developing countries and plunder their natural resources. 

 

In this regard, the Conference expresses its deep concern at these maneuvers of Zionism and 

Colonialism, which tend to dilute the efforts exerted in the search for a just and lasting peace in the 

Middle East and whose objective is none other than to prolong Israel’s occupation of Arab territories 

conquered by force and to deny the national rights of the Palestinian people. 

 

The Conference expresses that any steps that may be taken by way of partial or interim solution 

should by no means prejudice the national and legitimate rights of the people of Palestine to return to 

its homeland and exercise its self-determination or to a total and immediate withdrawal from all the 

occupied Arab territories, 

 

Item 54: 

 

The Conference considers that the interest of security and peace in the world rests on the immediate 

implementation of relevant United Nations resolutions and reiterates that a just and durable peace in 

the Middle East must be based on the two following principles: 

1. The immediate and unconditional withdrawal of Israel from all the territories occupied since 

June 5, 1967; 

2. The exercise by the Palestinian people of al1 their national rights, including their right to 

return to their country and to self-determination and political independence. 

 

Items 56 to 59: 

 

By its continuing aggression against Arab countries and by its persistent violations of the UN Charter 

and Resolutions, Israel has isolated itself from the international community. The time has come for 

the Non-Aligned Countries to consider other measures against Israel, in conformity with the 

provisions of Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter.  

 

The Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the Non-Aligned Countries demand therefore, that the United 

Nations Security Council, in compliance with its responsibilities, take all necessary measures, 

including those contemplated in Chapter VII of the Charter in order to force Israel to cease its 

aggression and its violations and implement all UN Resolutions concerning the Palestinian and the 

Middle East question. 

 

The Conference most severely condemns Zionism as a threat to world peace and security and calls 

upon all countries to oppose this racist and imperialistic ideology.  

 

The Conference reaffirms its satisfaction on the recognition by the General Assembly of the United 

Nations of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) as the sole representative of the Palestinian 

people and welcomes the resolutions which grant the PLO the status of Observer in the United 

Nations Organization and reaffirm the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people, which must be 

taken into account in any solution to the Middle East problem. It welcomes the admission of the PLO 



292 

 

as a full member of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries which constitutes a new expression of 

the firm solidarity of the Non-Aligned Countries with the heroic struggle of this people for its 

inalienable national rights. 

 

The Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Countries adopted 13 Resolutions, one of 

which pertained to South Africa. The following two pertained to Palestine: 

 

1. Resolution VIII – The Middle East and the Occupied Arab Territories 

 

Having heard the statements delivered during the Conference by various delegations,  

 

Noting with deep concern the constant deterioration of the situation in, the Middle East as a result of 

Israel's persistent policy of aggression and refusal to abide by the United Nations resolutions …  

 

Reaffirming that a just and permanent peace in Palestine and the Middle East can only be attained on 

the basis of a complete Israeli withdrawal from all the occupied Arab territories and the exercise by 

the 

Palestinians of their full national rights to sovereignty, national independence and self-determination, 

 

Asserting that continued Israeli occupation of Arab lands by force and violation of the national rights 

of the Palestine people are in themselves a continued aggression and a serious threat to the security, 

the territorial integrity and the sovereignty of Arab countries and peoples, 

 

… Convinced that, in view of Israel’s continued violation of the principles of the UN Charter and it’s 

continued aggression against Arab countries and the Palestinian people, it was time to apply the 

sanctions stipulated by the Charter of the United Nations against Israel,  

 

1. Reaffirms its total and effective support for the frontile States and the Palestinian people in their 

legitimate struggle to restore all the occupied territories and usurped rights by every possible means; 

 

2. Condemns Israel’s continued policy of aggression, expansion and annexation of Arab territories by 

force and its attempts to alter their demographic, geographic, economic and cultural features; 

 

3. Condemns Israel’s continued refusal to abide by the resolutions of the United Nations, and its 

deliberate obstruction by all kinds of maneuvers of every effort exerted to establish a just and 

permanent peace in the area; 

 

4. Further condemns the persistent policy of repression pursued by Israeli occupation authorities 

against Arab inhabitants in the occupied territories as well as its persistent violations of their human 

rights and its violations of the 1949 Geneva Conventions, in particular the Forth Convention on the 

protection of civilians, and its barbaric attacks and raids on refugee camps and bombardment of 

civilian targets in the towns and villages of Southern Lebanon, in violation of all principles of 

international and human laws; 

 

5. Denounces the attitude of the States supplying Israel with assistance, arms and means of killing 

and destruction and holds enormous quantities of weapons is to establish it as an advance base for 

racism 

and colonialism in the heart of the Arab and African world, and of the Third World in general, and 

further considers that any aid or support to Israel is actually an encouragement and a participation in 

the consolidation of Israeli occupation and persistent aggression; 
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6. Invites all Non-Aligned Countries to extend all available forms of assistance to the Arab 

confrontation powers so as to reinforce their struggle against the Zionist aggression; 

7. Requests Non-Aligned Countries to take the most adequate measures in order to strengthen 

their exerted pressure on Israel in the UN and its specialised agencies, including the possibility 

of eventually depriving it of its membership in these institutions; 

 

8. Considers Zionism a danger to world peace and decides to organize an information campaign in 

which all information media of Non-Aligned Countries should participate to unmask the racist and 

aggressive nature of the Zionist entity in a continuous and planned manner and to confront rind refute 

all Zionist misleading propaganda campaigns aimed at arousing hostility against the Arab world; 

 

9. Requests the Bureau of the Non-Aligned Conference to closely follow up developments in the 

Middle East and to report thereon to the Summit Conference and decides to keep the situation in the 

Middle East as one of the important items on the Agenda of the said conference. 

 

2. Resolution IX – The Question of Palestine 

 

Guided by the principles of Non-Alignment, and noting with pride and appreciation the heroic 

sacrifices of the Palestine people in face of the Zionist aggressors for the liberation of Palestine, 

 

Having studied the developments of the Palestine cause and the grave situation arising from the 

continued occupation by Israel of Arab territories, its usurpation of the rights of the Palestine people 

its refusal to abide by the United Nations resolutions in this respect, particularly General Assembly 

resolution No. 3236 adopted at its 29th Session, its denial of the national rights of the Palestine people 

in Palestine and their return to their homeland, their right to self-determination without any foreign 

intervention, and to national sovereignty over its territory, and the continued Israeli usurpation of 

Palestine and the dispersal of its people, 

 

Considering that this situation constitutes a flagrant violation of the United Nations Charter and 

Resolutions as well as of the Universal Declaration on Human Rights, and that its continuation 

represents a grave threat to international peace and security, 

 

Considers that the Palestinian question is the basic cause and core of the struggle against the Zionist 

enemy, 

 

Reaffirming the legality of the struggle of the Palestine people for the restoration of their full national 

rights, 

 

Considering that the racist regime in occupied Palestine and those of Zimbabwe and South Africa are 

of one imperialist origin and organically linked in their policies aiming at suppressing the freedom 

and dignity of man, 

 

Expressing its conviction that the military, economic, political and moral support of Israel by a 

number of states notably the U.S. enables it to persist in its policy of aggression and to further 

reinforce its usurpation of Palestine, 

 

Considering that maintaining relations with Israel in the political economic, trade, communications 

and other domains assist it to reinforce its usurpation of Palestine and to persist in its expansionist 

policy of 

aggression, 
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Considering that the continuation of the membership of Israel in the United Nations contradicts the 

principles of the Charter of the United Nations and encourages Israel to ignore its resolutions and to 

collude with various aggressive racist and expansionist regimes, 

1. Decides: 

(a) To reaffirm total and effective support to the Palestine people in their legitimate struggle to 

restore their national rights in Palestine, including: 

Their right to return to their homeland and property 

Their right to self-determination without any foreign intervention 

Exercise of their right to sovereignty over their territory  

Establishment of their independent national authority 

(b) To work in all domains to concretise recognition of their rights and to adhere to them. Non-

Aligned Countries also undertake to adopt all appropriate measures towards that end. 

(c) To work in co-ordination between the Non-Aligned Movement and the PLO to lay down a 

strategy aiming at liberating Palestine, considering the question of Palestine an important one to 

Non-Aligned Countries. 

 

2. Calls upon all States to support the people of Palestine by every means in its struggle against 

Zionist and racist colonialism, to restore their full national rights, and asserts that restitution of these 

rights is an essential condition for the establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East. 

 

3. Calls upon the United Nations to work for the application of Resolution 3236 adopted by the 

General Assembly at its 29 Session, 

 

4. Reasserts that the Palestine Liberation Organization is the sole legal representative of the Palestine 

people and their legitimate struggle, 

 

5. Requests all Non-Aligned Countries to abide by all the relevant resolutions of the Non-Aligned 

Summit and Foreign Ministers Conferences on the Palestinian Cause and to implement them as soon 

as possible, 

 

6. Deems it advisable, for the success of the Palestine Liberation Organization in their struggle for the 

establishment of the future state of the Palestinian people, that they be given all opportunities to 

increase their contacts with the Governments of Non-Aligned Countries and that this may take the 

form of representation in their respective Capitals, 

 

7. Condemns Israel’s violations of human rights in the occupied Arab territories and its refusal to 

implement the Geneva Convention of 1949 on the protection of civilians in times of war, its policy of 

Judaizing the physical and cultural aspects of the occupied territories and considers that such acts and 

behaviour are war crimes as being a challenge to mankind at large, 

 

8. Considers that all measures adopted by Israel in the occupied Arab territories and designed to alter 

their demographic, geographical, social, cultural and economic aspects including those aiming 

Judaizing the Holy City of Jerusalem are null and void and that under no circumstances can these 

measures or their consequences be recognised, 

 

9. (a) To condemn the attempts of the Israeli occupation authorities to Judaicize the occupied 

territories and desecrate the holy sanctuaries, in particular the recent desecration of the sanctity of the 

Haram al Ibrahimi in HEBRON and to consider such acts as null and illegal; 

    (b) To call upon the nations of the world to oppose such violations and to refuse to recognize any 

geographic, cultural and demographic alterations affected in the occupied territories. 
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10. Condemns all States that provide military, economic and human support to Israel, and calls upon 

them to desist from doing so forthwith, 

 

11. Calls all those countries that have not severed political, cultural and economic relations with 

Israel to do so, 

 

12. Requests Non-Aligned Countries to take the most adequate measures in order to strengthen their 

exerted pressure on Israel in the United Nations and specialized agencies, including the possibility 

of eventually depriving it of its membership in these institutions, 

 

13. Decides to inscribe the item of the “Question of Palestine” on the Agenda of the Summit 

Conference held in Sri-Lanka in 1976, 

 

14. Requests the Bureau of Coordination of the Non-Aligned Countries to submit a report on the 

developments of the question of Palestine to the next Non-Aligned Summit Conference due to be 

held in Sr-Lanka in 1976. 

 

 

8.10. The Momentum 

 

With the adoption of resolutions and a declaration from the:  

 

➢ International Women’s Conference Declaration urging the United Nations “to dedicate 

themselves to the creation of a just society where women, men and children can live in dignity, 

freedom, justice and prosperity,” under the principle that “international co-operation and peace 

require the achievement of national liberation and independence, the elimination of colonialism and 

neo-colonialism, foreign occupation, Zionism, apartheid, and racial discrimination in all its forms as 

well as the recognition of the dignity of peoples and their right to self-determination;”  

 

➢ 28 July to 1 August 1975 Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of 

African Unity held in Kampala and its Resolution 77 (XII), its consideration “that the racist regime 

in occupied Palestine and racist regimes in Zimbabwe and South Africa have a common imperialist 

origin, forming a whole and having the same racist structure and being organically linked in their 

policy aimed at repression of the dignity and integrity of the human being;” 

 

➢ 25 to 30 August 1975, Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Countries held 

in Lima, Peru, its adoption of the Political Declaration and Strategy to strengthen International 

Peace and Security and to intensify Solidarity and Mutual Assistance among Non-Aligned 

Countries, “which most severely condemned Zionism as a threat to world peace and security and 

called upon all countries to oppose this racist and imperialist ideology,” 166 

 

➢ and consideration of the December 14, 1973, UN General Assembly Resolution, 3151 G 

(XXXVIII) – which “condemned inter alia the unholy alliance between South African racism and 

Zionism” –  

 

they were all consolidated under preparatory strategic consideration in September to October 1975 by 

States Members of the United Nations.  

 
166 Zionism: “A Form of Racism and Racial Discrimination.” Four statements made at the U.N. General Assembly, by Fayez A. 

Sayegh, PH.D., Representative of Kuwait, Office of the Permanent Observer of the Palestine Liberation Organization to the 

United Nations, 1976. Reprinted by Americans for Middle East Understanding, pages 40-41. 
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8.11. Third Committee Delegate Statements Referencing Zionism, September to October 1975 

(Agenda Item 68, Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination) 

 

The following is a chronological sequence of selected quotes made by delegates attending the meetings of 

the UN Third Committee’s 30th Session, the discussions and resolutions made under Agenda Item 68, 

Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination. 167 The selections demonstrate the abundant concerns 

expressed about Zionism, leading to the adoption of UN General Assembly’s Resolution 3379 on 

November 10, 1975, about Zionism.  

 

The debates and dialogue under Item 68 concerned information contained in two main documents 

submitted to the Third Committee for review, and additional items submitted during the Committee’s 

meetings. One was the 100-page Report of the Economic and Social Council on the Work of its 

Organizational Session for 1975 and of its Fifty-Eighth and Fifty-Ninth Sessions (A/10003), which 

included a summary of the International Women’s Year conference, and summaries of the Decade for 

Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination, and the Report of the Commission on Human Rights. 

In its preface, Iqbal Akhund, the president of the Economic and Social Council, said:  

 

I would say that the success or failure of the United Nations will be judged by, and its survival or 

demise depend upon, whether it succeeds or fails in bringing about peaceful settlement where there is 

war or cause for war; in enforcing the norms of justice and human dignity where these are 

systematically flouted and in removing the vast and ever-widening economic disparities between 

countries. Peace in the Middle East, racial discrimination and minority rule in Africa, the grinding 

poverty in many parts of the world, these are the problems of fateful importance for the future of 

mankind. If we do not face up to them, if we fail to solve them the most faithful observance of the 

rules and regulations and most devout adherence to the principles of the Charter will not save the 

United Nations from irrelevance and atrophy. 

 

The other document was A/10197, the Secretary General’s 10-page report on the Status of the International 

Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. It summarized the history and 

progress status of States Members who were now a party to the Convention since its creation in 1965, the 

process of which was overseen by Fayez Sayegh, the nominated rapporteur of. As of September 1975, the 

Convention now had 87 Member States.  

 

After deliberations on the agenda, discussions on Agenda Item 68 began on Thursday, September 25, 1975, 

the 1,214th meeting. 

 

(a) Sept. 29 – Mr. Samhan, United Arab Emirates:  

“The United Arab Emirates condemned all racist policies, particularly in southern Africa, and called 

for the liberation of peoples under foreign domination; it was in favour of granting all types of 

assistance, especially military, to liberation movements, condemned those who maintained relations 

with racist regimes and urged all Member States to comply with the resolutions of the United Nations 

on the subject. It also condemned the policy of Israel, which was based on zionism, an expression 

of racial discrimination and racism that had led to the practice of expelling Palestinians from their 

own lands and had deprived them of their rights to self-determination and to residence in their own 

territory. The comparison between the Palestinian situation and the situation in southern Africa 

was therefore logical. … It called for the release of all political prisoners in southern Africa and 

Palestine and fully endorsed those sections of the Declaration 3 adopted at the World Conference of 

the International Women's Year, held in Mexico from 19 June to 2 July 1975, relating to that matter.” 

 

 
167 Extending from the 2,116th meeting to the 2,132nd meeting. 
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(b) Sept. 29 – Mr. Elhofari, Libyan Arab Republic: 

“Since the adoption of the resolution initiating the Decade, both positive and negative trends had 

been observed. Among the former were the action in the General Assembly suspending South Africa 

and the unanimous condemnation of the South African regime and, secondly, the fact that the 

representative of the Palestine Liberation Organization had been accorded observer status. Among the 

negative trends it must be noted that the racist minorities of South Africa and Southern Rhodesia 

were using every possible means to prolong their regimes, while the Palestinians found themselves 

obliged to continue fighting for recognition of their rights. The racism of southern Africa and 

zionism had parallel characteristics, such as discrimination and the support which they received 

from certain States Members of the United Nations.” 

 

(c) Sept. 29 – Mr. Al-Hussamy, Syrian Arab Republic: 

“It must also be asked if it could be foreseen that the Pretoria regime would accede to the Convention 

on the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of Apartheid or apply it or whether the regime of 

the Zionist invaders of Palestine would accede to the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 

Racial Discrimination. That was impossible, for apartheid and zionism were two dogmatic 

ideologies based on colonization, racial discrimination and fanaticism.” 

 

(d) Sept. 30 – Mr. Golovko, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic: 

“The Decade was intended to combat all forms of racial discrimination; zionism was one of those 

forms, since it was based on the alleged superiority of one race and had consequently been 

condemned on a number of occasions by the United Nations.” 

 

(e) Sept. 30 – Mrs. Ben-ito, Israel: 

“Malicious attacks had been made not only against Israel but also against zionism, its national 

liberation movement, which had inspired many other movements of a similar kind. It was grotesque 

to say that zionism was based on racism, since it was well known that it was the ancient liberation 

movement of the Jewish people, arising out of the racial discrimination to which that people had been 

subjected under various regimes and in various ways.” 

 

(f) Sept. 30 – Mr. Al-Hussamy, Syrian Arab Republic: 

“At the preceding meeting he [Al-Hussamy] had not referred to the situation in the Middle East but 

had talked about racism and settler-colonialism in connexion with paragraph 13 of the Programme. It 

could not be claimed that zionism did not follow such policies: Zionist activities had begun with the 

deportation of Palestinians from their own country. Was it not colonialism when a population was 

deported and other people were brought in to occupy the land? The very close relationship between 

Israel and South Africa had lasted for many years, and there were a number of links between zionism 

and apartheid, including political and military ties, since Israeli troops received training in South 

Africa. Moreover, Israel was in effect an apartheid country. In that connexion he quoted excerpts 

from a report of the Special Committee against Apartheid on recent developments in relations 

between Israel and South Africa referring to economic collaboration and cultural relations between 

those two countries. Lastly, he asked how it was possible to claim that zionism, or its history of 

discrimination, colonialism, and settlement in land belonging to others, was a liberation movement.” 

 

(g) Sept. 30 – Mr. El Hofari, Libyan Arab Republic: 

“Zionism was a sectarian regime based on odious principles, and both at the World Conference of the 

International Women's Year, held in Mexico from 19 June to 2 July 1975, and at the Conference of 

Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Non-aligned Countries held at Lima from 25 to 30 August 1975, it 

had been considered a form of racism.” 

 

(h) Oct. 1 – Mrs. Marinkevitch, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic: 
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“The Byelorussian SSR supported the Declaration of Mexico on the Equality of Women and their 

Contribution to Development and Peace adopted at the World Conference of the International 

Women's Year (see E/5725, chap. I), particularly with regard to the need to broaden the struggle 

against all forms of oppression imposed by colonialism, neo-colonialism, zionism, racial 

discrimination and apartheid. In that context, it should be noted that the success of the liberation 

movement was hindered because, as the General Assembly had observed on more than one occasion, 

the racist regimes in southern Africa continued to receive aid from members of NATO. All States 

must unite in rejecting racist policies and practices.” 

 

(i) Oct. 1 – Mr. Rahman, Palestine Liberation Organization: 

“The Palestinian people, like the peoples of Zimbabwe, South Africa, and Namibia, was continuing to 

suffer the consequences of racism, and the majority of that people was exiled or forced to live under 

zionism, enduring its barbarous racist practices. … Alan R. Taylor, in his book Prelude to Israel - An 

Analysis of Zionist Diplomacy, 1897-1947, stated that another leader of zionism, Israel Zangwill, had 

appealed to Jews to go to Palestine, asserting that it was a land without a people and that it was right 

to give it to a people without a land. Yet, at the time when those ideas were being spread, Palestine 

had been inhabited by the Arab people. In 1891, before the Zionist colonizers had arrived in 

Palestine, it had been inhabited by more than half a million Arabs-Moslem and Christian-and some 

20,000 Jews in the atmosphere of religious tolerance that had always characterized the Arab culture. 

… Zionism was based on racial discrimination in every sphere, and the Israeli authorities had 

practised every kind of discrimination and had violated the fundamental rights guaranteed by 

international instruments.” 

 

(j) Oct. 2 – Mr. Alfonso, Cuba: 

“It could well be asked whether racism and racial discrimination in southern Africa could have 

continued to exist without the military equipment received from Western Europe and the United 

States, without the relevant vetoes in the Security Council and without investments by such 

companies as the European American Banking Corporation, IBM and Motorola. Furthermore, it was 

doubtful that the racists in Salisbury could have remained in power had it not been for the trade they 

maintained with western industrialized countries; in that connexion he noted in particular the sales of 

chrome to the United States. In the Middle East, the situation had remained unchanged since the 

previous year. Zionism, true to its discriminatory nature, continued to deny the fundamental rights of 

the inhabitants of the Arab territories occupied by force since 1967, in particular the Palestinian 

people. It should also be noted that the links between the Zionist regime and South Africa had 

become stronger since the 1973 war.” 

 

(k) Oct. 2 – Mr. Al-Hadawi, Iraq: 

“A flagrant example of racism was also to be found in the policies of the Zionist regime. The 

Committee was aware that the Zionist regime had refused to allow the Special Committee to 

Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human Rights of the Population of the Occupied Territories 

to enter Palestine and had thus violated recommendations made by the Commission on Human 

Rights. Moreover, the Zionist regime co-operated with South Africa and therefore, at the 2281st 

plenary meeting of the General Assembly, on 12 November 1974, had not voted for the proposal to 

suspend South Africa from participation in the work of the Assembly during its twenty-ninth session. 

It had also not ratified the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial 

Discrimination. In addition, it had adopted other measures, including the enactment of the “law of 

return,” which enabled all Jews to go to Israel and to become Israeli citizens, but prohibited the 

Palestine people from exercising their right to return to their own land. Such a policy could be 

justified only in terms of the discriminatory element inherent in zionism. The “emergency law” 

enacted by the Zionists also confirmed the racist character of that regime because it provided for the 
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expropriation of Arab property and its redistribution to the Jews. In fact, the Israeli authorities had 

proclaimed a state of emergency only in order to be able to enact such laws.” 

(l) Oct. 2 – Mr. Rifai, Jordan: 

“Although the United Nations was moving speedily towards total universality, there still remained an 

obstacle in the way of that ultimate goal, namely, racism and racial discrimination. The regimes of 

South Africa, Southern Rhodesia and Israel were the main proponents of the outdated doctrine of 

racism and racial discrimination and they throve on an ideology which was contrary to the principles 

embodied in the Charter of the United Nations and which had been condemned in countless United 

Nations resolutions. Whether it was apartheid, racism or zionism, the facts were the same and 

policies of alien domination, minority rule and racial discrimination continued to be followed. In fact, 

the situations in South Africa, Southern Rhodesia and Israel could fittingly be called neo-colonialist. 

His delegation firmly believed in the legitimate and inalienable right of the Palestinian people to 

continue their just struggle against their Zionist oppressors. It also supported the oppressed peoples of 

South Africa, Namibia and Zimbabwe in their fight to liberate themselves from the yoke of racism, 

racial discrimination and apartheid.” 

 

(m) Oct. 3 – Mr. Obadi, Democratic Yemen: 

“It was impossible to forget the racial discrimination practised by South Africa against the African 

majority and by Zionism against the Palestinians. South Africa and zionism were linked by an 

organic bond. Zionism, as a world movement condemned by the United Nations in General Assembly 

resolution 3151 (XXVIII) and by the non-aligned countries, as could be seen from the report of the 

Conference of Foreign Ministers of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Lima from 25 to 30 August 1975, 

constituted one of the most serious forms of racial discrimination at the present time. The Zionist 

regime was pursuing a policy of persecution and oppression of the Palestinians and the Arabs of the 

occupied Territories, expelling the indigenous inhabitants, confiscating their property and land and 

destroying their villages and homes. More than 17,000 Arabs, including religious leaders, scientists 

and students, were under detention in Zionist camps. All the acts of zionism have been condemned by 

the Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human Rights of the Population 

of the Occupied Territories, and by the General Assembly in resolutions 2546 (XXIV), 2851 (XXVI), 

3005 (XXVII), 3092 (XXVIII) and 3240 (XXIX). Moreover, those acts had been condemned by the 

Commission on Human Rights in resolutions recently adopted at its thirty-first session in Geneva.” 

 

(n) Oct. 3 – Mr. Al-Hussamy, Syrian Arab Republic: 

“Whenever the Committee considered the question of racism and racial discrimination, the 

representatives of Zionism attempted to distract attention and, by an extraordinary manoeuvre, set 

themselves up as the defenders of Jewish minorities in various parts of the world. In the Syrian Arab 

Republic, no discrimination was practised on religious grounds, and the Jews living there were Syrian 

citizens who enjoyed the same rights as the rest of the community. … The Jews of the Syrian Arab 

Republic had refused Israeli tutelage and had condemned zionist aggression as strongly as the other 

citizens of the country. The Syrian Arab Republic was a party to the International Convention on the 

Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination and, in keeping with its obligations under that 

instrument, had already submitted three reports which had met with the approval of the Committee on 

the Elimination of Racial Discrimination. On the other hand, the world was well aware of the Israeli 

practices in the occupied Arab territories-practices which had been repeatedly 

condemned by the United Nations.” 

 

(o) Oct. 3 – Miss Bihi, Somalia: 

“The peoples of Africa had been subjected to the terror of apartheid and of similar practices 

perpetrated by the racist regime in Southern Rhodesia, which thrived on the exploitation and brutal 

suppression of the indigenous population by the white minority. The General Assembly had 

unequivocally condemned such practices and had also condemned the unholy alliance with the 
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Zionist regime in the Middle East. That regime had shown beyond doubt that it used the same 

methods against the indigenous population as the racist regimes of southern Africa, since it had 

uprooted the Palestinians from their homeland and deprived them of the free exercise of the right to 

self-determination. … Zionism, through the practices of the Zionist military authorities in Palestine, 

showed beyond doubt the abominable nature of racial discrimination.” 

 

(p) Oct. 3 – Mr. Herzog, Israel: 

“The amendments contained in document A/C .3 /L.2157, under cover of an attack on zionism, 

constituted not only an anti-Semitic attack of the most offensive type but also an attack on Judaism, 

one of the oldest religions in the world, which had given the world the human values of the Bible and 

from which two other great religions, Christianity and Islam, had sprung. … A group of countries, 

drunk with the feeling of power resulting from the majority vote automatically at their disposal and 

without regard to the importance of achieving a consensus, had decided to “railroad” the Committee 

in a contemptible manoeuvre into bracketing zionism with the subject under discussion. Zionism was 

the name of the national movement of the Jewish people and was the modern expression of the 

ancient Jewish heritage. … Israel had endeavoured to create a society which strove to implement the 

highest political, social and cultural ideals for all the inhabitants of Israel, irrespective of religious 

belief, race or sex. It was difficult to cite another pluralistic society in the world where two nations 

lived together in such harmony as in Israel and where the dignity and rights of man were observed 

before the law. … Zionism, of course, encountered problems in its attempt to build a society in which 

the vision of the prophets of Israel would be realized, and people in Israel were free to disagree with 

the Government’s policies, because zionism had created the first and only genuinely democratic State 

in a part of the world that had never really seen democracy and freedom of speech.” 

 

(q) Oct. 3 – Mr. Baroody, Saudi Arabia: 

“The Arab world had no quarrel with Judaism. On the contrary, the Arab world regarded Judaism as 

another religion and highly appreciated the wisdom contained in the Old Testament. He stressed that 

the quarrel of the Arab world was with zionism, a political movement which had originated in Europe 

and not in the Orient, where the Jews had never been discriminated against and where many persons 

in the Arab culture happened to be Jews.” 

 

(r) Oct. 3 – Mr. Garment, United States of America: 

“His delegation strongly opposed the amendments to that draft resolution, contained in document 

A/C.3/L.2157. The content of the amendments was not only unjust but ominous, because it treated 

the word racism as if it were merely an epithet to be flung at whoever happened to be one’s 

adversary. … Amendments of that kind could only exacerbate group hostility and increase the 

tensions and passions which had for so long prevented the achievement of peace in so many troubled 

areas of the world. They were, in his delegation’s view, entirely incompatible with the purposes of the 

Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination. To equate zionism with racism was 

to distort completely the history of the Zionist movement, born of the centuries of oppression 

suffered by the Jewish people in the western world and designed to liberate an oppressed people by 

returning them to the land of their fathers. It was no service to the great goals of the United Nations to 

ignore and to distort history in that fashion. The tragedy in the Middle East stemmed from the failure 

so far to find a way of protecting and accommodating the rights of each group living there, those of 

the Jews and those of the Arabs, both with a long and proud history in the region.” 

 

(s) Oct. 3 – Miss Bihi, Somalia: 

“Somalia was proud of its record in the field of human rights. As the representative of Israel had 

stated, her country and others were involved in a moral war with the Zionist regime in the Middle 

East and opposed that regime because zionism, like apartheid, was used as an instrument for 

perpetuating oppression and discrimination against one group of people by another, by depriving the 



301 

 

Palestinians of their homeland and of their property for believing and professing another religion and 

for being Arabs. If the Zionists were really interested in peace and a peace settlement in the region, 

they should recognize the just rights of the Palestinian people to their homeland. The Zionist regime 

would be ostracized and shunned not only by the United Nations, which, through numerous 

resolutions adopted by the General Assembly, had shown its overwhelming opposition to the 

existence of Israel as currently constituted, but also by all peace-loving people all over the world.” 

 

(t) Oct. 3 – Mr. Badawi, Egypt: 

“Under the Israeli “law of return,” any Jew who went to Israel could obtain Israeli citizenship, but 

that right was denied to the Palestinian Arabs. That was a clear example of exclusivity and racial 

discrimination. Paragraph 13 (f) of the Programme for the Decade, which condemned activities aimed 

at encouraging settler colonialism, could be used as a criterion to determine that Israel’s policy of not 

allowing the Palestinians to return to their homeland was racist in nature. Another criterion was to be 

found in the definition of “racial discrimination” contained in article 1 of the International 

Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. It had been on the basis of 

those criteria that the World Conference of the International Women’s Year held in Mexico City and 

the Conference of Foreign Ministers of Non-Aligned Countries held in Lima in 1975 had taken the 

stand of linking zionism to racist policies and condemning it along with apartheid.” 

 

(u) Oct. 13 – Mr. Sharaf, Yemen: 

“It was regrettable that, on the eve of the fifteenth anniversary of the Declaration on the Granting of 

Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, there should still be peoples who were deprived of 

their right to self-determination, that the South African regime should be persisting in its racist policy, 

that a white minority regime should continue to oppress the people of Zimbabwe, and that racist 

Zionism should continue to flout human rights in Palestine and in the occupied Arab territories. The 

Palestinian people had the same inalienable rights as all other oppressed peoples, and full observance 

and exercise of those rights were essential for maintaining international peace and security. The 

General Assembly, furthermore, had recognized in resolution 3236 (XXIX) the Palestinians’ right to 

return to their homes and it was to consider in the near future a report of the Secretary-General on the 

implementation of that historic resolution.” 

 

(v) Oct. 14 – Mrs. Waldron-Jackson, Guyana: 

“The people of Guyana, having rid themselves of the oppressive burden of colonialism, had joined 

other sovereign peoples in calling for the speedy granting of independence to colonial Territories in 

order to ensure the effective guarantee and observance of human rights. … Her Government therefore 

viewed with total abhorrence the oppressive policies and practices of the illegal racist regime in 

South Africa. It denounced the policy of apartheid and called on the Committee and on the 

international community at large to give meaning to its condemnation of the racist practices of the 

Vorster regime by taking appropriate collective action. … Guyana would continue to give positive 

support to the liberation movements of southern Africa and it urged all States to support those 

movements in tangible ways. It was encouraging that even though some peoples in southern Africa 

remained oppressed, the freedom fighters in the former Portuguese colonies had succeeded in 

achieving their liberation. … The Middle East could enjoy peace only when the rights of the 

Palestinian people had been acknowledged, and if the expansionist policies of zionism were pursued 

there could be no solution to the Palestinian problem. Guyana would support the struggle for 

liberation in that area until Israel was made to withdraw from the Palestinian territory it was 

occupying by force.” 

 

(w) Oct. 14 – Mr. Dabo, Guinea: 

“His country fully supported the freedom fighters in South Africa, Southern Rhodesia, Namibia and 

Palestine who had been deprived of their right to self-determination by apartheid and zionism and 
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reaffirmed its respect for the fundamental principle of the right of all individuals to live freely in their 

homelands. It was glad to note that the struggle of peoples still under colonial domination was 

becoming increasingly organized, despite the experience acquired by the imperialists in the art of 

repression and exploitation. His delegation considered that the military, material, financial and 

diplomatic support of certain Western countries to the minority regimes of southern Africa and Israel 

was a flagrant violation of the right of all peoples to self-determination …” 

 

(x) Oct. 14 – Mr. Abdallah, Tunisia: 

“The reason why racial discrimination and colonialism persisted in various parts of the world was 

that the international community had not been able to induce the racist States, which were Members 

of the United Nations and had subscribed to the provisions and basic principles of the Charter, to 

respect the human person and its sacred rights. Tunisia had many constitutional, legislative, judicial 

and administrative provisions to eliminate any tendency towards racial discrimination or, indeed, 

discrimination of any kind. It was firmly on the side of those who fought against racism and racial 

discrimination in all its forms, and in particular the new aspect of racism, zionism.” 

 

(y) Oct. 14 – Mrs. Ben-ito, Israel: 

“She stressed that the Jewish people had the same right to self-determination as all other peoples and 

that the goal and purpose of zionism had been and was the realization of that right. That was what 

zionism was all about and, although many delegations viciously maligned zionism, she said she was 

proud to be a Zionist.” 

 

(z) Oct. 16 – Miss Bihi, Somalia: 

“ … introduced draft resolution A/C.3/L.2159, which was simple and to the point. The preambular 

paragraphs recalled and quoted General Assembly resolutions 1904 (XVIII) and 3151 G (XXVIII). 

They noted and took into account texts which had been adopted during the current year: the 

Declaration of Mexico on the Equality of Women and their Contribution to Development and Peace, 

adopted by the World Conference of the International Women's Year, held in Mexico, resolution 77 

(XII), adopted at the twelfth session of the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of OAU, 

held in Kampala, and the Political Declaration and Strategy to strengthen International Peace and 

Security and to intensify Solidarity and Mutual Assistance among Non-Aligned Countries, adopted at 

the Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Countries, held in Uma. The single 

operative paragraph showed beyond question the link between zionism and racial discrimination.” 

 

(aa) Oct. 16 – Mr. Zahawie, Iraq (long speech about Zionism): 

“As to the similarities between zionism and apartheid, Mr. John Davis, former Commissioner General 

of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA), 

had stated that Arabs and Jews would be able to live together peacefully once again when the practice 

of apartheid, currently applied in Israel against Arabs, had ended. Israel, like South Africa, was an 

apartheid State. That had been pointed out by no less authorities on apartheid than Mr. Verwoerd and 

Mr. Vorster themselves. Mr. Verwoerd had said, in the Rand Daily Mail of 23 November 1961, that 

Israel, like South Africa, was an apartheid State. Mr. Vorster, in an interview with C.L. Sulzberger in 

the New York Times of 30 April 1971, stated that Israel was faced with an apartheid problem and that 

South Africans viewed Israel’s position with understanding and sympathy. It was not surprising, 

therefore, that the South African Zionist Federation and the South African Jewish Board of Deputies 

worked actively to deflect criticism of South Africa by other Jewish bodies. According to a December 

1962 issue of the Jewish Chronicle, the Board of Deputies had resolved that the Jewish community 

should take steps to explain South Africa’s position to Jews overseas and at home. It was to be noted 

that none of the Zionist-oriented Jewish non-governmental organizations having consultative status 

with the United Nations ever raised or discussed the apartheid issue in the United Nations.” 

 



303 

 

(bb) Oct. 16 – Mr. Vinci, Italy: 

“Setting forth the position of the nine members of the European Economic Community (EEC) … 

were unable to support the amendments contained in document A/C.3/L.2157. The same arguments 

had led the Governments of the nine countries to oppose draft resolution A/C.3/ L.2159, which 

repeated the substance of amendments already rejected by them. The wording used was not itself any 

more acceptable than that of the earlier amendments, since the Governments of the EEC countries 

categorically rejected the concept that zionism was a form of racism and racial discrimination. … At 

the political level, furthermore, the adoption of draft resolution A/C.3/L.2159 would not fail to have 

deep repercussions on public opinion in many countries, not only because of its content, but also 

because of its wording.” 

 

(cc) Oct. 16 – Mr. Herzog, Israel: 

“The attempt now being made by certain Arab Governments to strike at the very roots of Israel, by 

trying to denigrate zionism, its ideological basis, was nothing but a renewed effort by the enemies of 

the Jewish people to deprive it of its homeland. Unlike the sponsors of the anti-Zionist draft 

resolution, Israel had a free and democratic society which was striving to implement the highest 

ideals of mankind – political, social and cultural – for all the inhabitants of Israel, irrespective of 

religious belief, race or sex. Zionism had created a society in which Arabs were free and equal 

citizens and enjoyed freedom of expression, including the right of publicly opposing the policies of 

the Government of Israel. Zionism had been the first movement in the Middle East to base itself on 

the dignity of labour, of the working man. Not so long ago, Palestinian Arabs from the West Bank in 

territory administered by Israel had declared in an interview given by Arabs to Arabs and published in 

an Arab newspaper in an Arab country, that the Israelis had given for the first time to the Arab worker 

the image of man and the dignity of a human being. The draft resolution, which was designed to 

divert the Committee from the true purpose of the Decade, was part of a dangerous anti-Semitic 

idiom which was being insinuated into every debate by those who had sworn to block the current 

move towards accommodation and ultimately towards peace in the Middle East.” 

 

(dd) Oct. 16 – Mr. Sharaf, Jordan: 

“It was in Europe that zionism had emerged in the late nineteenth century. Zionism in fact was a 

negative and hostile reaction to negative and hostile circumstances. It was based on the same negative 

premise on which antisemitism was predicated, namely, that Judaism should constitute the basis of a 

distinct national identity, that it should be exclusive and in a necessary relationship of hostility with 

its environment. Zionism emerged as a call to the Jews not to seek their future in universal 

brotherhood but in a perverted national chauvinism which brought them as conquerors to a peaceful 

land which they had invaded, sowing violence and terror among an innocent population. … Jews 

should not be confused with zionism any more than Italians should be confused with fascism or 

Americans with the Ku-Klux-Klan. Within every people it was possible to find movements and 

ideologies that were harmful and subversive. They must be identified and condemned in the interest 

of humanity. Such was the case with apartheid; such as also the case with zionism. The zionist 

movement had enjoyed in Western countries the support of many well-meaning citizens who had 

been led astray by intellectuals and pseudo-liberal politicians pursuing opportunist aims. With the 

help of Israel, zionism had built up powerful bases in Europe and America, feeding on the feeling of 

guilt and on the ignorance of the majority regarding the situation in the Middle East. It had created 

powerful lobbies in Western legislatures and had erected an information barrier around the public in 

those countries which  revented any meaningful dialogue with the Arabs who only sought their self-

protection and their rights.” 

 

(ee) Oct. 16 – Mr. Baroody, Saudi Arabia: 

“For centuries oriental Jews and Arabs had lived peacefully side by side in Palestine. The Arab 

peoples were willing to make peace with all other Jews provided that they abandoned their colonialist 
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and expansionist policy, symbolized by zionism. If Jews from all over the world came to Palestine 

inspired by religious feelings, they would be well received; but if they used their religion to invade 

the country and to dispossess its inhabitants, all Arabs would unite to ensure no peace would be made 

which would be prejudicial to the Palestinians, whose sacrifice would not be in vain. The 

representative of Israel had invoked Judaism, which cemented the union of Jews throughout the 

world. It was time for the Israelis to be guided by the spirit of the Bible as the Arabs were by the 

spirit of the Koran, instead of keeping to the letter of the interpretation given to it by the dangerous 

ideology of zionism.” 

 

8.12. October 16 to 17, 1975: Draft Resolution A/C.3/L.2159 

 

In May 1975, after examining “activities undertaken or planned in connexion with the Decade,” 168 the 

U.N.’s Economic and Social Council submitted document A/10145 (Decade for Action to Combat Racism 

and Racial Discrimination) to the General Assembly on July 25, 1975. It included two resolutions adopted 

by the Council. The report and its resolutions, along with two other reports (E/5636 and E/5637), were then 

forwarded under instruction by the General Assembly to the UN’s Third Committee for review and 

amendment in September 1975, to be then passed on back to the General Assembly for adoption in 

November. 

 

Draft Resolution A, called “Implementation of the Programme,” stated the following: 

 

“The General Assembly, 

“Recalling its resolution 3057 (XXVIII) of 2 November 1973, in which it reaffirmed its 

determination to achieve the total and unconditional elimination of racism, racial discrimination and 

apartheid, 

“Considering that the policies of racism, racial discrimination and apartheid are flagrant violations of 

the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and constitute serious violations of the obligations 

of Member States under the Charter, 

“Bearing in mind the vital importance of establishing a new economic and social world order based 

on justice and equality, 

“1. Condemns the intolerable conditions which continue to prevail in southern Africa and elsewhere, 

including the denial of the right to self-determination and the inhumane and odious application of 

apartheid and racial discrimination; 

“2. Reaffirms its recognition of the legitimacy of the struggle of oppressed peoples to liberate 

themselves from racism, racial discrimination, apartheid, colonialism and alien domination; 

“3. Urges all States to co-operate loyally and fully in achieving the goals and objectives of the 

Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination by taking such actions and measures 

as: 

“(a) Implementing United Nations resolutions bearing on the elimination of racism, apartheid, 

racial discrimination and the liberation of peoples under colonial domination and alien 

subjugation; 

“(b) Ensuring immediate termination of all measures and policies, as well as military, political, 

economic and other activities, which enable racist regimes in southern Africa to continue the 

repression of the African people; 

“(c) Providing full support and assistance, morally and materially, to the peoples that are victims 

of apartheid and racial discrimination and to the liberation movements; 

“(d) Cessation of emigration to South Africa; 

“(e) Ensuring the release of political prisoners in South Africa and of those subjected to 

restriction for their opposition to apartheid; 

 
168 A/10145. 
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“(f) Signing and ratifying the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial 

Discrimination, a/ the International Convention on the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime 

of Apartheid b/ and all other relevant instruments; 

“(g) Formulating and executing plans to realize the policy measures and goals contained in the 

Programme for the Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Facial Discrimination, including 

the advisability of establishing national arrangements to follow up the implementation of the 

Programme for the Decade; 

“(h) Reviewing internal laws and regulations with a view to identifying and rescinding those 

which provide for, give rise to, or inspire racial discrimination or apartheid; 

“(i) Complying, when due, with the provisions of paragraph 18 (e) of the Programme for the 

Decade, which call for Governments to forward a report every two years on the action taken 

under the Programme for the Decade, on the basis of a questionnaire circulated by the Secretary-

General; 

“(j) Educating in particular youth in the spirit of equality and respect for human rights and 

fundamental freedoms; 

“4. Urges Member States which are parties to the International Convention on the Elimination of All 

Forms of Racial Discrimination to continue to comply fully with their obligations under the 

Convention and, in particular, to submit their reports within the timetable laid down under article 9; 

“5. Urges also United Nations organs and bodies, the specialized agencies and intergovernmental and 

non-governmental organizations to ensure the continuation of their activities related to the Decade 

with 

emphasis on, inter alia:  

“(a) Providing moral and material support to the national liberation movements and victims of 

apartheid and racial discrimination; 

“(b) Assisting and conducting vigorous education and information campaigns to dispel racial 

prejudice and to involve public opinion in the struggle against racism and racial discrimination; 

“(c) Examining the socio-economic and colonial roots of racism, apartheid and racial 

discrimination with a view to eliminating them; 

“6. Requests national sports federations of Member States to refuse systematically to participate in all 

sports or other activities together with the representatives of the racist regime of South Africa; 

“7. Welcomes any contributions and suggestions related to the Programme for the Decade by the 

Committee on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, the Special Committee against 

Apartheid and the Special Committee on the Situation with regard to the Implementation of the 

Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples; 

“8. Requests the Secretary-General to draw on the expertise of the Committee on the Elimination of 

Racial Discrimination while undertaking the relevant activities of the Decade; 

“9. Also requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General Assembly at its thirty-first session a 

report containing proposals to implement efficiently paragraph 17 of the Programme for the Decade 

which calls for the establishment of an international fund on a voluntary basis; 

“10. Expresses the hope that adequate resources will be made available to the Secretary-General to 

enable him to undertake the activities entrusted to him under the Programme for the Decade; 

“11. Decides to consider at its thirty-first session, as a matter of high priority, the question entitled 

‘Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination’.” 

 

On October 3, 1975, different group sponsors from Third Committee delegates submitted four separate 

amendments to draft Resolution A. 169 It was the fourth draft amendment, A/C.2/L.2157, that became 

contentious and received majority approval. On October 3rd, it was the member from Somalia, Miss Bihi, 

that “introduced” draft L.2157, incorporating the word “Zionism” within six parcels of draft Resolution A:  

 

 
169 Document A/10320. 
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1. Add the following paragraph [to Resolution A] after the first paragraph of the preamble: “Recalling 

that in its resolution 3151 G (XXVIII) of December 1, 1973, it condemned the unholy alliance 

between Zionism and racism.” 

2. Add the following paragraph after operative paragraph 1: “Considering Zionism as one of the 

forms of racial discrimination must be addressed in the Program for the Decade to Combat Racism 

and Racial Discrimination.” 

3. Change the numbering of the following paragraphs accordingly.  

4. In current paragraph 2, add “Zionism” between “apartheid” and “colonialism”. 

5. In current paragraph 3 (c), add “Zionism” between “apartheid” and “and racial discrimination.” 

6. In current paragraph 5(a), add “Zionism” between “apartheid” and “and racial discrimination.” 

7. In current paragraph 5 (c), add “Zionism” between “apartheid” and “and racial discrimination.”  

 

In defence of the amendment, Miss Bihi stated, “the Zionist regime … had shown beyond doubt that it used 

the same methods against the indigenous population as the racist regimes of southern Africa,” and “had 

been condemned on several occasions by the United Nations for the practice of racial discrimination 

against the population and its traditions, culture and religion.” She then stated that “Zionism, through the 

practices of the Zionist military authorities in Palestine, showed beyond doubt the abominable nature of 

racial discrimination.” 

 

After the delegate from Israel condemned L.2157, Mr. Vinci, the delegate from Italy, speaking on behalf of 

“nine members of the European Economic Community,” said “they do not believe that it was appropriate 

or relevant for the proposed amendments to identify Zionism as a form of racial discrimination,” which 

“would hamper the efforts being made to find a solution to the conflict in the Middle East.”    

 

The United States delegate, Mr. Garment, said “his delegation strongly opposed the amendments” in 

L.2157, “not only” that “the contents of the amendments” was “unjust but ominous:” 

 

… because it treated the word racism as if it were merely an epithet to be flung at whoever happened 

to be one’s adversary. It turned an idea with vivid and obnoxious meaning into an ideological tool and 

deprived the members of the Committee of the ability to see reality together and deal with it together. 

That could be nothing short of a tragedy for an Organization so dedicated to, and so dependent upon, 

the possibilities of reason and persuasion. Amendments of that kind could only exacerbate group 

hostility and increase the tensions and passions which had for so long prevented the achievement of 

peace in so many troubled areas of the world. … To equate zionism with racism was to distort 

completely the history of the Zionist movement, born of the centuries of oppression suffered by the 

Jewish people in the western world and designed to liberate an oppressed people by returning them to 

the land of their fathers. It was no service to the great goals of the United Nations to ignore and to 

distort history in that fashion. 170 

 

By October 16, an amendment to L.2157 was adopted by the Third Committee, and L.2159 became its 

replacement. The L.2159 replacement amendment stated: 

 

Recalling also that, in its resolution 3151 G (XXVIII) of 14 December 1973, the General Assembly 

condemned in particular the unholy alliance between South African racism and Zionism,  

 

Taking note of the Mexico Declaration on the equality of women and their contribution to 

development and peace proclaimed by the World Conference of the International Women's Year, held 

in Mexico City from June 19 to July 2, 1975, which promulgated the principle according to which 

“international cooperation and peace require national liberation and independence, the elimination of 

 
170 Paragraphs 28-30, 2,121 Session. 
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colonialism and neo-colomalism, foreign occupation, Zionism, apartheid and racial discrimination in 

all its forms, as well as recognition of the dignity of peoples and their right to self-determination.” 

 

Taking note also of Resolution 77 (XII) adopted by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government 

of the Organization of African Unity, held in Kampala from July 28 to August 1, 1975, which 

considered that the regime racist regimes in occupied Palestine as well as the racist regimes in 

Zimbabwe and South Africa have a common imperialist origin, form a whole, present the same racist 

structure and are intrinsically linked by their policies aimed at repressing the dignity and integrity of 

the person Human Rights, Taking note also of the Political Declaration and Strategy for 

Strengthening International Peace and Security and Strengthening Solidarity and Mutual Assistance 

of Non-Aligned Countries, adopted at the Conference of Foreign Ministers of Non-Aligned 

Countries, held in Lima (Peru) from August 25 to 30, 1975, which very severely condemned Zionism 

as a threat to world peace and security and called on all countries to oppose this racist and imperialist 

ideology,  

 

1. Considers Zionism to be a form of racism and racial discrimination.  

 

The delegate from Haiti, Mr. Verret, said that Haiti “could not regard a people’s national feeling for unity as 

a form of racial discrimination and considered that zionism was, in a way, the expression of a religious 

nationalism.” Verret, supporting the arguments by the Israeli delegation, argued that “Zionism had nothing 

to do with apartheid, colonialism or racial discrimination. It was a Jewish way of thought which was 

intimately bound to Judaism and no one had previously thought of making it a crime against mankind.” 171  

 

The delegate from Iraq, Mr. Zahawie, then gave a lengthy lecture to correct the views of Mr. Verret. 

Zahawie also criticized / mocked Mr. Garment, the delegate from the United States: 

 

In alleging, as he had at the 212lst meeting, that the word “racism” was used in the amendments as a 

term of opprobrium applied to any possible adversary, the representative of the United States seemed 

to forget that the non-Jews of Israel had suffered from such racism and discrimination for the past 27 

years; but that undoubtedly did not matter to him. Perhaps that representative was himself a Zionist, 

since he accepted the Zionist claim to be a liberation movement, and he asserted that to associate 

zionism with racism was a distortion of history. 172 

 

The delegate from Italy, Mr. Vinci, said, in “setting forth the position of the nine members of the European 

Economic Community (EEC),” he “explained why” they: 

 

… were unable to support the amendments contained in document A/C.3/L.2157. The same 

arguments had led the Governments of the nine countries to oppose draft resolution A/C.3/ L.2159, 

which repeated the substance of amendments already rejected by them. The wording used was not 

itself any more acceptable than that of the earlier amendments, since the Governments of the EEC 

countries categorically rejected the concept that zionism was a form of racism and racial 

discrimination. 173 

 

The delegate from Israel, Mr. Herzog, blamed “certain Arab Government” for “trying to denigrate Zionism” 

and “its ideological basis,” that the wording in both L.2157 and L.2159 were “nothing but a renewed effort 

by the enemies of the Jewish people to deprive it of its homeland.”  

 

 
171 Paragraphs 23 and 24, 2,132nd meeting. 
172 Paragraph 33, 2,132nd meeting. 
173 Ibid., paragraphs 44 and 45. 
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Unlike the sponsors of the anti-Zionist draft resolution, Israel had a free and democratic society 

which was striving to implement the highest ideals of mankind – political, social and cultural – for all 

the inhabitants of Israel, irrespective of religious belief, race or sex. Zionism had created a society in 

which Arabs were free and equal citizens and enjoyed freedom of expression, including the right of 

publicly opposing the policies of the Government of Israel. Zionism had been the first movement in 

the Middle East to base itself on the dignity of labour, of the working man. Not so long ago, 

Palestinian Arabs from the West Bank in territory administered by Israel had declared in an interview 

given by Arabs to Arabs and published in an Arab newspaper in an Arab country, that the Israelis had 

given for the first time to the Arab worker the image of man and the dignity of a human being.  

 

The draft resolution, which was designed to divert the Committee from the true purpose of the 

Decade, was part of a dangerous anti-Semitic idiom which was being insinuated into every debate by 

those who had sworn to block the current move towards accommodation and ultimately towards 

peace in the Middle East. 174 

 

The delegate from Jordan, Mr. Sharaf, said that “the main objections” to L.2159 “had been advanced by the 

Western countries, particularly the countries of the European Economic Community, and by the United 

States; and that was not surprising.” He said: “Zionism emerged as a call to the Jews not to seek their future 

in universal brotherhood but in a perverted national chauvinism which brought them as conquerors to a 

peaceful land which they had invaded, sowing violence and terror among an innocent population:”  

 

The complex feeling of Westerners about the plight of the Jews in Europe was understandable. They 

involved guilt, compassion and eagerness to remedy an episode of gross human injustice in Western 

civilization. However, it was hard to understand their insensitivity to a similar situation and their 

tolerance of the fact that peaceful Arab populations were being exposed in the Middle East to 

systematic and organized violence. … The zionist movement had enjoyed in Western countries the 

support of many well-meaning citizens who had been led astray by intellectuals and pseudo-liberal 

politicians pursuing opportunist aims. With the help of Israel, zionism had built up powerful bases in 

Europe and America, feeding on the feeling of guilt and on the ignorance of the majority regarding 

the situation in the Middle East. It had created powerful lobbies in Western legislatures and had 

erected an information barrier around the public in those countries which prevented any meaningful 

dialogue with the Arabs who only sought their self-protection and their rights.  

 

Many Jewish leaders, inside and outside Israel, were currently arguing against Zionist leaders who 

persisted in a policy of violence, intransigence and militarism. There were many liberal Jews in 

Western countries who were raising their voices against Zionist lobbies in defence of the cause of 

freedom and justice. 175 

 

The delegate from the Syrian Arab Republic, Mr. Allaf, in response to comments made by the delegate 

from Barbados, stated that “the sponsors” of L.2159: 

 

… were opposed to zionism not because it called for the emigration of Jews to Israel but because 

under zionism one group sought to unite peoples of various races, colours and origins on the basis of 

their common religion and persuade them to invade a land and expel its indigenous inhabitants. At the 

same time, zionism claimed to be based on the existence of a distinct Jewish people and of a specific 

land belonging to that people and sought moral and material support for that distinct people in that 

specific land. It was thus an exclusive and segregationist ideology claiming the existence of a chosen 

people to whom God had promised a specific homeland. It was that racist basis of zionism and not 

 
174 Ibid., paragraphs 47 to 52. 
175 Ibid., paragraphs 54 to 63. 
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Judaism as such which he opposed. Judaism as a religion had the respect of men and women, 

everywhere, regardless of religious affiliation, but Judaism, like Christianity and Islam, was a matter 

of moral choice and spiritual links between man and his creator.  

 

Since its establishment, Israel had constantly violated human rights and sought to expand its territory. 

Within less than one year, Israel had occupied a territory three times the size of that allotted under the 

partition plan. The attacks launched by Israel against Arab countries had been supported by the 

colonialists and racist Powers. In that regard, he said that a number of official United Nations 

documents showed clearly the economic, political and cultural links existing between the Zionist 

regime in occupied Palestine and colonialist and racist Powers such as South Africa. It had been 

claimed that zionism was a liberation movement. However, how could a liberation movement co-

operate so closely with a regime such as that of South Africa? How was it possible for a liberation 

movement to be supported by countries known to support racist regimes? 176 

 

The delegate from Saudi Arabia, Mr. Baroody, said that he “had considerable experience of the United 

Nations,” and had for quite some time seen “the Zionists at work in many places.”  

 

The Jews must try to become accepted in the Middle East and to escape from the psychosis in which 

zionism had imprisoned them. He himself had been born and had grown up in the Middle East and 

had then lived in France and in the United Kingdom before living in the United States; he had thus 

been able to see the Zionists at work in many places. Their influence was so great that in the United 

States Congress they could count on the support of 76 senators. In the United Kingdom, France and 

many other countries, they manipulated information media and preyed upon gullible public opinion 

with their propaganda. 

 

There were four States delegates who maintained that Zionism was, or was related to, a “concept.” On 

October 16, the delegate from Italy, Mr. Vinci, said “the EEC countries categorically rejected the concept 

that Zionism was a form of racism and racial discrimination.” On October 17, the delegate from the United 

States, Mr. Garment, stated “the draft resolution changed words with precise meanings into purveyors of 

confusion and destroyed the moral force of the concept of racism.” On October 17, the delegate from 

Canada, Mrs. Masson, said “her delegation regarded those amendments as inappropriate because they 

sought to link the concept of Zionism with the racial doctrine of apartheid,” and “if draft resolution 

A/C.3/L.2159 was adopted, it could well corrupt and distort the goals of the Decade.” On October 17, the 

delegate from Sweden, Mr. Stahl, “speaking on behalf of the delegations of the Nordic countries … 

Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden … deplored the introduction of a new element – the 

references to Zionism – which could radically change the concept of the Decade for Action to Combat 

Racism and Racial Discrimination,” namely, “to state that Zionism was a form of racism and racial 

discrimination was totally unacceptable.” The idea put forth by some delegates that Zionism was merely a 

concept was blown apart by Fayez Sayegh’s lengthy rejoinder and arguments as to why the Third 

Committee should support the adoption of L.2159. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
176 Paragraphs 13 to 21, 2,133rd meeting, Friday October 17. 
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8.13. October 17 – Fayez Sayegh’s Defence of L.2159 

 

On the afternoon of Friday, October 17, moments prior to the Third Committee’s vote and adoption of draft 

resolution L.2159, which was then forwarded to the General Assembly, Fayez Sayegh, the delegate from 

Kuwait, delivered one of his most important speeches made at the United Nations, provided in full, below.  

 

Sayegh ably demonstrated to the delegations at the Third Committee, and to the world, why Zionism is “a 

form of racism and racial discrimination,” and why the term Zionism had to therefore be included in the 

wording of the United Nations’ Resolution on The Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. 

Sayegh had well prepared himself, and his supporters, for this moment: it was the first time in United 

Nations’ proceedings that the Zionist Project was formally equated with South African Apartheid. 

 

The Office of the Permanent Observer of the Palestine Liberation Organization, located at the time on Park 

Avenue in New York City, thought Sayegh’s October 17th speech, and three others made on November 10th, 

so important, it published a special compendium booklet of them in early 1976, Zionism: “A Form of 

Racism and Racial Discrimination,” Four Statements Made at the U.N. General Assembly. The 

publication, reprinted by Americans for Middle East Understanding, states in its preface that the four texts 

“are reproduced (without change or editing) from the verbatim records of the meetings,” and that each of 

“Sayegh’s four statements were made without a text.” The fact that Sayegh was able to deliver his speeches 

without a prepared, organized text is testimony to his articulate philosophical skill, his photographic 

memory, and oratory gift. The preface also states that Sayegh’s October 17th address was “reproduced from 

a transcript made from [a] voice recording,” because the Third Committee’s proceedings “are published in 

summary form only.” After the transcript of the October 17 speech was completed, it was “edited by Dr. 

Sayegh, who also supplied all additions, including the footnotes which provide the sources of information 

or quotations cited in the texts as well as relevant additional information.” 
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Fayez Sayegh’s October 17, 1975, Full Statement, Third Committee, 2,134th Meeting 

(“reproduced from a transcript made from the voice recording,” published by the Office of 

the Permanent Observer of the Palestine Liberation Organization, 1976) 
 

- I - 

[Beginning at Paragraph 14] “Permit me, Mr. Chairman, to make a few preliminary observations with regard to the 

draft resolution contained in document A/C.3/ L.2159, of which my Delegation is proud to be a co-sponsor. 

 

First: The issue before us is not the Palestine Question; it is not the Arab-Israeli Conflict; it is not the Situation in 

the Middle East. All these issues – and other related issues – are on the agenda of the General Assembly at its 

current session. They will be considered, in due course, either in plenary meetings of the Assembly without prior 

reference to a Main Committee or by the Special Political Committee in the first instance. The issue now before 

us, however, is: “The Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination;” and the draft resolution under 

consideration addresses itself to Zionism as a form of racism and racial discrimination and to nothing else. 

 

Secondly: Zionism, with which the draft resolution before us is concerned, is not a concept which has no precise 

definition. 177 The draft resolution does not refer to a word of indeterminate meaning. Zionism is not an 

amorphous concept which lacks precise form or specific content. On the contrary, the “Zionism” to which the draft 

resolution refers is a specific political reality. It is a political movement launched at a precise moment in time (in 

August of 1897) in a precise place (Basle, Switzerland) at the inspiration of a specific man (Theodor Herzl) – a 

movement which took the form of a specific organization (the World Zionist Organization), which has held 

twenty-eight regular Zionist Congresses which, in turn, have created specific legislative, executive and other 

institutions and have adopted a number of formal resolutions, constituting the official doctrine and the official 

program of Zionism. It is all this (and nothing else other than this) that the draft resolution speaks about. Any 

semantic play on words is entirely beside the point. We are not engaged in semantic games here, but in very 

serious business.  

 

Thirdly: The meaning of “racial discrimination” is well known to this Committee. Items on “racial 

discrimination” have been on the agenda of the Third Committee for many, many years. And it was this Committee 

which formulated the authoritative United Nations definition of “racial discrimination” twelve years ago. The 

“United Nations Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination,” proclaimed by the 

General Assembly on 20 November 1963 in resolution 1904 (XVIII), defines racial discrimination, in article 1, as 

“discrimination between human beings on the ground of race, colour or ethnic origin.” The “International 

Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination,” adopted by the General Assembly in 

resolution 2106 A (XX) of 21 December 1965, defines racial discrimination, in article 1, as “any distinction, 

exclusion, restriction or preference based on race, colour, descent, or national or ethnic origin.” It will be recalled 

that both documents were passed by the Third Committee and by the General Assembly without dissent.  

 

 
177 Note: Sayegh was responding to a number of statements made by States delegates at the Third Committee on October 16 and 

17, that Zionism was merely a “concept.” Here, in the text, edited by Sayegh during the transcript in 1976, he inserted the 

following footnote, the first of 31 footnotes:  

“During the debate at the Third Committee and at the plenary meeting of the General Assembly, some representatives sought 

refuge in semantic acrobatics as a means of escape from a substantive discussion of the issues. Some attributed to the concept of 

“Zionism” a very general and wide-ranging meaning; others thought it was an old, indeed, ancient, movement. Perhaps it is 

appropriate here to cite the definition of “Zionism” which may be found in a very authoritative Zionist reference work. The two-

volume Encyclopedia of Zionism and Israel was published in New York by the Herzl Press in 1971. It was edited by Raphael 

Patai; and the Chairman of its Editorial Advisory Committee was Emanuel Neumann. That both these gentlemen are prominent 

Zionist luminaries is evidenced by the fact that each of them is the subject of an independent, full-length entry in the 

Encyclopedia itself; and the details of their respective biographies attest to their authoritativeness on matters of Zionism. 

Furthermore, the Encyclopedia informs its readers that it was prepared “under the distinguished patronage of Zalman Shazar, 

President of Israel.” The Zionist credentials of our source are therefore unassailable. On page 1262 of Volume II, under the 

heading, “Zionism,” we read: “Term coined by Nathan Birnbaum in 1890 for the movement aiming at the return of the Jewish 

people to the Land of Israel (Palestine). From 1896 on Zionism referred to the political movement founded by Theodor Herzl, 

aiming at the establishment of a Jewish National Home in Palestine...” 



312 

 

That definition is precisely the one on which the draft resolution now under discussion is based; it is that definition 

that forms the criterion by which the draft resolution “determines that Zionism is a form of racism and racial 

discrimination.” 

We do not come before this Committee today with a new, arbitrary definition of our own invention and ask it to 

adopt our definition in order to determine that Zionism is a form of racial discrimination. On the contrary, we 

come to this Committee with its own, long-established and universally accepted definition of “racial 

discrimination,” and ask it to judge whether or not Zionism, as defined by the Zionist movement itself, constitutes a 

form of racism and racial discrimination, as defined by the Committee itself long ago. 

 

-II- 

 

I submit that Zionism, as defined, is racist in its ideology (that is to say, in its doctrines, in its objectives, and in its 

programs); and that its practices constitute racial discrimination, as authoritatively defined by the United Nations.  

 

Let me first offer a brief analysis of the ideology of Zionism and then proceed to describe some of its 

practices. 

 

The central doctrine of Zionism is that the Jews of the world, wherever they may be and regardless of the degree or 

quality of their religious commitment to Judaism, constitute one nation, one people. 178 Zionism maintains that 

whatever their citizenship or status in their respective countries, all Jews throughout the world constitute one, 

separate and distinct people. The corollary of this contention is the belief that Jewishness is a national / ethnic 

attribute, a bond that links together all Jews anywhere – including those to whom Judaism as a religious faith may 

be totally irrelevant or only of minimal relevance, or who do not practice the rites or observe the teachings of the 

Jewish faith.  

 

While maintaining that all Jews constituted one nation, or one people, early Zionists were not unaware that large 

and influential segments of Jewry rejected that contention 179 and others were unconscious of their alleged 

 
178 “We are a people – one people,” wrote Herzl in Der Judenstaat (Theodor Herzl, The Jewish State, [tr. by Berl Locker], Tel 

Aviv, Newman, 1956, p. 38). “We are a people—one people,” he repeated in an essay on “The Solution to the Jewish Question” 

(Theodor Herzl, Zionist Writings: Essays and Addresses, [tr. by Harry Zohn], New York, Herzl Press, 1973, Vol. I, p. 23). “We 

are a nation... A nation is a historical group of people who recognizably belong together and are held together by a common foe,” 

he wrote in reply to an anti-Zionist essay by Dr. Gudemann, Chief Rabbi of Vienna (Ibid., p. 67). “We are a group, a historical 

group of people who clearly belong together and have a common enemy; this seems to me an adequate definition of a nation,” he 

wrote in an essay on “Judaism” (Ibid., p. 51; see also p. 146). His chief aide, Max Nordau, put it succinctly in an essay entitled, 

“Zionism,” as follows: “The one point which excludes, probably forever, the possibility of understanding between Zionist and 

non-Zionist Jews is the question of Jewish nationality. Whoever maintains and believes that the Jews are not a nation can indeed 

not be a Zionist...  He who is convinced to the contrary that the Jews are a people must necessarily become Zionist... We are a 

people apart and desire to bring about an unequivocal separation between us and the other nations.” (Arthur Hartzberg, The 

Zionist Idea: A Historical Analysis and Reader, New York, Doubleday and Herzl Press, 1959, p. 243). 

 
179 To illustrate: Much of the first volume of Theodor Herzl: Zionist Writings: Essays and Addresses, op.cit., covering 1896-1898, 

is devoted to replies to statements and essays by the leading rabbis of the day—including Dr. Gudemann, Chief Rabbi of Vienna; 

Dr. Maybaum, Chairman of the German Rabbinical Association; Dr. Vogelstein, Founder and President of the Association of 

Liberal Rabbis and Rabbi of Pilsen and Stettin; Chief Rabbi Adler of London; and Rabbi Bloch of Brussels. Considerable space 

is devoted also to a reply to Claude Montefiore, President of the Liberal Jewish Movement in England and President of the 

Anglo-Jewish Association. There is a reply also to a declaration issued by the Executive Committee of the Association of Rabbis 

in Germany, and signed by the Rabbis of Berlin, Frankfurt, Breslau, Halberstadt and Munich, contesting the “erroneous notions” 

about the “tenets of Judaism and the objectives of its adherents” which had been disseminated through the convocation of the 

First Zionist Congress and the publication of its agenda. And there are comments on the opposition of the Jewish Religious 

Community of Munich to the convening of the First Zionist Congress, which compelled the organizers to change the venue of the 

Congress from Munich to Basle. (See pages 62-70, 89-97, 119-124, 148, and 232-239.)  

Rufus Learsi sums up the early reaction of European Jewish organizations to Herzl's message in the following words: “The 

important Jewish organizations of western Europe – the French Alliance Israelite Universelle, its Austrian counterpart, the 

Israelitische Allianz, the Jewish Colonization Association in London-came out in opposition... The Maccabeans, a society of 

Jewish intellectuals in London, listened to Herzl politely but coldly...” While there was some opposition from Orthodox rabbis, 

he adds, “the most bitter opponents of all were the Reform rabbis. The Jews, they asserted, were not a nation and must not seek 

to become one.” (Rufus Learsi, Israel: A History of the Jewish People, Cleveland, World Publishing Co., 1966, pp. 521-522.) 
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common peoplehood. Hence the emphasis, in the Basle Program proclaimed by the First Zionist Congress in 1897, 

on “the strengthening and fostering of Jewish national sentiment and consciousness” as one of the four principal 

means to the attainment of the aim of Zionism. 180 Even half a century later, when the Twenty-Third Zionist 

Congress, the first to be held after the establishment of Israel, adopted the Jerusalem Program, it felt it necessary to 

proclaim in its new program that one of the five principal aims of Zionism was “the preservation of the identity of 

the Jewish people through the fostering of Jewish and Hebrew education.” 181 

 

If all Jews – whatever their citizenship or other status in their respective countries and whatever the degree or 

quality of their commitment to Judaism – constituted one, separate and distinct people, it followed that the so-

called “Jewish people” was entitled, and indeed called upon, to create a “Judenstaat” or State of Jews. The creation 

of a State of Jews – of all Jews, and only for Jews – was the principal objective of Zionism. 182 

 

The doctrine and the principal objective of Zionism give rise to the third part of the Zionist ideology: its program. 

 

It is a program of total transformation of the situation of Jews. Its aim is nothing less than changing the condition 

of Jews, from the initial condition which prevailed at the time the Zionist movement was launched, when Jews 

were spread throughout the world, into the condition which would prevail if the Zionist objective were fully 

achieved, when all Jews would be totally segregated and assembled in one separate “State of Jews.” 

 

Two inter-related programmatic processes are required in order to accomplish such radical transformation of the 

situation of Jews: 

 

     Firstly: Jews must be separated from their respective countries and transplanted into one territory, the site of the  

                 “State of Jews;” and 

     Secondly: Non-Jews must be removed from that territory in order to make room for the transplanted Jews and  

                 thus make possible the establishment of a “State of Jews.” 

 

Both processes must take place, if the Zionist objective is to be achieved. 

 

Just as the heartbeat consists of two rhythmic operations – pumping-in and pumping-out – so too the program of 

Zionism consists of two inter-related operations, each of which is essential for the heartbeat of Zionism and neither 

of which is dispensable: the detachment of Jews from their respective countries and their mass-transfer to 

Palestine, and the detachment of the indigenous Palestinian Arabs and their mass-transfer from Palestine. 

 

-III- 

 

The dynamics of the “pumping-in operation” – namely, the program of mass-immigration of Jews into Palestinian 

territories under Israeli jurisdiction or occupation – are too familiar to warrant detailed elaboration. They involve 

manifold inducements for mass-immigration, institutions for financing and organizing mass-immigration, and 

legal and organizational arrangements for settling the immigrants. 

 

 
180 For the text of the Basle Program, see N. Sokolow, History of Zionism, London, 1919, Vol. 1, pp. 268-269. 
181 For the text of the Jerusalem Program, see The Jerusalem Post (Weekly Overseas Edition), 6 April 1970. 
182 Although Herzl made it quite plain, by the very title and contents of his booklet, Der Judenstaat, and in all his other writings, 

that the aim of Zionism was the establishment of a “State of Jews,” the First Zionist Congress found it expedient to euphemize; it 

declared: “The aim of Zionism is to create for the Jewish people a home in Palestine secured by public law.” (Even the Biltmore 

Program of 1942 confined itself to speaking of a “Jewish Commonwealth.”) However, in his Diaries, Herzl candidly wrote on 3 

September 1897: “Were I to sum up the Basel Congress in a word – which I shall guard against pronouncing publicly – it would 

be this: 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 fifty, everyone will know it.” (The Complete Diaries of Theodor Herzl [tr. by Harry Zohn], New York, 

Herzl Press, 1960, Vol. II, p. 581. Emphasis added). Weizmann reminisces fifty years later: “We, not less than Herzl, regarded it 

[the Zionist Congress] as the Jewish State in the making” (Trial and Error: The Autobiography of Chaim Weizmann, New York, 

Harper and Brothers, 1949, p. 68). And Ben Gurion speaks of the early Zionist immigrants as having “resolved to devote all their 

energies to the revival of their homeland ... and eventually to establish a State and become a sovereign people” (Ben Gurion 

Looks Back, New York, Simon and Schuster, 1965, p. 165). 
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If, notwithstanding all these efforts, a relatively small proportion of the Jews of the world has responded to the 

persistent Zionist call for immigration, 183 it is certainly not for lack of perseverance or ingenuity on the part of the 

Zionist Establishment. 

 

Nor should the limited success of the “pumping-in operation” obscure the fact that this operation has been, and 

remains, a primary programmatic principle of Zionism. In the Basle Program of the World Zionist Organization, 

proclaimed by the first Zionist Congress on 29 August 1897, the first of the four means to the attainment of the end 

of Zionism was “the promotion, on suitable lines, of the colonization of Palestine by Jewish agricultural 

and industrial workers.” 184 In the “Proclamation of Independence” of 14 May 1948, the first paragraph following 

the declaration of the establishment of Israel and the designation of its provisional government opens with the 

words: “The State of Israel will be open to the immigration of Jews from all countries of their dispersion.” 185 One 

of the first fundamental laws of Israel (the so-called “Law of Return” of 1950) states in section 1: “Every Jew has 

the right to come to this country as an oleh” (i.e., “a Jew immigrating into Israel”); 186 and the Nationality Law of 

1952 states in section 2 (a): “Every oleh under the Law of Return, 1950, shall become an Israel national.” 187 In the 

23rd World Zionist Congress – the first to be held after the establishment of Israel – the Basle Program was 

replaced by the Jerusalem Program, and Jewish immigration (Aliya) was no longer viewed as one of the “means to 

the attainment” of the end of Zionism but as one of the “aims.” The new Jerusalem Program states:  

 

     “The aims of Zionism are: “The unity of the Jewish people and the centrality of Israel in Jewish life; The  

       ingathering of the Jewish people in its historic homeland Eretz Israel through Aliya from all countries”...” 188 

 

-IV- 

 

The “pumping-in operation,” which was unequivocally proclaimed by the Zionist Establishment from the very 

beginning as a primary programmatic principle of Zionism, has met with less-than-spectacular success in practice. 

On the other hand, its counterpart, the “pumping-out operation,” was enunciated as a correlative programmatic 

principle with greater subtlety, some equivocation, and not a little euphemization; but it was more efficiently  

conducted in practice and it has met with greater success. 

 

The dislodgement of the bulk of the indigenous Palestinian Arab population of the territory seized by Zionism in 

1948 was swift; the acquisition of their lands, homes and other property was immediate; and their return to their 

ancestral Homeland has been effectively prevented. 

 

Since the aim of Zionism, as Weizmann put it in 1919, was that Palestine should become “as Jewish as England is 

English,” 189 and since indigenous Palestinian Arabs constituted nine-tenths of the population of Palestine at that 

time, it followed that they (or most of them) had to be removed by one means or another if the aim of Zionism was 

to be attained. That is the reason why, as the American King-Crane Commission reported to President Wilson in 

1919, “the Zionists looked forward to a practically complete dispossession of the present non-Jewish inhabitants of 

 
183 During the twenty-seven years which have elapsed since the establishment of Israel, only one out of every ten Jews in the 

world has immigrated. This modest accomplishment becomes even less impressive when it is viewed in conjunction with three 

other facts: (1) Since more than 45% of the immigrants arrived during the first few years of euphoria following the establishment 

of Israel – some 685,000 arriving between 15 May 1948 and 31 December 1951 – it follows that, during the past twenty-four 

years, less than 7% of the Jews of the world have immigrated. (2) Since 1948, more than 250,000 Jews have emigrated from 

Israel, constituting the equivalent of over 16% of the total number of immigrants notwithstanding the extraordinary difficulties 

placed in the way of emigration. (3) In the same period, several hundred thousand other Jews emigrated from their countries and 

chose to go to destinations other than Israel. In all, then the results of the intensive Zionist program of inducing mass-

immigration during the past quarter-century have been less than spectacular. 
184 See N. Sokolow, History of Zionism, London, 1919, vol. 1, pp. 268-269. 
185 J. Badi (ed.), Fundamental Laws of the State of Israel, (tr. by Leo Kohn), New York, Twayne, 1961, pp. 8-11. 
186 Ibid., pp. 156-157. 
187 Ibid., pp. 254-258. 
188 See Jerusalem Post (Weekly Overseas Edition), 6 April 1970, p. 10. 
189 Chaim Weizmann: Excerpts from His Statements, Writings and Addresses, New York, The Jewish Agency for Palestine, 1952, 

p. 48. See also, Chaim Weizmann, Trial and Error: The Autobiography of Chaim Weizmann, op. cit. p. 244; and Palestine 

Government, The Political History of Palestine Under British Administration, Jerusalem, Government Printer, 1947, p. 3, para. 

12. 
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Palestine.” 190 And that is why Theodor Herzl, the father of the Zionist idea and the founder of the Zionist 

Organization, had written in his Diaries on 12 June 1895 that “when we occupy the land ... we must expropriate 

gently the private property on the estates assigned to us” and “try to spirit the penniless population across the 

border.” 191 

 

To be sure, Zionist leaders knew that the dispossession and removal of the Palestinians could not take place 

overnight. So long as a powerful Zionist community had not assembled in Palestine in adequate numbers, and so 

long as Palestine remained under the control of a third Power, the ultimate goal had to be deferred. But when, in 

1948, the inhibiting factors had disappeared and that goal could be attained, no time was wasted in attaining it. 

 

In his Progress Report of the United Nations Mediator on Palestine, Count Folke Bernadotte, later slain by Israeli 

terrorists in Jerusalem, wrote:  

 

     “The exodus of Palestinian Arabs resulted from panic created by fighting in their communities, by rumours  

       concerning real or alleged acts of terrorism, or expulsion...  

       There have been numerous reports from reliable sources of large-scale looting, pillaging and plundering, and  

       of instances of destruction of villages without apparent military necessity.” 192 

 

Little wonder that Weizmann then described the panicky exodus of the bulk of Palestinian Arabs as a “miraculous 

simplification of Israel’s tasks” 193 or that Ben Gurion spoke of the lands emptied of their Palestinian owners and 

taken over by the Zionist government 194 with equal elation: “For decades we collected pennies to buy a scrap of 

earth. Now we have millions of dunams to dispose of.” 195 

 

The same logic that had originally decreed the inevitability of Palestinian dislodgement has also produced the 

corollary Zionist imperative: that the displaced Palestinians must not be permitted to return to their homes. The 

rationale of this inflexible Zionist policy was candidly expressed by General Moshe Dayan when, admitting that 

“economically we can” absorb the refugees, he nevertheless imperiously ruled out the return of the displaced 

Palestinians as being “not in accord with our aims.” He explained: “It would turn Israel into either a bi-national or 

poly-Arab-Jewish state instead of the Jewish state, and we want to have a Jewish state.” 196 

 

The ideological requirements of the cardinal Zionist principle of “Jewish exclusiveness” have thus been given 

absolute precedence over the moral and legal requirements of inalienable human rights. As early as 1948, the late 

Count Bernadotte wrote: 

 

     “It would be an offence against the principles of elemental justice if these innocent victims of the conflict were  

      denied the right to return to their homes while Jewish immigrants flow into Palestine, and, indeed, at least offer  

      the threat of permanent replacement of the Arab refugees who have been rooted in the land for centuries.” 197 

 
190 Quoted in: Palestine Government, The Political History, op. cit., p. 3, para. 13. 
191 The Complete Diaries of Theodor Herzl, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 88. 
192 Progress Report of the United Nations Mediator on Palestine, U.N. Document A/648 (General Assembly Official Records: 

Third Session, Supplement No. 11, Part I, chapter V, paragraphs 6 and 7.) 
193 James G. McDonald, My Mission in Israel, New York, Simon and Schuster, 1951, p.176 (Emphasis added). 
194 For a Zionist assessment of the area of the Palestinian Arab lands taken over by Zionist authorities, see Jewish National Fund, 

Jewish Villages in Israel, Jerusalem, Keren Kayemeth Leisrael Head Office, 1949, page xxi: “Of the entire area of the State of 

Israel [approximately 8,000 square miles] only about 300,000-400,000 dunams [75,000-100,000 acres]—apart from the desolate 

rocky area of the southern Negev, at present quite unfit for cultivation—are State Domain which the Israel Government took over 

from the Mandatory regime. The J.N.F. [Jewish National Fund] and private Jewish owners possess under two million dunams 

[under 500,000 acres]. Almost all the rest belongs at law to Arab owners, many of whom have left the country. The fate of these 

Arabs will be settled when the terms of peace treaties between Israel and her Arab neighbours are finally drawn up. The J.N.F., 

however, cannot wait until then to obtain the land it requires for its pressing needs. It is, therefore, acquiring part of the land 

abandoned by the Arab owners, through the Government of Israel, the sovereign authority in Israel.” (Emphasis and 

explanations within wall brackets added). 
195 David Ben Gurion, Rebirth and Destiny of Israel (tr. by Mordekhai Nurock), New York, Philosophical Library, 1954, p. 504. 
196 CBS NEWS, “TRANSCRIPT: FACE THE NATION (as broadcast over the CBS Television Network and the CBS Radio 

Network),” 11 June 1967, p. 12. 
197 Progress Report of the United Nations Mediator on Palestine, op. cit., Part I, chapter V, para. 6. 
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How ironical it is that, more than a quarter-century later, the world witnesses the Zionist Movement invoke 

universal moral principles in order to rally support for one part of its exclusionist program (the “pumping-in 

operation”) while flouting the same moral principles in furtherance of the other, correlative part of its program (the 

“pumping-out operation”) – invoking, in other words, the principle of free movement of people in order to put 

pressure on certain countries to permit their Jewish citizens to emigrate en masse to Israel, while flouting the same 

principle in preventing the Palestinian Arabs from returning to their homes. Need I emphasize that the right of free 

movement is indivisible? Need I remind the Committee that that right was enunciated by the General Assembly, in 

article 13 (paragraph 2) of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, in the following words: “Everyone has the 

right to leave any country, including his own, and to return to his country?” 

 

-V- 

 

By its very essence, Zionism implies a system of “distinctions,” “exclusions,” “restrictions” and “preferences” – to 

use the four keywords employed in article 1 of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 

Racial Discrimination to define “discrimination.” 

 

The question now arises: Is the system of discrimination which is inherent in Zionism a form of racial 

discrimination? Are the “distinctions,” “exclusions,” “restrictions” and “preferences,” which are inseparable from 

the objectives and programs of Zionism, based on “racial” grounds? Is the criterion by which Zionism makes 

“distinctions” between human beings – in accordance with which some are “excluded” and others “included,” 

some are given “preference” and others are subjected to “restrictions” – a “racial” criterion?  

 

Clearly, the basic criterion is Jewishness. In its pursuit of its objective of creating a “State of Jews,” Zionism has 

developed a dual program for separating Jews from non-Jews – by detaching Jews from their respective countries 

and transplanting them into Palestine, and by detaching the indigenous Palestinian Arabs and removing them from 

Palestine. But is Jewishness a “racial” attribute? 

 

My Delegation maintains that Jewishness is primarily a religious attribute. But it is not what we maintain that is 

relevant: in the present context, it is what Zionism itself believes that counts! 

 

Moreover, I must once more remind the Committee that, in our attempt to determine whether “Jewishness,” 

according to Zionism, is “racial,” we must keep in mind the Committee’s (and the General Assembly's) own 

generic definition of “race” – which encompasses not only “race” in the narrow sense of the term, but also 

“colour,” “descent,” “national origin” and “ethnic origin.” 

 

So, the question I raised a moment ago must be re-phrased as follows: Is the system of “distinctions,” 

“exclusions,” “restrictions” and “preferences” (which is inherent in Zionism, and which constitutes 

“discrimination”) based on an interpretation of “Jewishness” which equates it with any of the following concepts: 

“race,” “colour,” “descent,” “national origin,” or “ethnic origin?” Or is that system of distinctions based on a view 

of “Jewishness” as a religious attribute? Is Zionism primarily, therefore, a form of “racial” discrimination, as we 

all understand that word, or is it primarily a form of “religious” discrimination – and therefore outside the purview 

of our present discussion of the item, “Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination?” 

 

From the very beginning, Zionism opted to discard the purely religious interpretation of Jewishness. Jews, it 

proclaimed, are a people; and Jewishness, therefore, is a national / ethnic bond. While it eschewed more precise 

definitions of Jewishness (partly, perhaps, in order to avoid divisions within its ranks), Zionism did lay primary 

emphasis on the alleged peoplehood of Judaism. I refer members of the Committee to a relevant passage in the 

Diaries of Herzl, in which the father of Zionism described a conversation he had had with his chief lieutenant, Max 

Nordau. Wrote Herzl: 

 

     “Yesterday with Nordau, over a glass of beer. Also discussed the Jewish question, of course. Never before had I  

        been in such perfect tune with Nordau. Each took the words right out of the other’s mouth. I never had such a  

        strong feeling that we belonged together. This has nothing to do with religion. He even said that there was no  
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        such a thing as a Jewish dogma. But we are of one race . . .” 198 

 

Herzl and Nordau may have over-stated the negative thesis: not all Zionists would agree that “there was no such a 

thing as a Jewish dogma.” But certainly all Zionists must endorse the affirmative proposition that Jews are one 

people, and the corollary that Jewishness is a national/ethnic bond—or they would not be Zionists at all. 

 

In an essay entitled, “Zionism,” Herzl wrote: 

 

     “When the Jews, as Mendelssohn wished, came together only for religious services and for the rest adjusted  

       themselves to the people among which they happened to be living, then they were no more related to each 

       other than are perhaps the various peoples of the respective Christian rites. The history of the group was to be  

       put to an end, its homogeneity was to become unrecognizable... We do not want to give up our own  

       nationality; on the        contrary, we want to cherish it…” 199 

 

For half a century (from its birth in 1897 until the proclamation of Israel in 1948), Zionism was able to avoid 

giving a more precise, legal answer to the question, “Who is a Jew?” other than reiterating that “all Jews are one 

people and that Jewishness is a national / ethnic bond, not merely a religious attribute.” 200 In fact, some Zionist 

scholars have offered an excuse for this delinquency. Thus, Dr. Nathan Feinberg, then Associate Professor of 

International Law and Relations at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, wrote just before the establishment of 

Israel that 

 

     “neither the Mandate nor any other international document contains a definition of the term ‘Jewish people’ or a 

       criterion by which membership of the Jewish people could be ascertained. This is not accidental. The peculiar 

       situation of the Jewish people, which is the outcome of its abnormal history, does not permit of a  

       comprehensive legal formula which would be applicable to all Jews wherever they might be.” 201 

 

But, with the establishment of Israel, the resolution of the problem could no longer be deferred. Important day-to-

day decisions had to be made in application of the so-called Law of Return, the Nationality Law, and a host of 

other laws and regulations governing questions of personal status (including marriage, divorce, burial, legitimacy, 

etc.); and they all presupposed the existence of a precise, legal definition of “Who is a Jew?” Nevertheless, it took 

twenty-two years for such a definition to be written into law. The definition of Jewishness has proved to be one of 

the thorniest public issues with which the so-called “Jewish state” has ever had to grapple! The clashes between 

religious and secular parties within the ruling coalition; differences between the views of Orthodox, Conservative, 

and Reform Jews; and differences between the position of the Judiciary, on the one hand, and the political interests 

of the Executive and the majority of the Legislature, on the other hand – all these contributed to the difficulty of 

providing a precise and definitive answer to the question, “Who is a Jew?” It was not until March 1970 that the 

question was resolved – who knows, perhaps only temporarily. 

 

 
198 The Complete Diaries of Theodor Herzl, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 196. 
199 “Zionism,” in Ludwig Lewisohn (ed.), Theodor Herzl: A Portrait for This Age, Cleveland, World Publishing Co., 1955, p. 

321. 
200 In his monumental book, The Balfour Declaration, which is a Zionist classic, Leonard Stein summarizes very neatly the 

essence of Zionism, as “proclaiming that the Jews were a people or a nation, and not a sect or religious brotherhood.” (Leonard 

Stein, The Balfour Declaration, New York, Simon and Schuster, 1961, p. 73). This belief remains the essence of Zionism. A few 

recent illustrations may be useful. William Mehlman, then Editor of the now defunct, The Times of Israel and World Jewish 

Review, asserted in 1974: “Historically speaking, the Jews were promised the state long before they ever got the Torah. We are 

not a religion – let’s get that straight right now. We are a people, and we began our political existence with the promise of a state. 

Without that state we are no longer a people or a religion.” (The Times of Israel and World Jewish Review, Volume I, No. 3, 

February 1974, p. 76; emphasis added). An Israeli Zionist professor, Amos Perlmutter, stated in a recent interview: “For me, 

Judaism is symbiotic. It is both a people and a religion. If you look at the history of the Jews, you see there could no Jewish 

religion without the ethnic group, the Jewish people, and there could not be a Jewish people without the Jewish religion...” 

(Newsweek, 2 February 1976, p. 39; emphasis added). According to the London Jewish Chronicle, a statement by Dr. Bruno 

Kreisky, Chancellor of Austria (who is a Jew) to the effect that “there is no Jewish nation, only a Jewish religious community or 

a community of faith” appeared to have indirectly affected relations with Israel (No. 5560, of 14 November 1975, p. 3). 
201 N. Feinberg, “The Recognition of the Jewish People in International Law,” in N. Feinberg and J. Stoyanovsky (eds), The 

Jewish Yearbook of International Law: 1948, Jerusalem, Rubin Mass, 1949, p. 18. 
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I would be straying far beyond the proper limits of my present statement were I to attempt to summarize the 

evolution of the question from 1948 until 1970. Suffice it to say that, after a showdown between the Supreme 

Court and the Cabinet over the Shalit case, the Court ruled on 23 January 1970 that a person can be considered a 

Jew without belonging to the Jewish faith. The Cabinet promptly moved to draft legislation (which was completed 

on 4 February 1970) restoring the compromise which had prevailed until the landmark ruling of the Court was 

made; and the Knesset finally enacted a law, on 10 March 1970, which in effect reaffirmed the rabbinical 

interpretation of Jewish law and determined that a Jew was one born of a Jewish mother or a convert. It was 

precisely this definition of Jewishness that had been assailed by a Supreme Court judge several years earlier as 

“biological,” “racist” and reminiscent of the Nazis! Judge Haim Cohn, of the Supreme Court of Israel, had said:  

 

     “It is one of the bitterest ironies of fate that the same biological or racist approach which was propagated by the 

       Nazis and characterized the infamous Nuremberg laws should, because of an allegedly sacrosanct Jewish  

       tradition, become the basis for the official determination or rejection of Jewishness in the state of Israel.” 202 

 

The point I have been trying to make is simple. Zionism, essentially, vests certain rights – very important rights – 

in some people and denies them to others. For example: it says that a Jew, simply by virtue of being a Jew, has a 

“right” to “return” to the Palestinian territories occupied by Israel, even if he had never been there before! But it 

also says that his compatriot, a non-Jew, has no such right; and that the indigenous Palestinian Arab, dislodged in 

1948 or 1967, also has no such right – because he is not a Jew. Here we have a clear-cut case of “distinctions,” 

“preferences,” “exclusions” and “restrictions” – that is to say, of “discrimination” – based solely on the basis of 

whether a person is or is not a Jew. And Jewishness, all Zionists would agree, is a national / ethnic bond; it is, 

under Israeli law, determined – for the vast majority of the persons involved – by birth and ancestry. Therefore, in 

accordance with the authoritative United Nations definition, the discrimination which is inherent in Zionism is 

incontestably a form of racial discrimination for it is based on “descent” or “national origin” or “ethnic origin,” all 

of which are subsumed under the generic concept of “race.” 

 

One more brief observation before I conclude this portion of my statement, on the ideology of Zionism: 

 

     Whenever a regime discriminates, in law or in fact, against a Jew, that discrimination is unhesitatingly 

     described as “racial discrimination” by Zionists; 203 and the regime is duly condemned as “racist.” If a practice  

     perpetrated by a non-Jew against a Jew is described as “racist” and “racially discriminatory,” how can it be  

     denied that, when the same practice is perpetrated by a Jew against a non-Jew, the perpetrator is also a “racist”  

     and the practice is also a form of “racial discrimination?” Does anyone suggest that an injustice inflicted by a  

     non-Jew against a Jew is wrong, but the same injustice inflicted by a Jew against a non-Jew is less wrong or not  

     wrong at all? The suggestion itself – if and when it is made, in an effort to exonerate Zionism or to shield it  

     from being branded “racist” and “racially discriminatory” – would be a supreme instance of racism and racial  

     discrimination! 

-VI- 

 

Let me turn now to the second part of my statement, on the practices of Zionism in Israel. I propose to deal 

with three aspects of those practices. 

 

 
202 The Times (London), 25 July 1963. Mr. Justice Cohn's views appear to be shared by other Israelis, including some prominent 

members of the “Establishment.” Thus, Menachem Israel, Israeli correspondent for the Jewish Press (which reminds its readers 

three times in every issue that it has “the largest circulation of any Anglo-Jewish weekly newspaper in the world”), wrote 

recently: “The fact seems to be that there are far more Jews than we are aware of, in Israel as well as in the Diaspora, who not 

only do not know, but who are also nodding their heads in agreement – some vigorously, some ruefully – with the U.N. 

resolution” (Jewish Press, 14 November 1975, p. 4). In a later dispatch from Israel he becomes more explicit – referring not only 

to Cohn but also to Mrs. Shulamit Aloni, then head of the Ya'ad faction in the Parliament of Israel (Jewish Press, 12 December 

1975, pp. 4 and 23). Another article in the same issue, by Mordecai Bar Lavoy, was devoted to an analysis of Mrs. Aloni's 

statements (“Racist Israel: According to Shulamit Aloni,” Jewish Press, 12 December 1975, p. 16). 
203 Weeks after the present statement was made at the Third Committee, a prominent Zionist leader who had railed against the 

General Assembly resolution (Arthur Hertzberg, who, among many other things, is president of the American Jewish Congress), 

described U.S. immigration quotas which had restricted the immigration of Jews to the United States as “avowedly racist.” (See 

Lawrence Mosher, “Five American Backers of Israel,” in The National Observer, 10 January 1976). 
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Like a cancer, racism has a propensity for expansion: it defies containment. Having adopted a racist approach 

towards non-Jews, Zionism soon came to draw a color-line or a racial line among the Jews themselves. The Zionist 

myth of “one Jewish people” was exploded as soon as Jews from different cultural, ethnic and racial backgrounds 

were assembled together. Oriental Jews and Black Jews found themselves subject to discrimination by other Jews 

– i.e., by the Jews of the “White Jewish Establishment.”  

 

If the “white” Jews from Europe and America, who constitute the backbone of the “Establishment,” are Israel's 

first-class citizens, the Oriental Jews and the Black Jews constitute the second-class and third-class citizens of the 

Judenstaat respectively. This makes the Arab citizens, the remnants of the Palestinian Arab people in Israel, fourth-

class citizens in their own land. 

 

The discontent of Oriental Jews in Israel, and their restiveness under the system of de facto inequality to which 

they have been subjected, have erupted in demonstrations, disturbances and riots half a dozen times or more in the 

past quarter-century. First came the riots of Yemeni Jews in 1950; then the demonstrations of Iraqi Jews in 1951; 

then the uprising of Indian Jews, and their withdrawal from Israel, in 1952. Then there were the bloody riots of 

Moroccan Jews in 1959; and then, again, the rioting of Yemeni Jews in 1961 and of Iraqi Jews in 1965. And 

finally, there appeared on the scene the phenomenon of “Black Panthers” – with outbursts in March, April, May 

and August of 1971. (Even the disturbances in Ashdod, which took place a few weeks ago, were not unrelated to 

the grievances of Oriental Jews.) 204 

 

When the lengthy disturbances of the “Black Panthers” in 1971 made headlines in the Western Press, the story of 

the inequality suffered by Oriental Jews began to be known among people who had been led to think of Israel as 

the “bastion of democracy in the Middle East.” The true situation of Oriental Jews in Israel became better known 

abroad. Although Oriental Jews constituted more than half of the population, only one Oriental Jew was to be 

found in the eighteen-member Cabinet, and only 21 of the 120 seats in Parliament were occupied by Oriental Jews. 

It was also revealed, at that time, that only 3% of the officials in the top levels of the Civil Service and 4% of the 

chief executives of public companies were Oriental Jews. In high schools, only 25% of the enrollment was by 

Oriental Jews; in the universities, only 10%. 

 

The situation of the Black Jew in Israel is even worse than that of the Oriental Jew. Two groups of Black Jews 

have been in the news in recent years: Fellasha Jews from Ethiopia, and American Black Jews coming to Israel 

either directly or via Liberia.  

 

I have before me an article which appeared in Sh’ma: A Journal of Jewish Responsibility (Volume III, No. 44, 

dated 22 December 1972; pages 30 and 31) under the heading: “Does Color Determine Marginality?” I would like 

to read out a few paragraphs: 

 

     “The Fellashas are deeply religious Jews and have been for two thousand years. They are intelligent, hard- 

       working people living off the land. It would be easy to settle them on kibbutzim. At present, there are only a  

       dozen Fellasha Jews begging the Israeli consul to grant them visas. Among them are Samuel Wubshet, his  

       wife and his baby ... 

 

     “Recently, the case of the Wubshet family’s departure for Israel reached the crisis point. After waiting two years  

       for the right to make aliyah (to immigrate to Israel), the Israeli Embassy in Addis Ababa informed them they  

       would finally be granted ‘tourist’ visas – if they could meet two prior conditions. First, they would have to  

       produce their tickets to and from Israel ($560 each way); second, they would have to produce $100 for each  

       member’s stay in Israel in order to prove financial independence during their visit. 

 

           “Needless to say, these demands have never been asked of any tourist – Jewish or non-Jewish – going to  

             Israel...” (Italic emphasis added). 

 
204 More recently, Joseph Harmatz, Director of ORT-Israel, stated in a report presented to the National Conference of the 

American ORT Federation: “The gap between the ‘two Israels,' those of Western and those of non-European origin, continues to 

be one of the 

most anguished sores on the social fabric of Israel.” (Jewish Telegraphic Agency Daily News Bulletin, 30 January 1976, p. 4). 
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Let us keep in mind that this was in 1972 – when Israel was pleading with the Jews of Europe and America to 

immigrate! The story of American Black Jews can best be told through number of dispatches published in the 

semi-official, Zionist news bulletin, The Jewish Telegraphic Agency Daily News Bulletin: 

 

      Vol. XXXVI, No. 243-24 December 1969: “Israeli officials decided today to admit 39 American Negroes – 15  

       of them children – who arrived here unexpectedly yesterday declaring themselves Jews seeking to settle in  

       Israel as immigrants. They have been given temporary visas for a three-month stay in the country pending the  

       issuance of permanent residence permits.”  

      “The group, originally from Chicago, came here from Liberia...” 

      “Whether the group will be granted immigrant status and the privileges that go with it remains to be seen...” 

 

       Vol. XXXVIII, No. 168-1 September 1971: “A leader of the self-styled Black Hebrews who began coming to  

        Israel from the United States two years ago and are demanding citizenship..., Ben Ami (formerly Ben Carter), 

        ... accused the government of being a ‘racist, Jim Crow country.’ He contended that the state and rabbinate  

        refused to give them equal rights, housing, education or jobs because they were not considered Jewish. The  

        first of the group arrived in 1969 after an unsuccessful attempt to settle in Liberia and were given resident  

        status and flats in Dimona. Others, including Carter, came later and were given tourist visas. He has  

        demanded that they be accepted at once as immigrants... The Interior Ministry has refused to grant them  

        citizenship which, under the Law of Return, is automatic for Jewish immigrants...” (Italics emphasis added). 

 

        Vol. XXXVIII, No. 190-6 October 1971: “The Interior Ministry has instructed immigration officials at Lydda  

        Airport and Haifa port to deny admission to persons arriving in Israel without visible means of support. It was  

        learned that the order stemmed from the small but continuing flow of American Blacks... About 300 Black  

        Jews ... have come to the country in the past two years... 

      “An American Black family that arrived at Lydda Airport on a TWA plane over the week-end with a one-way  

        ticket and $7 cash was returned to the U.S. aboard the same plane...” 

 

       Vol. XXXVIII, No. 191-7 October 1971: “A group of 20 more self-styled Black Jews arrived at Lydda Airport 

        from the United States today but were denied entry into the country...” 

 

Shortly after the foregoing dispatch was disseminated, the Israeli Interior Minister referred to the question of the 

“Black Hebrews” of Dimona in a lecture in Tel Aviv. The following report on his statement appeared in the         

Jerusalem Post (Weekly Overseas Edition) of 19 October 1971: 

 

     “‘Recent statements made by members of the group – derogatory to the State and to Jews in general – reveal 

        their true character,’ he said. This was why he had given instructions to border control officials to prevent the  

        entry of additional undesirable elements of this kind.” 

 

The next step was to begin to get rid of the Black Jews who had already been admitted to the country. Thus, in The 

Jewish Telegraphic Agency Daily News Bulletin (Vol. XXXVIII, No. 202, of 26 October 1971) there appeared the 

following dispatch: 

 

       “An Interior Ministry spokesman said yesterday that the visitors’ visas of the self-styled Black Hebrews of  

         Dimona would not be renewed when they expire at the end of this month...” Further developments in the case  

         have not been reported with much regularity. Perhaps the following dispatch may have some bearing on the  

         sudden fall of the curtain on the story of the Black Jews: 

 

         Vol. XXX VIII, No. 217-16 November 1971: “TEL AVIV—Moshe Gilboa, Israel's Consul General in  

         Atlanta, Ga., said here that the furor over the case of the Black Hebrews in Dimona is harming Israel’s image  

         among American Blacks in the South...”  

 

From the few reports in the general press, however, one gathers that deportation of the Black Jews from Israel 

began in earnest in late 1973. One learns from a report in The New York Times of 5 September 1973 that – 

according to police officials – Israel planned to deport the entire group of Black Jews of Dimona: “A spokesman 

said that about 15 members of the group had recently been deported to the United States and that it was ‘just a 
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matter of time until we send them all back.’” On 3 October 1973, it was reported that the Israel High Court 

postponed the expulsion of 28 more American Black Jews “but rejected their right to remain in Israel” (New York 

Times, 4 October 1973). 

 

My Delegation has no further information on the present status of Black Jews in Israel; perhaps some other, more 

knowledgeable Delegation might enlighten the Committee on that question. 

 

There is, however, one observation that must be made about the exceptional difficulties encountered by Black 

Jews, whether Fellashas from Ethiopia or “Black Hebrews” from the United States, and by no other group of 

Jewish immigrants. 

 

Some reports have indicated, or intimated, that the “Jewishness” of these groups was in doubt, and that that was 

the reason for the refusal of the Israeli authorities to admit them under the so-called Law of Return or to extend to 

them the privileges following therefrom. This may be so. However, the same doubts had been expressed, often by 

the same authorities, about the “Jewishness” of some of the European Jews who were immigrating into Israel at 

about the same time. Yet one finds no evidence that any group of European or American white Jews was denied the 

status of olim (Jewish immigrants) under the so-called Law of Return, or was prevented from entering the country, 

or was deported, on those grounds. 

 

As for the claim that Black Jews – Ethiopian “Fellashas” or American “Black Hebrews” – were denied entry into 

Israel because of their lack of funds, everyone knows that the Jewish Agency and a host of other Zionist 

organizations have spent millions of dollars annually on subsidizing the mass-immigration of needy European 

Jews; that lack of funds among the prospective immigrants has never been a barrier to the entry of white Jewish 

immigrants under the so-called Law of Return. After all, supporting the immigration and settlement of Jews is 

what Zionism is all about: need for such support cannot be the real reason why the immigration and settlement of 

Black Jews is obstructed by the Zionist authorities. 

 

-VII- 

 

Discrimination against the indigenous Palestinian Arabs by the Zionist regime in Israel may be discussed under 

two headings: discrimination against the majority, dislodged in 1948 and 1967 and prevented since then from 

returning to their homes and Homeland, because their return would alter the “Jewish character” of Israel; and 

discrimination against the remnants of the Palestinian Arab community who were permitted to stay behind. I have 

alluded already to the fate of the first group in earlier parts of my statement. As for the status of the minority – the 

Palestinian Arab citizens of Israel – I am spared the need for discussing it at length by the brilliant statement made 

yesterday by my good friend, Wisam Zahawi, the distinguished representative of Iraq. 

 

A few observations may be in order, however. 

 

First: Discrimination against the remnants of the Palestinian Arab people in Israel exists both in law and in 

practice. 

 

In some respects, they suffer de jure inequality: their enjoyment of certain rights is restricted by certain laws which 

purport to grant certain fundamental rights to Jews only and by other laws which provide for different standards 

relative to the enjoyment of other basic rights by Jews and non-Jews. For example, the so-called Law of Return 

purports to bestow upon every Jew, anywhere, the “right” to “return” to a country which he had never seen before: 

no non-Jew, including the indigenous Palestinian Arab, has such a “right” under Israeli law. The Nationality Law 

sets up different standards for the acquisition of Israeli nationality: section 2 provides that “every oleh (i.e., Jewish 

immigrant) under the Law of Return shall become an Israel national” (italics emphasis added); under section 3, 

however, the acquisition of Israeli nationality by a person to whom section 2 does not apply (i.e., by a non-Jew) 

requires the fulfillment of three conditions. 

 

Under the Keren Kayemeth Leisrael Law of 1953, the Covenant of 1961 (on the relationship of Israel and the 

Jewish National Fund), the Agricultural Settlement Law of 1967, and other related legislation, all land acquired by 

the Jewish National Fund (see above, footnote 18) or by the state – including the lands owned by the Palestinian 
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Arab refugees and lands requisitioned from the Palestinian Arab citizens of Israel – is subject to the restrictive 

provisions of the Charter of the Jewish National Fund and the Constitution of the Jewish Agency. These provisions 

prohibit the sale of land to non-Jews, the leasing of land to non-Jews, or the employment of non-Jews! 

 

In other respects, however, discriminatory treatment of the Palestinian Arab citizens of Israel results not from 

specific mandatory provisions of discriminatory legislation but from the application of permissive clauses in 

general legislation (such as the Emergency Regulations). 

 

Secondly: As a result of the system of de jure and de facto discrimination to which the Palestinian Arab citizens of 

Israel are subjected, their daily life is governed by multiform “distinctions,” “exclusions” or “restrictions” 

reminiscent of the most obnoxious forms of anti-Semitism perpetrated against Jews by racist regimes in other 

lands and other periods of human history. That former victims of racial discrimination elsewhere should have 

turned around and inflicted similar forms of discrimination against the remnants of the Palestinian Arab people is 

one of the more tragic ironies of contemporary history. 

 

Thirdly: Some apologists for Israel and Zionism have sought to refute the charge of Israeli discrimination against 

Palestinian Arabs by pointing to certain political and civil rights which, they say, Palestinian Arabs do enjoy in 

Israel – such as the right to participate in national elections, including the right to be elected to Parliament. I fail to 

see how the enjoyment of one right can conceal – or justify – privation from other rights. Must discrimination be 

total and all-encompassing in order to be real, or objectionable? I leave it to members of this Committee to decide 

for themselves whether they would be persuaded by a defense against charges of cruelty, which is based on the 

assertion that one limb of a victim had in fact been spared amputation during his torture! 

 

Fourthly: Another favorite argument of the defenders of Israel against charges of discrimination is the allegation 

that the Palestinian Arab citizens of Israel are economically “better off” now than they were in 1948 and “better 

off” than Arabs in other countries. Our immediate concern now is whether the Palestinian Arab citizens of Israel 

are in fact subject to discrimination in the Zionist Judenstaat. Are they, or are they not, subject in some instances 

to “restrictions” and in other instances to “exclusions?” Are there, or are there not, “distinctions” between them 

and the Jewish immigrants; and do these Jewish immigrants, or do they not, enjoy “preferences?” That is the 

question. And that question can be definitively resolved not by comparing the condition of the Palestinian Arabs in 

Israel in 1975 with their own condition under the British Mandate in 1948 (is there any place in the world, I ask 

parenthetically, where people have fewer television or radio sets in 1975 than they had in 1948?), nor by 

comparing their condition with that of Arabs in other Arab countries – but only by comparing their condition today 

with the condition of Jews in Israel today! Is there any representative in this hall – including the representative of 

the United States and the representative of Israel – who would contend that the remnants of the indigenous 

Palestinian Arab people enjoy equality with the Jewish immigrants in Israel? 

 

-VIII- 

 

The final aspect of the practices of Israel which I would like to discuss lies in the field of foreign policy and 

international relations. I refer to the growing intimacy and collaboration between Israel and South Africa. 

 

I realize that, at this very moment, another Committee of the General Assembly (the Special Political Committee) 

is meeting in a chamber not far from us and considering this very question, under the general item, “Policies of 

apartheid of the Government of South Africa.” Representatives in that Committee have before them a number of 

reports, prepared by the competent body of the United Nations (the Special Committee Against Apartheid) 

surveying recent developments in the relations between Israel and South Africa (documents A/AC.115/L.383, 

L.396 and L.411) as well as other reports prepared by that same body containing information on the relations of 

South Africa in specific fields with other countries, including Israel (documents A/AC.115/L.414, L.415, L.416 

and L.417). These documents contain abundant information drawn from all the authoritative sources available to 

that specialized United Nations body. It would hardly be appropriate for me to take your time to present 

information which is available in official United Nations reports. I shall content myself with making three brief 

observations on the subject:  
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First: The wealth of evidence submitted by the Special Committee Against Apartheid shows that, precisely when 

the international community was acting to isolate the South African regime, Israel was stepping up its activities to 

de-isolate that regime. 

 

Secondly: Confronted with this situation, the General Assembly proceeded at its twenty-eighth session (in 1973) 

and again at its twenty-ninth session (in 1974) to condemn what it has termed an “unholy alliance” between the 

two regimes. 205 In resolution 3151 G (XXVIII) of 14 December 1973, the General Assembly –   

 

       “Emphasiz[ed] the collusion between Portuguese colonialism, the apartheid regime and zionism, as  

         exemplified by the political, military and financial aid supplied to each other by Portugal, South Africa and  

         Israel” (preambular paragraph 7), and 

 

       “Condemn[ed], in particular, the unholy alliance between Portuguese colonialism, South African racism,  

         zionism and Israeli imperialism” (operative paragraph 5). 

 

And in resolution 3324 E (XXIX) of 16 December 1974, the General Assembly –   

 

       “Condemn[ed] the strengthening of political, economic, military and other relations between Israel and South  

         Africa” (operative paragraph 5). 

 

Thirdly: The expanding relations between the two regimes is a manifestation of an underlying ideological affinity 

that attracts the bastion of racism in western Asia and the stronghold of racism in southern Africa to each other. 

 

-IX- 

 

In lieu of a conclusion, I would like to call on two witnesses – two very different individuals: a non-Zionist and an 

arch-Zionist; a philosopher of history and a political activist – to shed some light, each from his own chosen 

perspective, on the ideological kinship of Zionism and apartheid. 

 

My first witness is the renowned observer and analyst of the human scene, Arnold Toynbee. In his book, 

Experiences, Toynbee reflects on the great changes which came to the world during his eighty years of life. 

Chapter IV of this great work is devoted to what he calls, “The Struggle Between Human Feeling and 

Inhumanity;” and section ii of this chapter is entitled, “Human Feeling versus Genocide, Eviction and Apartheid.” 

I cannot commend this whole section too strongly. 206 

 

Toynbee begins by describing one of the anomalies of history in his lifetime: 

 

        “There has not, so far as I know, been any previous age in which the common humanity of all human beings,  

          just in virtue of our all being human, has been so widely recognized and acted upon as it is today,”  

 

he writes. But this is only one part of the story; for, he continues,  

 

        “the age through which I have lived has also seen the moral implications of mankind’s common humanity  

          repudiated in outrageous doctrines that have served as excuses for atrocious acts.” 

 

Toynbee has thus set the stage for his analysis of three varieties of “outrageous doctrines” which repudiate 

mankind’s common humanity and serve as excuses for atrocious acts. He describes them in descending order of 

outrageousness. 

 
205 Towards the end of its thirtieth session (of 1975), the General Assembly adopted another resolution, again on the 

recommendation of its Special Political Committee, in which it reaffirmed that “continued collaboration” with the South African 

regime “impedes the efforts for the eradication of apartheid” and “again condemn[ed] the strengthening of relations and 

collaboration between the racist regime of South Africa and Israel in the political, military, economic and other fields” 

(preambular paragraph 7 and operative paragraph 4, respectively, of resolution 3411 G (XXX), adopted by the General Assembly 

on 10 December 1975.) 
206 Arnold Toynbee, Experiences, New York, Oxford University Press, 1969, pp. 241-252. 
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Toynbee begins with genocide: 

 

         “Human beings have occasionally massacred each other unconstitutionally – apart from the hallowed ritual  

           form of massacre in war—since the earliest times of which we have surviving records. But in our time we  

           have had to coin a new word, ‘genocide,’ to describe a new kind of massacre. The distinguishing marks of  

           our twentieth-century genocide are that it is committed in cold-blood by the deliberate fiat of holders of  

           despotic political power, and that the perpetrators of genocide employ all the resources of present-day 

           technology and organization to make their planned massacres systematic and complete.” 

 

He cites several illustrations of twentieth-century genocide, of which the most effective was –  

  

         “the Nazis’ genocide of the Jews both in Germany and in the other European countries that were temporarily  

           overrun and occupied by the German military forces.” 

 

Of the second variety of “outrageous doctrines” serving as an “excuse for atrocious acts,” Toynbee writes as 

follows: 

 

         “To be massacred is a worse fate than to be evicted from one’s native land and to be robbed of one’s home 

           and property. The refugee has ransomed his life at this price, and, so long as he remains alive, he can  

           cherish at least a forlorn hope of eventual repatriation and restitution, or alternatively of compensation and  

           resettlement... All the same, the eviction of entire populations, or even of diasporas, is a recent relapse, in  

           the present age, into a barbarous practice that was occasionally followed in past times, but in those times  

           less remorselessly and less thoroughly.” 

 

Again, Toynbee cites several illustrations of twentieth-century mass evictions, and concludes that –   

 

         “The fate of these transplanted [populations] has been happy compared with the fate of the Palestinian Arabs  

           who have fled, or have been evicted, from their ancestral homes and have been robbed of their property  

           since the establishment of Israel on Arab-inhabited territory in Palestine in 1948. Since the Third Arab- 

           Israeli War (the Six Days’ War of 1967), the number of Palestinian Arab exiles, including children born and  

           brought up in exile, had risen in 1967 to about one million and a half.” 

 

After describing the situation of the “residual Palestinian Arabs under Israeli rule” as that of a “politically subject” 

population, Toynbee returns to the exiles: 

 

         “As for the Palestinian Arab evicted persons and refugees, those who were robbed of their homes and 

           property by the Israelis in 1948-9 have been prevented, under pain of being shot at sight, from returning to  

           their homes on the Israeli side of the 1949 armistice-lines, and they have received no compensation for their  

           stolen and unrecoverable property either from the Israelis or from anyone else.” 

 

After Nazi genocide and Zionist eviction, comes South African apartheid. Writes Toynbee: 

 

        “To be massacred is a worse fate than to be evicted and despoiled, and to be evicted and despoiled is a worse  

          fate than being left un-uprooted at the price of being penalized. The penalization of a weaker section of a 

          population is not a new form of inhumanity in itself. People have been penalized in the past frequently on  

          account of their religion, their nationality, and their race. Penalization of innocent people on any ground is  

          immoral, but the outlook is the most ominous – and this for the persecutors as well as for the persecuted – in  

          cases in which the ground for the penalization is a difference in physical race.” 

 

The supreme illustration is in southern Africa: 

 

        “Within my lifetime I have lived to see penalization on racial grounds intensified, and the obliteration of  

          racial differences through interbreeding obstructed by increasingly harsh legislation, by the ‘white’ dominant  

          minority in South Africa. The ‘white’ dominant minority in Rhodesia is taking the same road.” 
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My second witness is David Ben Gurion – whose credentials as a Zionist are well known. I shall quote from an 

interview with Ben Gurion published in the Jerusalem Post (Weekly Overseas Edition) of 23 June 1969, 

immediately after his return from a trip to South Africa. He said: 

 

         “I spoke to the Prime Minister, a very interesting talk. I told him the white settlers made a mistake – they  

           should have done what we have done here with ‘Avoda Ivrit.’ 207 Then they would have been spared their        

           present troubles. The Prime Minister agreed with me—but it is too late in the day now.” 

 

 

 

8.14. Zionism as Racism D-Day, November 10, 1975 

 

“As members of the Assembly are aware, the draft resolution was the subject of many consultations, 

in addition to meetings and highly charged procedural and substantive debates in the Third 

Committee.” 

 

On the afternoon of November 10, 1975, at 3:50 p.m., the United Nations General Assembly’s Thirtieth 

Session, at its 2,400th Plenary Meeting, dealt with four Agenda items. It was Agenda Item 68, Elimination 

of all Forms of Racial Discrimination, its three sub-items, and the attached November 3rd Report of the 

Third Committee (document A/10320), that sparked one of more contentious and divisive meetings ever 

held by the United Nations. Specifically, A/10320’s Draft Resolution III, Consideration of Draft Resolution 

A/C.3/L.2159, which sought to equate Zionism with Racism and Racial Discrimination. 

 

After a brief introduction of the Agenda Items by Mrs. Selela Kaninda of Zaire, the Third Committee’s 

Rapporteur, the General Assembly’s President, Mr. Gaston Thorn of Luxembourg, opened the floor. The 

first item for consideration, raised by Mr. Longerstaey, the member from Belgium, was a specific request 

for “deferment … on draft resolution III.” Of those opposing Belgium’s deferment, came the statement 

from Mr. El-Shibib of Iraq: 

 

I believe that the time that has elapsed between the vote in the Third Committee and our meeting 

today has been sufficient for any delegation of any country seriously concerned with a problem which 

is affecting the lives of millions of people to have received instructions. On a question of such 

importance, importance which is testified to by the presence in this Hall of so many 

representatives, it is incumbent upon every delegation to try and seek instructions so that the 

General Assembly may not defer that important question to another year but rather vote upon it at the 

proper time and in the proper place, which is here today. We have all played this game at the 

United Nations and we know this is merely a manoeuvre to delay, to dissipate time and energy, so 

that issues which some delegations may not wish to face may be killed by the passage of time. This 

 
207 The doctrine of ‘Avoda Ivrit,’ or Hebrew Labor, is an important doctrine in Zionist ideology. The following brief summary of 

its genesis and rationale appears in Volume I of Encyclopedia of Zionism and Israel, op. cit., p. 213, under the item, “Conquest of 

Labor (Kibbush ’Avoda),” to which the reader is referred under the item, ‘Avoda Ivrit’ (on page 99): “Doctrine developed by the 

Second Aliya (1904-1914) and, in particular, by Ha Po’el Ha Tza’ir, stressing the importance of Jewish labor as the basis for a 

Jewish society in Palestine. By the beginning of the 20th century, the development and consolidation of the Jewish agricultural 

settlements, especially those in Judaea and Samaria, had reached a stage at which they were in need of hired labor. Most of the 

laborers employed were Arabs; some worked on a permanent basis, but by far the larger number were seasonal laborers drawn 

from neighboring Arab villages. Joseph Aronowicz, leader of the Ha Po’el Ha Tza’ir party and editor of its weekly, preached the 

replacement of Arab labor by Jewish labor, not only because of the need to provide employment for Second Aliya immigrants but 

because without Jewish hired labor a Jewish majority in Palestine would be unattainable. Palestine would not be made Jewish 

by the mere possession of title to properties or merely by Jewish management but only by the performance by Jews of their own 

manual labor, whether on the farm or on the factory; in other words, only the ‘Conquest of Labor’ by Jews and not the mere 

conquest of land by purchase would assure the realization of Zionism and the attainment of a Jewish majority.” (Italics emphasis 

added). 
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issue is too important to be deferred and too lively and too burning to be killed by the passage of one 

year. I would therefore request representatives to vote against the motion for deferment. 

 

The deferment motion then went to a vote and was defeated. Immediately after the vote, the same member 

from Belgium then requested that draft Resolution III be voted on again on the issue of “priority.” To 

which, Mr. Baroody of Saudi Arabia replied: 

 

Mr. President, it is not at all fair of my good friend the representative of Belgium, to use a French 

expression, to mettre des batons dans les roues – to put a spoke in the wheel. Why does he not lose 

gracefully with the others? This is a parliamentary body. The vote was eloquent. There were 12 more 

votes for non-postponement than votes of those who wanted to postpone and who have been 

subjected to pressure during the past three or four days, and even before. Three representatives 

approached me personally before I came into this Hall and in an apologetic manner told me that they 

would like to vote for the draft resolution on Zionism, but under pressure had received instructions 

from their Governments to vote for postponement. Is this a game of hide-and-seek? 

 

Fayez Sayegh then stated: 

 

In making his exceptional request for exceptional treatment, for deviating from the normal sequence, 

the Belgian representative had only one justification, and that justification was that this would be one 

last chance to reach a consensus on the draft resolution regarding the Decade. The justification was 

the same ultimatum that we have been hearing ever since 16 October, when the Third 

Committee was first seized of the draft resolution regarding zionism.  

 

What do the Belgian representative and the European Economic Community [EEC], in whose name I 

presume he was speaking, mean by their consensus on the Programme for the Decade? Does he mean 

words? Is it a verbal vote in support of the Programme for the Decade, or is it action? After all, it is 

the Programme for the Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination. It is action 

that is the substance of the consensus. Is there anybody in this Hall gullible enough to believe that 

Belgium would have participated in action in order to combat racism and racial discrimination but for 

the draft resolution on zionism? Is there anybody in this Hall who is gullible enough to believe that 

the EEC group of countries would have opposed racism in South Africa actively, by action, were it 

not for the draft resolution on zionism? 

 

The record is clear. Every member of EEC maintains relations with South Africa. The EEC 

countries make up the majority of the major trading partners of South Africa. All of them voted 

against the report of the Credentials Committee at the twenty-ninth session rejecting the credentials 

of South Africa. All of them voted against the suspension of South Africa at the twenty-ninth session. 

Was the Belgian representative on the verge of coming to this platform – itching to come, dying to 

come – and saying: “We are going to sever our relations with South Africa, we are going to stop 

trading with South Africa, we are going to stop being against the suspension of South Africa, if you 

do not support the draft resolution on zionism?” He said nothing of the sort. The consensus he 

promised was only a verbal consensus, but the Programme for the Decade is a programme for action. 

Therefore, the ultimatum of the Belgian representative is irrelevant, and I urge my fellow 

representatives to vote against it. 

 

The member from Belgium’s request went to a vote and was, once again, defeated. 

 

The president of the Assembly then stated that his original “intention” was that “there was no need to 

discuss the four reports of the Third Committee,” and that the Assembly would simply “proceed to the 

vote.” Instead, the president decided to open “debate on the report submitted at the beginning of this 
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meeting.” The debates, adoption of resolutions, and speeches after the final votes, would then continue for 

another six hours, extending to 10:35 at night.   

 

In the almost thirty years that Fayez Sayegh had participated in and or monitored the proceedings of the 

United Nations (1950 – 1980), it was during the second half of his involvement, from about 1968 to 1975, 

that Israeli Zionists ramped up their propaganda and influence machines. One of those machines was 

focussed on, and aided by, specifically American Zionists who hypocritically called themselves Christians. 

Ecumenical Christianity has many traditional denominations, some of which were actively countering and 

openly protesting the Israeli Zionist project. By the early 1970s, some, like Canada’s United Church, were 

being legally assailed by the threat of anti-Semitism, who then forced their prominent member critics to put 

down their swords or punt them.  

 

Some of these irksome and disturbing manifestations were referred to by the delegate from Costa Rica, “the 

Reverend Nunez.” In the ensuing debates on November 10, Nunez, evincing “certain spiritual and ethical 

values,” issued from his “heart as a priest,” dared to boast before the Assembly that “distinguished leaders 

of the Catholic and Protestant Churches,” who met the previous “week in the City of Memphis” Tennessee, 

composed a letter to the UN Secretary-General, stating “To compare Zionism with racism is a calumny 

against the Jews and a return to the old anti-Semitism that was a scourge of mankind for centuries. … 

Another leader of the Catholic Church, Monsignor Donnellan of Atlanta, vigorously denounced the anti-

Zionist proposal and asserted: “It is not in keeping with reality. It is diabolical and should be denounced 

and repudiated wherever it raises its head”.”  

 

Nunez then presumptively stated: 

  

“Anti-Semitism or any attitude provoking anti-Semitism is therefore regarded today by the Christian 

churches – and on this my Government agrees – as an attack against a people which has given the 

world a religion that has been the basis for other religions, among them my own faith and the Muslim 

faith to which the large majority of the co-sponsors of the anti-Semitic draft resolution belong. I ask 

my Muslim brothers to ponder this truth and, rising above political expediency, to do honour to the 

transcendental values of our own common spiritual ideology.”   

 

Nunez then quoted from a speech made by Costa Rica’s Minister for External Relations, who had wrongly 

attacked the union of Non-Aligned Countries and its recent declaration against Zionism: 

 

“Zionism is the liberation movement of a people which for centuries was subjugated to colonial yoke 

and racial persecution. It was created to provide the Jewish people with its own State. Thus, it is 

equally ironical, as well as being a cause for indignation, to find that many Member States of the so-

called non-aligned group, which claim to be champions of anti-colonialism and which owe their 

existence to the efforts of young national liberation movements, should now attack zionism, the 

oldest of all those liberating movements.” 

 

The chronological presentation of the debate proceedings during the afternoon of November 10th, made 

prior to the Assembly’s vote on and adoption of Draft Resolution III, featured 27 statements / speeches. 21 

of the 35 States Member representatives which voted against Draft Resolution III, made statements: 208  

 

Israel (paragraphs 44 to 82), opposed; Costa Rica (paragraphs 95 to 113), opposed; Liberia 

(paragraphs 114 to 125), opposed; New Zealand (paragraphs 139 to 146), opposed; United 

Kingdom of Great Britain (paragraphs 147 to 158), opposed; Canada (paragraphs 159 to 162), 

 
208 United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland was considered as one State, although two separate statements were 

made. 
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opposed; Federal Republic of Germany (paragraphs 166 to 171), opposed; Netherlands 

(paragraphs 172 to 177), opposed; Australia (paragraphs 178 to 185), opposed; Uruguay 

(paragraphs 194 to 196), opposed; Northern Ireland (paragraphs 197 to 213), opposed; Fiji 

(paragraphs 214 to 218), opposed; France (paragraphs 219 to 226), opposed; Sweden (paragraphs 

227 to 228), opposed; Italy (paragraphs 229 to 232), opposed; Finland (paragraphs 265 to 268), 

opposed; Denmark (paragraphs 269 to 272), opposed; Norway (paragraphs 273 to 276), opposed; 

Luxembourg (paragraphs 277 to 281), opposed; Belgium (paragraphs 282 to 284), opposed; 

Dominican Republic (paragraphs 285 to 288), opposed; Austria (paragraphs 289 to 294), opposed. 

 

Only three of the 27 statements / speeches favoured, and only three noted they were abstaining. In other 

words, the States Members in favour of Resolution III, which amounted to a majority of the final vote, did 

not wish nor felt the need to make a statement. And it was Fayez Sayegh who, once again, made a lengthy 

explanatory statement of why Kuwait, and other States, favoured Resolution III. 

 

Mr. Herzog – Israel (paragraphs 44 to 82): “It is symbolic that this debate, which may well prove to 

be a turning point in the fortunes of the United Nations and a decisive factor as to the possible 

continued existence of this organization, should take place on 10 November. This night, 37 years ago, 

has gone down in history as the Kristallnacht, or the Night of the Crystals. This was the night of 10 

November 1938 when Hitler’s Nazi storm-troopers launched a co-ordinated attack on the Jewish 

community in Germany, burnt the synagogues in all the cities and made bonfires in the streets of the 

Holy Books and the Scrolls of the Holy Law and the Bible. … It is indeed fitting that this draft 

resolution, conceived in the desire to deflect the Middle East from its moves towards peace and born 

of a deep, pervading feeling of anti-Semitism, should come up for debate on this day which recalls 

one of the tragic days in one of the darkest periods of history. It is indeed fitting that the United 

Nations, which began its life as an anti-Nazi alliance, should, 30 years later, find itself on its way to 

becoming the world centre of anti-Semitism. Hitler would have felt at home on a number of 

occasions during the past year, listening to the proceedings in this forum and, above all, to the 

proceedings during the debate on zionism. 

 

… I come here to denounce the two great evils which menace society in general and a society of 

nations in particular. These two evils are hatred and ignorance. These two evils are the motivating 

force behind the proponents of this draft resolution and their supporters. These two evils characterize 

those who would drag this world Organization, the idea of which was first conceived by the prophets 

of Israel, to the depths to which it has been dragged today. 

 

Zionism is the name of the national movement of the Jewish people and is the modem expression of 

the ancient Jewish heritage. The Zionist ideal, as set out in the Bible, has been, and is, an integral part 

of the Jewish religion. Zionism is to the Jewish people what the liberation movements of Africa and 

Asia have been to their peoples. Zionism is one of the most stirring and constructive national 

movements in human history. 

 

We in Israel have endeavoured to create a society which strives to implement the highest ideals of 

society – political, social and cultural – for all the inhabitants of Israel, irrespective of religious belief, 

race or sex. Show me another pluralistic society in this world in which, despite all the difficult 

problems among which we live, Jew and Arab live together with such a degree of harmony, in which 

the dignity and rights of man are observed before the law, in which no death sentence is applied, in 

which freedom of speech. of movement, of thought, of expression are guaranteed, in which even 

movements which are opposed to our national aims are represented in our Parliament. 

 

This malicious resolution, designed to divert us from its true purpose, is part of a dangerous anti-

Semitic idiom which is being insinuated into every public debate by those who have sworn to block 
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the current move towards accommodation and ultimately towards peace in the Middle East. This, 

together with similar moves, is designed to sabotage the efforts of the Geneva Peace Conference on 

the Middle East and to deflect those who are moving along the road towards peace from their 

purpose. … We are seeing here today but another manifestation of the bitter anti-Semitic, anti-Jewish 

hatred which animates Arab society. 

 

I stand not here as a supplicant. Vote as your moral conscience dictates to you. For the issue is not 

Israel or zionism. The issue is the continued existence of the Organization, which has been dragged to 

its lowest point of discredit by a coalition of despotisms and racists. The vote of each delegation will 

record in history its country's stand on anti-Semitic racism and anti-Judaism. You yourselves bear the 

responsibility for your stand before history, for as such will you be viewed in history. But we, the 

Jewish people, will not forget.” 

 

The Reverend Nunez – Costa Rica (paragraphs 95 to 113): “Is there a single representative in this 

Assembly who, before God, can declare that the proposed anti-Semitic resolution fulfils any of the 

objectives of the Charter? … this Third Committee draft resolution, if adopted here, will serve as a 

warning to the Jewish people to intensify their Zionist activities and as a warning to all the free 

peoples of the world that the Hitlerite and fascist evil has not yet been eradicated from the face of the 

earth. 

 

If the Arab Governments and the PLO believe that, should the anti-Zionist draft resolution be 

adopted, they will have achieved the greatest of successes, I venture very respectfully but strongly to 

warn them that by adopting this draft resolution, which is an unbridled invitation to genocide against 

the Jewish people and to reopening chapters of history of pain and persecution for that people, they 

will have ensured the greatest failure for those who support it. It does honour neither to those 

representatives nor to their Governments. Some day, when people can freely express their views, they 

will accuse them of betraying the conscience of mankind, which aspires to a better world of peace, 

justice and human dignity.” 

 

Mr. Wilson – Liberia (paragraphs 114 to 125): “The delegation of Liberia was one of the 20 African 

countries south of the Sahara that did not support draft resolution III, which is now called the 

resolution on zionism. In their attempt to equate zionism with racism, some of the sponsors of the 

draft resolution made some brilliant statements in order to prove their thesis. As I listened attentively 

to all those eloquent statements, it seemed as though the sponsors were competing with each other as 

to which one was eloquent enough to convince the Committee that zionism is racism. Anxiously, I 

waited in vain for a definition of racism as it relates to zionism, but no definition was given. … The 

spiritual and moral aspect of zionism was stressed a few days ago by Bishop Ralph Ward, President 

of the Bishops of the United Methodist Church. He said: “Zionism means much more than a political 

entity. It implies moral and spiritual values, characteristic of the Jewish people through the ages”.” 

 

Mr. Templeton – New Zealand (paragraphs 139 to 146): “We simply cannot accept, however, that 

zionism constitutes a form of racial discrimination comparable to, for example, apartheid, which is 

the kind of doctrine and practice that have been universally accepted as racist. The controversial 

characterization of Zionism as a racist doctrine, an issue on which the General Assembly is deeply 

divided, will not in any way advance the objectives of the Decade. On the contrary, it will destroy the 

consensus which has hitherto existed and will place the remainder of the Decade in jeopardy. … The 

New Zealand delegation appeals to all Members not to imperil the opportunity which still exists for 

us to move forward together to eliminate the scourge of racism and to implement the human rights 

provisions of the Charter.” 
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Mr. Richard – United Kingdom of Great Britain (paragraphs 147 to 158): “Our hopes of 

continuing this co-operation were shattered on 17 October when certain delegations saw fit to change 

the agreed basis of the Decade. After the Third Committee debate, the whole thrust and the whole 

character of the proposal has been altered. It has now been transformed into a decade against zionism. 

My country cannot accept this mutation. 

 

First, we consider that to stigmatize Zionism as racism is, as the International Commission of Jurists 

has pointed out, to confuse racism and racial discrimination with nationalism. Such a confusion can 

serve only to undermine the right of the State of Israel to exist and the United Kingdom categorically 

rejects and will oppose any such move. I should like too to reiterate the declaration made on behalf of 

the nine countries of EEC, that we totally reject any notion that zionism is racism. The United 

Kingdom stands by that statement. It represents our view today. … But by its very nature the United 

Nations cannot succeed in an atmosphere of discord and division. We should surely be trying to 

lessen differences, not to provoke them. We believe that the move to equate zionism with racism and 

racial discrimination is precisely the sort of resolution which is unhelpful in this regard. Capriciously 

introduced and wantonly pursued, it has proved the most divisive issue of this Assembly. It may well 

lose support for the Decade against racism. It has certainly exacerbated our differences. It risks 

bringing this whole organization into disrepute. It is exactly the wrong issue, raised in the wrong way 

and at the wrong time, and we will have none of it at all.” 

 

Mr. Rae – Canada (paragraphs 159 to 162): “Canada’s opposition to all forms of racial 

discrimination and our total commitment to and support for the Decade of Action to Combat Racism 

and Racial Discrimination remain as strong as ever. For over a quarter of a century, successive 

Canadian Governments have expressed their abhorrence for the policies of apartheid as practised in 

South Africa. We shall continue to condemn those policies, and we shall never relax our opposition to 

those degrading and oppressive laws. … we were also presented with a draft resolution which 

attempts to define Zionism as a form of racial discrimination, and the Canadian delegation said that it 

found the draft resolution then under consideration in the Committee, and now before us as draft 

resolution III, to be inappropriate, imprecise, contentious and unnecessary. Consequently, Canada 

voted against that draft resolution. Unfortunately, the draft resolution was adopted by the Third 

Committee. We strongly believe that this draft resolution corrupts and distorts the goals of the 

Decade. It introduces an unacceptable element of an essentially unnecessary nature into the 

consideration of the Decade.” 

 

Baron Von Wechmar – Federal Republic of Germany (paragraphs 166 to 171): “The Government 

of the Federal Republic of Germany and public opinion in my country are alarmed by the fact that 

such a draft resolution could have been approved by a Committee of the General Assembly of the 

United Nations. If draft resolution III should be adopted by the Assembly, this would in our mind deal 

a severe blow to the spirit of co-operation which so far has prevailed in the Organization. The 

equation of zionism with racism and racial discrimination is devoid of any foundation and therefore 

unacceptable to us. At this delicate moment, such an equation will, furthermore, contribute to 

undermining prospects for a peaceful settlement in the Middle East by inciting emotions and 

increasing passions through the introduction of racist notions. … our even-handed and constructive 

approach to the situation in the Middle East does not mean that we can accept draft resolutions such 

as the one equating zionism with racism and racial discrimination. Quite the contrary. By such an 

undertaking our attitude with regard to the situation in the Middle East is challenged in a most serious 

fashion.  

 

If draft resolution III should be adopted, the main objectives of the Programme for the Decade, 

namely, the combat against racism and racial discrimination, will recede into the background and will 

be supplanted by a political struggle which has nothing to do with racism and racial discrimination. If 
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the Assembly should decide to adopt draft resolution III on zionism, that would put the United 

Nations on a dangerous road.” 

 

Mr. Kaufmann – Netherlands (paragraphs 172 to 177): “Draft resolution III is reprehensible to my 

Government. Its single operative paragraph is tantamount to unwarranted distortion of the concept of 

racism. To attempt to equate zionism with racism is a falsification of history and an attack on the 

integrity and existence of a people. Introducing this element into the Decade for Action to Combat 

Racism and Racial Discrimination is to change the essence of the Decade from a commonly shared 

ideal, an ideal to which the Netherlands Government fervently adheres, into a divisive, politically 

motivated campaign against a Member State of the United Nations. My delegation is deeply 

concerned that the adoption of draft resolution III will undermine the moral authority of the United 

Nations, tarnish its image and thus seriously affect the very fundaments of the Organization. As a 

result, our efforts here in the United Nations to seek solutions and to foster international co-operation 

will seriously suffer. 

 

Mr. Harry – Australia (paragraphs 178 to 185): “It is particularly regrettable, therefore, that this 

year a number of delegations have seen fit to put at risk the unanimity with which we have thus far 

approached this subject; they have risked the failure of the Decade by using this item for the 

promotion of political ends related to the Middle East. It is regrettable that when preparations for a 

world conference on racial discrimination have scarcely begun, some delegations are seeking to 

undermine and prejudice the success of that conference. … We will not, however, join in efforts to 

equate zionism with racism, for that is a proposition which we cannot accept in any sense. In our 

view, the advocacy of such a definition is an incitement to anti-Semitism and a violation of the 

Convention. The attempt of the sponsors of draft resolution III to make such an equation is, we 

believe, a distortion of fact, is unhelpful in the context of the search for a settlement in the Middle 

East, and raises the very real possibility that it will exacerbate religious animosities in a number of 

countries.” 

 

Miss Dubra – Uruguay (paragraphs 194 to 196): “Even partisan fervor cannot justify these excesses, 

which will not stand up to the slightest historical or intellectual analysis. To equate Zionism with 

racism would be tantamount not only to diverting us from the item before us but also to confusing 

two entirely different concepts. In my delegation’s view, this type of draft resolution only serves to 

increase hostility in an area of the world in which a just and durable peace must be sought by 

peaceful means.” 

 

Mr. Kennedy – Ireland (paragraphs 197 to 213): “We are at one with ether Member States of the 

United Nations in total rejection and abhorrence of racial discrimination practised as official policy, 

as in the case of the odious system of apartheid in South Africa. It is the people of southern Africa 

who are victims of the most virulent forms of racism and whose situation demands priority attention 

from the United Nations. … We contribute to humanitarian aid for the victims of racialism in South 

Africa through the United Nations Trust Fund for South Africa as well as the United Nations 

Educational and Training Programme for Southern Africa. It is significant that the International 

Defence and Aid Fund for Southern Africa held its 19175 meeting in Dublin at the invitation of its 

Irish branch and in association with the Irish anti-apartheid movement. 

 

I should like in this regard to refer to the remarks just made by the representative of Kuwait [Fayez 

Sayegh. My country does not have diplomatic relations with South Africa; our official contacts with 

that country are minimal. Furthermore, my Government has supported and observed the arms 

embargo against South Africa and has urged other countries to do likewise. As we have stated 

frequently, most recently in the debate on apartheid in the Special Political Committee, my 

Government believes in the maintenance of contacts on an individual basis primarily as a means by 
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which the views of the world community can be borne in on the Government and the ruling white 

minority community. 

 

We voted in favour of draft resolutions I and 11 in the Third Committee, but the Irish delegation 

would have wished that the Assembly could have an opportunity to vote first on draft resolution III, 

so that it could have approached the vote in the knowledge of the full implications of support for draft 

resolutions I and II. We deplore the decision not to permit that. … Our objections to this last draft 

resolution, which we share with all our partners in EEC, were explained in the Third Committee by 

the representative of Italy in his capacity as representative of the country that is the current President 

of the Community. I will not repeat the statements already made on behalf of my delegation in the 

Third Committee, but I shall simply repeat the central fact that we reject the statement of the 

operative paragraph determining that zionism is a form of racism and racial discrimination as a false 

judgement. Since the formulation of draft resolution III would determine zionism to be a form of 

racism and racial discrimination, this would place zionism unequivocally within the terms of 

reference of the Decade and the conference. It follows that the other draft resolutions will be equally 

unacceptable if draft resolution III is adopted. The adoption of these draft resolutions will mark a 

departure from the spirit of common purpose which has characterized the United Nations struggle 

against apartheid and racism, and will introduce a divisive element that will seriously affect the 

cohesion of the United Nations in combating these evils. … Furthermore, while we recognize that it 

may not have been the intention of the sponsors, draft resolution III comes dangerously close to 

encouraging the very evil that the Decade is designed to combat.” 

 

Mr. Sikivou – Fiji (paragraphs 214 to 218): “We have decided to oppose it because it introduces a 

new Element – the element of zionism – into the objectives of the Decade to combat racism, racial 

discrimination and apartheid to which we at the United Nations are pledged to turn our undivided 

attention and efforts. Whereas this subject has enjoyed strong and undivided support in the past, as 

exemplified by the consensus reached in the Economic and Social Council on the implementation of 

the proposals on the Programme and the world conference, the zionism element has divided our 

ranks. It has dampened our enthusiasm; it has weakened our determination and has diluted our efforts 

to help the victims of racial discrimination and apartheid, who hopefully and rightly look to this 

Organization for concerted and united action to help to end their plight. We fail to see why we should 

be asked to single out zionism for stigmatization. We regard zionism as a nationalist movement of the 

Jewish people. We will not attempt to define zionism; it has been very ably defined by the 

representative of Israel. 

 

The only place I can think of that would be free from racial discrimination is the Kingdom of Heaven. 

All of us practise it in various forms and shades, with South Arica as by far the worst and most 

extreme. Its Government, its business and its society as a whole are riddled with it. That is why we 

must attend to racial discrimination as it exists in South Africa and not weaken our efforts by linking 

our endeavours with zionism.” 

 

Mr. De Guiringaud – France (paragraphs 219 to 226): “The French delegation fully supports the 

statements made on behalf of the nine countries of EEC on 3 and 16 October last by their spokesman. 

Not only do we find draft resolution III untimely and unacceptable, but if adopted it will also 

certainty have a direct or indirect impact on the Decade. … On the draft resolution relating to 

zionism, my delegation will cast a categorical and definitive negative vote. It will not let itself be 

misled by confused terms or confused thought nor be drawn into an insignificant game of words, and 

it hopes that many other delegations will take the same responsible stand. It believes that the initiative 

which has been taken is particularly inappropriate, since it is directed against those who were not so 

very long ago the victims of the most odious form of racism. I wish to reaffirm that France shares 

with those who have suffered the most from this scourge the legitimate desire to eliminate and uproot 
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racism. One cannot but regret, however, that the United Nations is being obstructed by inappropriate 

actions as it tries to do its utmost to combat that evil. Regrettably, it is clear that the adoption of draft 

resolution III would weaken the Organization’s fight against apartheid and racial discrimination, by 

diverting attention, dispersing efforts and weakening the will to participate. The success of the 

proposed world conference to combat racism and racial discrimination to be held at Accra in 1978, 

which is to be the central manifestation of the Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Racial 

Discrimination, has now been seriously jeopardized because many defections are now to be 

expected.” 

 

Mr. Rydbeck – Sweden (paragraphs 227 to 228): “My Government totally and utterly rejects the 

idea that zionism is a form of racism. I think I can say, without running the risk of being contradicted, 

that Sweden has always been found in the forefront of the fight against racism, within the United 

Nations and elsewhere. … my delegation will vote against not only draft resolution III but also 

against draft resolutions I and 11. We do so with the greatest regret, but we have been given no 

choice. As a consequence, we shall also be unable to vote for any funds for the world conference to 

combat racism and racial discrimination.” 

 

Mr. Vinci – Italy (paragraphs 229 to 232): “We associated ourselves with the statements made on 3 

and 16 October, on behalf of the nine members of EEC, in the Third Committee. We regretted then, 

and in future we shall regret even more, the adoption of draft resolution III, to which we remain 

totally opposed. … I would simply like to say that we have repeatedly warned the members of the 

Assembly of the effect the adoption of this draft resolution would have on the support of my country, 

and others, for the Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Radal Discrimination, and of the various 

negative consequences that it would entail. … I strongly believe, however, that this resolution will be 

a step backward in the history of our Organization and will constitute a serious threat to international 

co-operation through the United Nations system.” 

 

Mr. Karhilo – Finland (paragraphs 265 to 268): “For reasons already explained in the Third 

Committee, my delegation will, consistently, have to vote against draft resolution III in the plenary 

Assembly. We deeply regret that because of the serious implications for the Programme for the 

Decade of the operative paragraph of draft resolution III on Zionism, we shall be compelled also to 

oppose the two draft resolutions concerning the activities of the Decade.” 

 

Mr. Hjorth-Neilsen – Denmark (paragraphs 269 to 272): “Our objections are fundamental. We 

unconditionally reject this dangerous and fallacious concept of equating zionism with racism. Until 

the question of zionism has been effectively separated from the problem of racism, a cloud will 

continue to hang over the efforts of the Organization, and the struggle against racism, and public 

support in our countries will be eroded.” 

 

Mr. Vraalsen – Norway (paragraphs 273 to 276): “The Norwegian Government is firmly opposed to 

racism and racial discrimination. My Government has given its full political, moral and material 

support to those peoples which are in the forefront of the struggle against these evils, namely, the 

African peoples of southern Africa. Consistent with this policy, we were looking forward to active 

participation in the Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination, seeing the 

Decade as an instrument to highlight the degrading practice of racial discrimination and arouse the 

world's conscience. It is totally unacceptable to my Government to equate zionism with racism. We 

reject the mere idea that zionism is any kind or any form of racism. … I feel it to be my responsibility 

too, to express deep concern about the harmful consequences which the adoption of draft resolution 

III will have for the future standing of the United Nations with the Norwegian people, which has been 

an ardent supporter of the United Nations from its very inception to this date. We are also concerned 



334 

 

about the effects which the draft resolution, if adopted, might have on the future work of our 

Organization.” 

 

Mr. Rettel – Luxembourg (paragraphs 277 to 281): “My country is and always has been very 

strongly opposed to all forms of racial and other discrimination. That is why we supported draft 

resolutions I and II on the Decade in the debate on the subject in the Third Committee. Unfortunately, 

the draft resolutions were watered down after the event by another draft resolution which seeks to 

decide that zionism is a form of racism and racial discrimination. My delegation most definitely 

rejects the equation of the two concepts, which it considers to be false as to substance and extremely 

dangerous for the future of the United Nations. This draft resolution. if adopted, would considerably 

reduce the moral authority of the United Nations and its ability to promote a genuine international 

dialogue in the interests of international co-operation.” 

 

Mr. Longerstaey – Belgium (paragraphs 282 to 284): “I should like to confirm the total opposition 

of my delegation to draft resolution III, on which we are about to vote. The representative of Italy 

twice explained eloquently in the Third Committee on behalf of the nine members of EEC the 

reasons for this total opposition, and we fully endorse what he said. Zionism is not a form of racial 

discrimination. The unfortunate development of this situation will compel us to vote against draft 

resolutions I and II as well. We shall do so with deep regret, having done everything possible in the 

Assembly to prevent things reaching this point.” 

 

Mr. Moreno Martinez – Dominican Republic (paragraphs 285 to 288): “We are radically opposed 

to racism, and because we are, we will vote in favour of draft resolutions I and II in the hope that 

draft resolution III will be rejected. We believe it is wrong and unjust to consider that zionism is a 

form of racial discrimination. Draft resolution III not only is unjust and erroneous, it is also 

damaging. I believe we have all realized that for a long time now. It is damaging because it has 

destroyed the consensus which had been achieved to combat racial discrimination and because it 

introduces a new disruptive element in the already difficult conflict in the Middle East and makes it 

even more unlikely that a just and lasting peace will be brought about there.” 

 

Mr. Jankowitsch – Austria (paragraphs 289 to 294): “As my delegation has already stated on 

several occasions, and especially in the debate we had on this topic in the Third Committee one 

month ago, Austria had placed high hopes in the Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Racial 

Discrimination. … at that time my delegation had already pointed out that if the draft resolution. 

equating zionism with racism and racial discrimination were adopted, it would be forced to 

reconsider its attitude towards draft resolutions I and II relating to the Decade. … That decision has 

been motivated by my delegation’s firm belief that the introduction of elements unconnected with 

and, in our view, totally alien to the noble cause of eradicating racism and racial discrimination 

constitutes a tragic and meaningless aberration in our common effort and can only have grave and 

disruptive effects on the Organization. This attempt clearly distorts the original purpose of the Decade 

and upsets the splendid record the Assembly and the Organization have achieved in their fight against 

racism and real racial discrimination, a fight which my country has never failed to support.” 

 

Shortly after the delegate from Italy, Mr. Vinci, made his statement, the president of the Assembly 

acknowledged the turn of Kuwait delegate, Fayez Sayegh, to make his (paragraphs 241 to 264). Zayegh 

realized he had to, once again, educate the United Nations delegations on why Zionism was a form of 

racism and racial discrimination. He was aware that some Member States’ delegates may have been 

ignorant, or somewhat unclear, on this matter, while cognizant that others were not. Before he did so, he 

had to clear up a matter made by the delegate from Ireland when he stated, “I should like … to refer to the 

remarks just made by the representative of Kuwait. My country does not have diplomatic relations with 

South Africa; our official contacts with that country are minimal:” 



335 

 

I should also like to take this opportunity to invite the attention of the representative of Ireland to a 

document prepared by the Special Committee against Apartheid 209 which contains a table under the 

heading, “Diplomatic and other official relations of South Africa with States Members of the United 

Nations.” In that table, the name of Ireland appears in both columns: among those countries which 

have official missions in South Africa – and it is indicated there that there is a consular mission or 

missions for Ireland in South Africa – and those countries where South Africa maintains missions, 

and there it is also indicated that South Africa has commercial and technical offices or officers in 

Ireland. If the representative of Ireland has any quarrel with these facts, I suggest that he refer to the 

Special Committee against Apartheid, on the basis of whose information my delegation made the 

remark earlier today. 

 

I will not repeat Sayegh’s entire statement, as his statement made at the Third Committee, provided above, 

is comprehensive. But I will include most of his statement which pertains to the moment: 

 

“We shall vote proudly and strongly in favour of the recommended draft resolution III. We shall vote 

on that draft resolution in that manner on the basis, first, of our knowledge of what the authoritative 

United Nations’ definition of racism and racial discrimination is, and secondly, on the basis of our 

knowledge of what the Zionists’ official definition of zionism is; and by comparing the authoritative 

and official United Nations’ definition of racism with the official Zionist definition of zionism, we 

conclude – as I am certain every delegation that took the trouble to view the matter without political, 

extraneous elements entering into the picture. would also conclude – that zionism is a form of racism 

and of racial discrimination. 

 

The United Nations definition of racism and racial discrimination is contained in the United Nations 

Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination [resolution 1904 (XVIII)] … 

We accept no abridgement of this definition. Racial discrimination is not only discrimination based 

on race in the biological, genetic sense of the term. Racial discrimination, the United Nations 

maintains, is not only the discrimination that is based on colour; racial discrimination is also 

discrimination that is based on descent, on national origin or on ethnic origin. This is the definition of 

racial discrimination less than which we shall not accept, because this is already the approved, 

formal, authoritative definition by the United Nations. Remarks to the effect that zionism does not 

involve discrimination on the basis of colour begin from an abbreviated and abridged definition of 

racism, instead of beginning from the total definition of racism adopted and espoused by the United 

Nations. 

  

As for znonism, with all due respect to those who try to inject elements of semantic acrobatics into 

the debate, the zionism that this draft resolution speaks about is a concrete political ideology, 

articulated by a concrete political organization which launched a concrete political movement at a 

precise moment in time, which created concrete political institutions, and which manifested itself in 

concrete practices which had the effect of excluding some people on the basis of their being non-Jews 

and including others on the basis of their being Jews – Jewishness being defined officially by zionism 

as an ethnic and not strictly a religious definition. 

 

My delegation presented the documentation supporting every word I have just now said in the Third 

Committee, and I defer to the urgency of our meeting and to the time of the representatives and shall 

not take the time of this meeting to re-read into the record once again the statements made by the 

founder and father of the zionist movement and reiterated and carried forward until the present day in 

Israel as a continuation of the idea that Jewishness and the Jewish bond are not only, and not even 

 
209 Document A/AC.115/L.415. 
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primarily, a religious bond, but rather the membership in the ethnic community of Jewry, and that it is 

that which makes a person a Jew or excludes him from being a Jew. 

 

By virtue of what principle of consistency can we say that a practice against a Jew by a non-Jew 

is racism and the same practice against a non-Jew by a Jew is not racism? Those who spoke 

about the dignity of the United Nations and the integrity of the United Nations – let them recall that 

dignity and integrity rest in the first instance on consistency and on truthfulness, and not on twisting 

the truth to suit one’s prejudices and one’s biases with respect to who is affected here and who is 

affected there. Zionism now makes a unilateral proclamation, saying that zionism is synonymous 

with Judaism and therefore opposition to zionism is synonymous with opposition to Judaism – that is, 

it is anti-Semitism. 

 

Let me recall that the first objections and opposition to the doctrines of zionism, to the objective of 

zionism, to the programme of zionism, were aired by Jews, prominent Jewish intellectuals, prominent 

Jewish thinkers and prominent Jewish organizations. Long before zionists had become a world 

phenomenon, it was within the Jewish community, within Jewry, that the claim of zionism to be 

coextensive with Jewry and the claim of zionism to be coextensive with and identical to Judaism 

were challenged. And to this day, while many Jews support Israel, those who are enrolled in the 

Zionist organization and consider themselves card-carrying active Zionists are an infinitesimal 

minority of Jews. Even in this country [the United States], where the Zionist organization is as strong 

as it is anywhere else, and perhaps much stronger than it is in many other countries, even here the 

membership of the Zionist organization is a minority membership within the large body of American 

Jews. 

 

We too reject the claim by zionism that zionism is synonymous with Judaism. We in the Arab world, 

be we Christian Arabs or Muslim Arabs or Jewish Arabs, have nothing but reverence for Judaism as a 

faith, Judaism as a religion, Judaism as a tradition of religious and spiritual values. We revere 

Judaism as Christians, whose Christ proclaimed that He came to fulfil and not to destroy. We revere 

Judaism as Muslims, whose faith teaches us respect and veneration for all the prophets of Judaism. 

We reject the claim of zionism to be coextensive with Judaism. We reject the claim of zionism to be 

coextensive with the Jewish people. And therefore we reject the claim of Zionism that to be anti-

Zionist is to be anti-Jewish and anti-Semitic. 

 

We are all only too familiar with the abuse and exploitation of this argument by zionism to silence all 

its critics, to intimidate its critics and also to draw solidarity and sympathy to itself from Jews who 

had otherwise not shown much sympathy for zionism. We know that in many instances zionism has 

been the chief exploiter of anti-Semitism, real or alleged, and therefore zionism has been the first to 

proclaim that any criticism of zionism is a form of anti-Semitism, in furtherance of the same principle 

that has animated all its activities. 

 

We shall not be intimidated. We are against zionism as a form of racism. we are against anti-

Semitism, and we reject the equation of anti-zionism with anti-Semitism. We revere the Jewish faith. 

We in the Arab world showed hospitality to Jews who came fleeing from persecution in Europe when 

European anti-Semitism was driving them into our arms; we permitted them to come and share our 

lives and share our limited resources and have as much freedom as we ourselves had, because we 

were receiving them as human beings. It was only when the Zionists came, and instead of the Jews, 

saying, “I should like to live with you,” the Zionists came, saying “I want to live in your place.” 

 

We have also been told that zionism is a national liberation movement. In fact, this claim was first 

voiced in 1968 by the 28th World Zionist Congress. It took zionism 71 years to discover its purported 

identity. When zionism started, it called itself colonialism. Herzl wrote to none other than Cecil 
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Rhodes. I would refer members to volume 4 of his Diaries, page 1193 onwards. He said, “Please 

make a statement that you have examined my programme and found it appropriate. Why do I come to 

you, Mr. Rhodes, you will ask: because my programme is a colonial programme.” At that time 

colonialism was in vogue. Zionism had no difficulty in recognizing its true identity as a colonial 

movement. It called its first bank the Colonial Trust Company. It called its department of settlement 

the Department of Colonization. It called its settlements colonies. It likened itself to the 

conquistadores. It likened itself to the French colons in North Africa. This was the literature of 

zionism. This was recognition by zionism of its colonial nature. 

 

But now, in the 1970s, with national liberation movements the vogue of the day, zionism also wants 

to jump on the bandwagon and call itself a liberation movement. It tried it with Gandhi, and Gandhi 

said no. It wanted to get from him a recognition that it was a legitimate national movement. He said, 

“You are an alien body in the Middle East.” The liberation movements know themselves. There is no 

national liberation movement in existence today that does not feel fraternal bonds with the PLO or 

condemn zionism as a racist and colonial movement. An authentic national liberation movement 

views its salvation through its liberation, but not through the enslavement of others. No movement 

that views its salvation through the enslavement of others can be a true liberation movement. No 

movement that seeks its ingathering through the dispersal of others can be a true national liberation 

movement. Zionism may try to jump on the bandwagon, but those on the bandwagon will push it 

away. Zionism cannot be accepted by the ranks of national liberation movements as a national 

liberation movement. 

 

I appeal to all delegations that have already announced that they will oppose draft resolution III. I 

appeal to them in the name of consistency and in the name of truth. I say to them it is not yet too 

late. If they truly abhor racism, if truly they are for the truth and for consistency, then, despite their 

announcement, let them vote for recommendation III and save the United Nations. Save the 

integrity of the United Nations; save the United Nations from being accused of being an organization 

that would call a spade a spade in South Africa but would hesitate to call the same spade a spade in 

South-West Asia.” 
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8.15. Lunch with Moynihan 

 

“I have also enjoyed telling varied audiences your remarkable story about the lunch with Daniel 

Moynihan when you enlightened him about the UN definition of racial discrimination.” 210 

 

On page 215 of Daniel Moynihan’s 1978 book, A Dangerous Place, 

he states that the Ambassador of Kuwait was invited to a luncheon 

date that took place on October 29, 1975, twelve days before the 

General Assembly adopted resolution 3379. Moynihan notes “Dr. 

Abdallah [sic, Abdullah] al-Sayegh, a Palestine Arab born in Tiberias, 

now a Kuwaiti citizen,” was sitting at the luncheon table next to the 

Kuwait Ambassador. Moynihan didn’t bother to say much about the 

meeting, nor what Fayez Sayegh had said or lectured him on at some 

length. And Moynihan provided no compassionate acknowledgement, 

understanding or reference to the horrible, ongoing plight of the 

Palestinians since the UN gave birth to the Israeli state in 1948 – it 

seems as if he didn’t care, or didn’t want to.  

 

There was one thing that Moynihan did remember in his book about 

that luncheon meeting, a topic undoubtedly raised in the aftermath 

context of the October 17 Third Committee draft resolution equating 

Zionism to racism and racial discrimination that everyone was 

gossiping about. It was his statement to the Kuwaiti representatives 

that the “General Assembly was about to brand the national liberation movement of a member country 

[Israel] with a term [“racism”] that the U.N. had never defined.” As cited below in Moynihan’s November 

10th speech, his strategy was to attack Sayegh, and those backing draft Resolution III, for adopting the term 

“racism” – “the most awful accusation that could be hurled at Jews” [Moynihan’s words, page 218, in 

reflection of his luncheon meeting, instead of using the term “Israeli Zionists”]. Moynihan argued there was 

no standing definition or application of the word “racism” in the United Nations Convention on the 

Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, and, assumed therefore its use as prejudicial and 

unapplicable. 

 

It was only after the adoption of draft Resolution III was finalized in the evening hours of November 10, 

that the member from the United States of America, Mr. Daniel Patrick Moynihan, the Harvard University 

professor, the recently appointed U.S. ambassador to the UN (July 1975 to February 1976), 211 delivered a 

lengthy prepared speech (paragraphs 307 to 325).  

 

Keith Feldman reveals in Chapter One of his 2015 book, A Shadow over Palestine: The Imperial Life of 

Race in America, who it was that assisted Moynihan in composing his speech. They involved Norman 

Podhoretz, the editor of the American Jewish Committee’s Commentary Magazine and “Moynihan’s close 

 
210 Letter from Michael Adams, editor of the Middle East International, to Fayez Sayegh, December 10, 1976. Adams, a former 

Middle East journalist for The Guardian (1956-1962), a freelance journalist who reported on Israel’s mistreatment of Palestinians 

in 1967 “the first journalist to question the myth of Israel’s “benign occupation,” a life-changing event after visiting “Gaza, 

Jerusalem and the Westbank … outraged that none of this [Israel’s brutalities] was being reported by British or American 

correspondents in Jerusalem” (source: Michael Adams obituary, The Guardian, February 8, 2005). In 1967, Adams cofounded the 

Council for the Advancement of Arab-British Understanding (CAABU) and became editor of the Middle East International 

journal. In 1975, he co-authored with Christopher Mayhew the book, Publish it Not: The Middle East Cover-Up. 
211 In Keith Feldman’s 2015 book, A Shadow over Palestine: The Imperial Life of Race in America, he notes in Chapter One that 

it was Henry Kissinger who first gave Moynihan the offer of UN Ambassadorship in March 1975, and that UN Resolution 3379 

became his “primary battleground.” A little gem in Feldman’s Chapter, was that Moynihan “took cues from Kissinger at the State 

Department” because of “his own ignorance about U.S. diplomacy in the Middle East.” 
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confidant,” who “provided the speech the exact language for its opening and closing sentences.” His other 

helpers were Leonard Garment (the U.S. UN diplomat who spoke at the UN Third Committee on draft 

Resolution III, see above), and Moynihan’s research assistant Suzanne Weaver. Feldman also noted that 

“Moynihan avoided engaging any of Fayez Sayegh’s historical arguments,” and, of significance, that 

“Moynihan’s work at the UN attempted to delink racism from history.”   

 

Realizing well in advance of the plenary meeting, as realized by many other delegations, that the General 

Assembly would vote in favour of draft Resolution III, Moynihan’s strategy, perhaps that of his delegation 

and political advisors’, was to have his views stated directly after that vote. That strategy was undoubtedly 

linked to making his condemnatory and inflammatory statements prominent in the national and 

international media headlines, portraying Moynihan as commander of ‘the voice of reason,’ which it was 

farthest from. After this bizarre and poisonous moment, Moynihan became a sort of hero, celebrated in 

books and tributes for decades to come: 212  

 

“There appears to have developed in the United Nations the practice for a number of countries to 

combine for the purpose of doing something outrageous, and thereafter, the outrageous thing having 

been done, to profess themselves outraged by those who have the temerity to point it out, and 

subsequently to declare themselves innocent of any wrongdoing in consequence of its having been 

brought about wholly in reaction to the “insufferable” acts of those who pointed the wrongdoing out 

in the first place. Out of deference to these curious sensibilities, the United States chose not to 

speak in advance of this vote: we speak in its aftermath and in tones of the utmost concern. The 

United States rises to declare before the General Assembly and before the world, that it does not 

acknowledge, it will not abide by, it will never acquiesce in this infamous act. 

 

Not three weeks ago, the United States representative in the Social, Humanitarian and Cultural 

Committee – and with what irony those terms ring on our ears today – pleaded in measured and fully 

considered terms for the United Nations not to do this thing. It was, he said, “obscene.” It is 

something more today, for the furtiveness with which this obscenity first appeared among us has been 

replaced by a shameless openness. There will be time enough to contemplate the harm this act will 

have done the United Nations. Historians will do that for us, and it is sufficient for the moment only 

to note one foreboding fact: a great evil has been loosed upon the world. The abomination of anti-

Semitism – as this year’s Nobel Peace Laureate Andrei Sakharov observed Moscow just a few days 

ago – has been given the appearance of international sanction. The General Assembly today grants 

symbolic amnesty – and more – to the murderers of 6 million European Jews. Evil enough in itself, 

but more ominous by far, is the realization that now presses upon us: the realization that if there were 

no General Assembly this could never have happened. As this day will live in infamy, it behooves 

those who sought to avert it to declare their thoughts so that historians will know that we fought here, 

that we were not small in number – not this time – and that while we lost, we fought with full 

knowledge of what indeed would be lost. Nor should any historian of the event, nor yet any who have 

participated in it, suppose that we have fought only as Governments, as chancelleries, and on an issue 

well removed from the concerns of our respective peoples. Others will speak for their nations as 

others have: I will speak for mine. 

 

In all our postwar history there has not been another issue which has brought forth such unanimity of 

American public opinion. The President of the United States has from the first been explicit: this 

must not happen. The Congress of the United States, in a measure unanimously adopted in the Senate 

and sponsored by 436 of 437 Representatives in our House, declared its utter opposition. Following 

only American Jews themselves, the American trade union movement was first to the fore in 

denouncing this infamous undertaking. Next, one after another, the great private institutions of 

 
212 Gil Troy, the Canadian Zionist, published a book in 2012, Moynihan’s Moment: America’s Fight Against Zionism as Racism. 
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American life pronounced anathema on this evil thing-and most particularly, the Christian churches 

have done so. Reminded that the United Nations was born in the struggle against just such 

abominations as we are committing today – the wartime alliance of the United Nations dates from 

1942 – the United Nations Association of the United States has for the first time in its history 

appealed directly to each of the 141 other delegations in New York not to do this unspeakable thing. 

 

The proposition to be sanctioned by a resolution of the General Assembly is that “Zionism is a form 

of racism and racial discrimination.” Now that is a lie, but it is a lie which the United Nations has 

now declared to be a truth, and so the actual truth must be restated.” 

 

At this moment in his speech, Moynihan points his proverbial finger at Fayez Sayegh. 

 

“The very first point to be made-and here I must respectfully take issue with my colleague from 

Kuwait, a man genuinely distinguished for his scholarship but who none the less on this matter is 

simply wrong – is that the United Nations has declared zionism to be racism without ever having 

defined racism: “Sentence first, verdict afterwards,” as the Queen of Hearts said. But this is not 

Wonderland. It is a real world where there are real consequences to folly and venality. 

 

Lest I be unclear, the United Nations has, in fact, on several occasions defined “racial 

discrimination.” The definitions have been loose but recognizable. It is “racism,” incomparably the 

more serious charge – racial discrimination is a practice, racism is a doctrine – it is racism that has 

never been defined. Indeed, the term has only recently appeared in General Assembly documents. 

 

The one occasion that we have been able to find on which we know it to have been discussed was 

the 1644th meeting of the Third Committee on 16 December 1968, in connexion with the report of 

the Secretary-General on the status of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms 

of Racial Discrimination. On that occasion – to give some feeling for the intellectual precision with 

which the matter was being treated – the question arose as to what should be the relative positioning 

of the terms “racism” and “nazism” in a number of preambular paragraphs. The distinguished 

representative of Tunisia argued that “racism” should go first because, he said, nazism was a form of 

racism. Not so, said the no less distinguished representative of the USSR, for, he explained, nazism 

contained all the main elements of racism within its ambit and should be mentioned first. That is to 

say that racism was merely a form of nazism. The discussion wound to its weary and inconclusive 

end, and we are left with nothing to guide us, for even that one discussion of “racism” confined itself 

to word orders in preambular paragraphs and did not at all touch on the meaning of the words as 

such. 

 

Still, one cannot but ponder the situation we have made for ourselves in the context of the Soviet 

statement on that not-so-distant occasion. If, as the distinguished representative declared, racism is a 

form of nazism, and if, as this resolution declares, Zionism is a form of racism, then we have step by 

step taken ourselves to the point of proclaiming – the United Nations is solemnly proclaiming – that 

zionism is a form of nazism. What we have here is a lie, a political lie of a variety well known to the 

twentieth century and scarcely exceeded in all that annal of untruth and outrage. The lie is that 

zionism is a form of racism. The overwhelmingly clear truth is that it is not. 

 

The word “racism” is a creation of the English language, and relatively new to it. It is not, for 

instance, to be found in the Oxford English dictionary. The term derives from relatively new 

doctrines, all of them discredited, concerning the human population of the world, to the effect that 

there are significant, biological differences among clearly identifiable groups, and that those 

differences establish in effect, different levels of humanity. Racism, as defined by Webster’s Third 

New International Dictionary, is, “the assumption that ... traits and capacities are determined by 
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biological race and that races differ decisively from one another.” It further involves “a belief in the 

inherent superiority of a particular race and its right to domination over others.” 

 

That meaning is clear. It is equally clear that that assumption, that belief, has always been altogether 

alien to the political and religious movement known as zionism. As a strictly political movement, 

zionism was established only in 1897, although there is a clearly legitimate sense in which its origins 

are indeed ancient. For example, many branches of Christianity have always held that from the 

standpoint of the Biblical prophets Israel would be reborn one day. But the modem zionist movement 

arose in Europe in the context of a general upsurge of national consciousness and aspiration that 

overtook most other peoples of Central and Eastern Europe after 1848 and that in time spread to all of 

Africa and Asia. It was to those persons of the Jewish religion a Jewish form of what today is called a 

national liberation movement. 

 

Now it was the singular nature – if I am not mistaken it was the unique nature – of that national 

liberation movement that, in contrast with the movements that preceded it, those of that time and 

those that have come since, it defined its members not in terms of birth but of belief. That is to say, it 

was not a movement of the Irish to free Ireland or of the Polish to free Poland; not a movement of 

Algerians to free Algeria or of Indians to free India.” 

 

As the final speaker of the General Assembly’s extended meeting of November 10, Sayegh responded: 

 

I would say a word or two about the long statement made by the representative of the United States. 

In the first place, I have read Professor Moynihan, and I must admit that Professor Moynihan is 

much more persuasive than Ambassador Moynihan. The representative of the United States came 

with a facetious argument. He commented on something I had said regarding the definition of racial 

discrimination by the United Nations, and he said that the United Nations did not define racism. And 

then he created an absurd syllogism out of which he thought he reached an absurd conclusion, that 

zionism is a form of nazism, or the other way around – I even forget what he said. But in all this 

diversionary trick, he forgot to answer the question: does the definition of racial discrimination 

adopted by the United Nations apply to zionism or does it not? Do I take it that Mr. Moynihan’s 

silence on the question of racial discrimination means that he half agrees with the resolution; that he 

only questions zionism as being a form of racism, but does not question zionism as being a form of 

racial discrimination? 

 

Because he admitted that there is a United Nations definition on that, but then, instead of answering 

the question – does that definition apply to zionism or not? – he went off at a tangent to give us his 

own philosophy of racism. He left unanswered the question: does the United States agree that 

zionism perpetrates racial discrimination, or does it not? In the light of his silence, I would presume 

to believe that it is implicit agreement to the statement that zionism is a form of racial 

discrimination.” 

 

It is said that Moynihan’s strong support of Israel on November 10 was his ticket to win a seat in the US 

Senate (representing the Democrats in the State of New York) in November 1976. At the end of the 

November 21, 1975, the New York Times news article, Moynihan’s Style in the U.N. is Now an Open 

Debate, noted from interviews with “one [unnamed] participant” of the “more than 100 officials working at 

the American Mission to the United Nations” said that “the atmosphere” at “the staff meetings over which 

Mr. Moynihan presides” is “that of a college class with the professor lecturing his students.” And “some of 

the Foreign Service officials … noting the vast publicity that Mr. Moynihan’s getting – and seemingly 

enjoying – these days, have asked privately whether he will be stay at the United Nations for long, or 

won’t, despite all disclaimers, seek elective office next year.” The article ends with the following 
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paragraph: “The insinuations that he is considering the United Nations as a jumping board for a political 

career are Arab and Soviet propaganda, Mr. Moynihan declares.” 

 

8.16. Mr. Jamil Baroody’s Final Words 

 

Mr. Jamil Baroody was a very well seasoned 

Saudi Arabian diplomat (appointed by King 

Faisal) who served as that State’s United 

Nation’s representative from 1946 through to 

March 1979, at which point, at age 74, he 

departed from this earth. Wikipedia 213 notes 

that, being “the longest-serving member of 

member States” at the UN, Baroody was born 

in Lebanon in 1905, became a convert to 

Christianity with the Melkite Greek Catholic 

Church, and studied and graduated at Beirut’s 

American University. “Baroody was known as 

a master of UN procedure and a colorful orator 

whose frankness, passion, and wit enlivened often dull debates:” 

 

“According to historian Roland Burke, one of Baroody’s speeches on human rights was “a rhetorical 

vortex of references to the dinosaurs and their apparent demise by predation from the sabre-toothed 

tiger, digressions on the Sumerians, and on the dangers of psychiatry.” According to another account, 

Baroody’s interventions were “always wide-ranging, often entertaining; but he tended to speak at 

inconvenient times and at excessive length ... declaring awkward truths.” 

 

It was also noted elsewhere that Baroody was a 

dear friend of King Faisel, who extended his 

trust to Baroody with the supervision of his 

children when they came to America, the same 

bountiful trust extended to Baroody that allowed 

him to speak freely at the UN without prior 

clearance from Faisel or his top state 

bureaucrats. 

 

In the New York Times’ March 5, 1979, eulogy, 

Jamil M. Baroody, Saudi Arabia’s U.N. Delegate, 

Dies, was a quote from former UN Secretary-

General Kurt Waldheim, calling “Mr. Baroody a 

“landmark” at the United Nations and “an 

enthusiastic guardian” of its ideals and 

objectives.” He was also described “as an old-

fashioned orator who delivered long, discursive 

speeches without the benefit of a text and with 

only a few notes.” And, according to type-notes on historic UN photos, Baroody was, for an unstated period 

of time, subjected to sit next to, and directly left of, the Israeli representative Yosef Tekoah, while presiding 

at UN Security Council meetings. That must have been an uncomfortable ordeal and a spiritual test of Mr. 

Baroody’s faith! 

 

 
213 Accessed on July 29, 2024. 

Baroody often berated Mr. Tekoah from Israel. 
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On November 10, 1975, near the end of the General Assembly’s 2,400th meeting, Mr. Baroody rose to give 

a rather lengthy response (paragraphs 373 to 412), not only regarding the vote and topic of Resolution 

3379, Zionism as Racism, but in reply to what Ambassador Moynihan had stated.  

 

“I feel constrained to exercise the right of reply, in particular to what the representative of the United 

States, Mr. Moynihan, said in explanation of his vote this evening. I will remind him of certain terms 

that he used that were even shunned at the height of the cold war. I know that there is detente between 

the Soviet Union and the United States, but even when the cold war prevailed the United States 

representatives and the Soviet representatives were more polite in their interventions, which 

were in opposition. 

 

Mr. Moynihan said that the assessment of zionism as being tantamount to racism was a lie. Well, 

in this host country we know that the world “lie” means nothing. I have beard Americans call one 

another liars and bastards, but that was in jest. They say, “You bastard” or “You liar,” but we cannot 

accept in this Assembly terminology that by tradition we consider to be an insult. In our part of 

the world, if someone calls another person a liar in public he reacts; he may even kill the man, and 

the judge may exonerate him for having been roused by such insults. Let the representatives of the 

host country beware: we are not used to such appellations, and we will not get used to them. 

 

He said “It is a lie” again and again. Do the United States and the Western European Powers have a 

monopoly of the truth? Where is your decorum, my good friend Mr. Moynihan? You are entitled to 

your opinion. You might have said we were mistaken. But we are liars, 72 [State Members who voted 

on draft Resolution III] liars? Do you have a monopoly of the truth? You were a professor at Harvard, 

and you should not be so conclusive in your attitudes to others. 

 

Mr. Moynihan stated that the adoption of the resolution on zionism was an infamous act. Tell me, Mr. 

Moynihan, was the partition of Palestine a famous act? I do not know how old you where then; you 

were a kid. Ask me about the partition of Palestine. 

 

It is a shameful act, you said, to call the Zionists racists. Is the dispersal of a couple of million 

Palestinians by Zionists a pious, justifiable act? Was Mr. Morgenthau, who happened to be a Jew, 

your Ambassador to Turkey in 1917, wrong when he said you would arouse America in the long run 

against such Jews as identified their interests with that country and they did not want to set 

themselves apart. Why do you not see the other side of the coin? The father of the famous Jewish 

violinist Yehudi Menuhin, Moshe Menuhin, who wrote The Decadence of Zionism in our Times, said 

– and I am paraphrasing – that the Zionists were setting themselves apart as having a monopoly over 

what is right and wrong, and that this was a sign of decadence. Read his book, Professor Moynihan. It 

is available here; perhaps not in the United Nations library, but you can find it anywhere, and I shall 

be happy to send you a copy if you cannot find one.  

 

Mr. Moynihan reaffirmed what the Zionists rationalized time and again, that zionism was a 

liberation movement based on Biblical prophecies. Why do you not, my good friend Mr. Moynihan, 

support the liberation of the Red Indians, for that matter, who have been placed in reservations? Why 

do you not start that liberation movement at home? The Palestinian people were sold down the 

Thames [River] by Mr. Balfour and down the Potomac [River] by Mr. Truman. And the late Mr. 

Woodrow Wilson returned to the United States from Versailles a broken man when he found the 

Allies, none other than the United Kingdom and France, placing Arab countries under mandates, 

which was colonialism in disguise.   

 

Where were you then, Mr. Moynihan? Of course you may say you were not born. But you are a 

professor. Why do you not consult the books of history? Do you know anything about the Crane 
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mission? Mr. Crane was sent by your Government to find out what was what in Palestine. None of 

your United States representatives here mention a word about Mr. Crane’s report. He said it would be 

an injustice to create a state in a country that is populated by Palestinians. 

 

What business had Mr. Balfour and Mr. Truman to create an imbroglio in our midst? What have the 

Palestinians, and for that matter all the Arabs in the region, done to the United Kingdom and the 

United States? Why at a distance of six or seven thousand miles do you put your finger in our pie? 

“Ah,” you might say, “if we did not, the Soviet Union would take over the Middle East.” We are not 

clients of yours nor of the Soviet Union. You wanted to be free. You fought for your freedom 200 

years ago. What brought you to our area? 

 

But what about the influence that the Zionists had on you here? I find a gentleman sitting next to you, 

none other than Senator Humphrey, well known not only in the United States but everywhere: Can he 

in private, in earnest, tell me that all these years the Zionists have not brought pressure to bear on the 

United States to follow the policy that has boomeranged and is alienating all the people of the Arab 

world, nay, the people of the Muslim world and not only the people of the Muslim world, but the 

people of the third world all the people who had been oppressed by the colonial Powers? 

 

Mr. Moynihan, my dear friend, I should like still to call you my dear friend. because brothers 

sometimes have differences. Please, you and Mr. Garment, your representative on the Third 

Committee, desist from using the word “obscene.” You cited the English dictionary. You know what 

“obscene” means – foul, filthy, dirty, offensive to chastity. We do not use obscene words…. 

 

I can hardly add to what my colleague from Kuwait said in trying to make clear how we consider 

zionism as being tantamount to racism. Time and again I have told you for the last 26 or 27 years that 

we have no quarrel with Judaism. But it was European Jews who started this movement. They had 

nothing to do with our Jews. They used Judaism, a noble religion, for a political and economic end.  

 

When the Zionists contend that they do not want to live side by side in a bi-national or any other 

State because they are exclusive and God gave them Palestine – since when was God in the real 

estate business, my good friend Mr. Moynihan? Show us the title deed. And since when did He 

give Mr. Balfour and Mr. Truman powers-of-attorney to transfer land that does not belong to them – 

land that was populated by people who, some of them at least, had at one time been Jews and who 

embraced Christianity because they got fed up with some of their rabbis, our rabbis who were 

fundamentalists? Does God parcel out land? 

 

… even Balfour in his declaration mentioned “national home,” not national State, although he had no 

legal authority over that part of the world. It was a mandate, and the Jews were hardly 6 per cent of 

the population. You stand for democracy and you stand for “one person, one vote.” Did the British 

and the Americans care to find out by a plebiscite whether the Palestinian people would accept an 

alien element on the basis of Biblical prophecies? Ask me about the Bible and about the monotheistic 

religions of the Middle East. 1 believe that you once told me that you are Catholic, and that you do 

not read the Bible, you let your priests propound it for you. I read the Bible. 

 

And can our illustrious friend, Senator Humphrey – whose presence here heartens me – tell me why 

76 Senators automatically marched at the behest of the Zionists? Of course, the Zionists own 

most of the mass media of information, and political campaigns depend on the mass media – 

campaigns for the election not only of Senators and Congressmen but also even of the President 

of the United States. God help any candidate in this country who is not supported by the 

Zionists! God help him! And the Federal Government does not help out this City of New York, 

which I knew under La Guardia. I hope that because we live here Senator Humphrey will help the 
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city. But immediately the Senate will vote $2,500 million to give to Israel, and Egypt gets the 

consolation prize - $500 or $600 million. $2,500 million goes to Israel. Why? Because it is a “bastion 

of democracy.” What democracy? Ritualized democracy? Religion was ritualized before democracy. 

That is why people went to churches and in two world wars prayed to Jesus the Prince of Peace, who 

said: “Love thy enemy as thyself.” And the next day they cut each other’s throats. 

 

What have we done to you, my good friends the Americans? We have common interests with you; we 

want to increase those interests with you – not only the Saudi Arabians, but many Arabs. You say to 

us: “If we do not act like that, the Soviet Union – communism – will overtake you.” But what brought 

the Communists into our midst? Your policies. … The Soviet Union has no right to interfere; only 

you have the right to interfere. 

 

I shall not say that it is a great shame that you should have engaged in such diatribes against 72 

nations which, to the best of their knowledge, thought that the Zionists had gone too far – their 

exclusivity; the chosen people of God, as if God discriminates and chooses one people. That is 

what we are fighting here: discrimination. What fiction! And suppose that certain people do not 

believe in God and are atheists?  You say: “Because of our historical background we should be in 

Palestine.” But the Canaanites were in Palestine before even our oriental Jews, who are our brothers, 

as I said time and again, came southward from Ur of the Chaldees in what today is western Iraq. 

Whom do you think you are fooling here? Propaganda? Baroody does not engage in propaganda; he 

tells you historical  

 

You Zionists play on the emotions of the fundamentalists amongst the Christians – whether Catholic 

or Protestant – and say: “the Judeo-Christian background.” But God – assuming that we believe in 

Christianity and in Islam, as well as in Judaism – God sent Jesus of Nazareth, the Son of Mary. But 

you renounced Him, you called Him a false prophet. You want to wait until a messiah of your own 

choosing comes to this earth. 

 

But all this is rationalization, making Judaism, a noble religion, the motivation for political and 

economic ends. You are not fooling anybody. As 1 have said time and again, 1 was on speaking terms 

with the Zionists until 1944. Time and again 1 said: “Come and  live as Jews; don’t ask for a State.” 

“No, we want a State because God gave us Palestine.” And even Mr. Eban, at this rostrum, mentioned 

it, which made me come over and tell him what I have just said: “Since when has God been in the 

real estate business?” Mr. Eban is a man who studied evolution at Cambridge or Oxford. And Mr. 

Herzog is a learned man, he is a writer of books. And he comes and plays on your sentiments. 

 

You Americans, my good friends, wake up: we do not want you to hate anybody. We do not hate the 

Zionists. I personally feel sorry for them, because they are misguided and, as many non-Zionist 

Jews have told me, they have developed a psychosis. We have an Arabic proverb which says: “God 

have mercy upon them who know where to stop and stop there.” They do not know where to stop. 

Their forebears never laid eyes on Palestine. They are an alien 408. I have spent a lifetime in the 

Third Committee, people in our midst. The French and British have a Christian religion, which is 

Christianity, but that does not make Semites of them. The Nigerians, for that matter, or the 

Indonesians have a Semitic religion, Islam; but that does not make of them a Semitic people.” 

 

Yet zionism would gather in, if it could, 16 million Jews dispersed all over the world, many of whom 

have identified themselves with their country of birth or of adoption and have done very well for 

themselves in the field of business or science or culture. Yet the Zionists still want to claim them as 

an exclusive people just because they practise Judaism, maintaining that they should be “enfolded” in 

Palestine, because God gave them Palestine – although I do not think that any of the Zionists have 

direct or indirect communication with God Almighty. 
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… There is no such thing as race: it is an oversimplification for the classroom; and Professor 

Moynihan should know better. It is the attitude, that sense of superiority, that sense of exclusiveness, 

that determines discrimination. It is not prejudice.  

 

I have spent a lifetime in the Third Committee, 30 years, trying to understand what discrimination is. 

And you call our action obscene. Go and clean your country of obscenity, Mr. Moynihan – we will 

help you, if you want us to – before you speak such foul language. If you are strong, well, more 

power to you, but use your strength for justice, not to support shady causes. 

 

No, I will oppose tyranny to my last breath in my part of the world, and I will continue to oppose 

tyranny wherever I find it. And do not give us those rubrics, those slogans, saying that you are 

upholding democracy. Did you act democratically in the partition of Palestine? Do not ritualize 

democracy; let democracy be in the behaviour of each one of us. It begins with our self-restraint, and 

not in licence. For heaven’s sake, wake up, because before long – unless there is a man of the hour 

such as you, Mr. Humphrey, or somebody else to set this great nation on the right path – you will not 

be able to save this city from bankruptcy. 

 

Where is Alexander the Great? Where are the Seleucids, the Romans, the Byzantines, the Mongols 

who came to the area? I am not talking about the Semitic Powers that came before them. Where are 

our brothers the Turks, who ruled at one time over the Middle East? Where are the British and French 

Mandates? Where are their empires? They went down the drain, and only God is great. We had three 

empires. The Arabs became drunk with power and with wealth, and they fell. For Heaven’s sake, 

learn from history. You are only 200 years old. That is a lovely age to be, culturally. Learn from the 

history of the past. Do not call us names if you do not agree with us; but if you do, by mistake, wash 

your mouth out lest the foulness stay therein.” 
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Part 09.  David Sheen’s Collections of Racism Revelations 

 

Irwin Cotler, and many other international Jewish Zionists, have often stated their abhorrence to and 

denounced claims equating Zionism to racism, claims he and they say are grounded in unabashed Anti-

Semitism. I.e., one of Cotler’s earliest sponsored statements:  

 

“This Arab bloc sponsored resolution is an attempt to legitimize anti-Semitism everywhere and 

continued aggression against Israel. Zionism is the expression of the Jewish people’s right to and 

desire for national life and self-determination – for survival itself.” 214  

 

This is the central accusation in which the United States 

and Israel, as partners, first condemned the United 

Nations in November 1975, a condemnation that led to 

large public demonstrations in New York City at the time.  

 

Examined in Part 8 of this report, Fayez Sayegh: Mover, 

Shaker and Resolution Maker, the United Nations 

Resolution 3379, Zionism as Racism, was an appropriate, 

well-researched, well-defined claim, evidentially 

supported by much of the world’s U.N. representatives. 

The Arab Information Centre in New York City published 

a full-page ad in the New York Times on November 21, 1975, stating that “the United Nations has 

condemned Zionism,” and “has NOT condemned Judaism,” explaining that Zionism is “a political ideology 

and a political movement,” “responsible for the expulsion of two million Palestinians from their 

homeland,” “responsible for acts of terrorism,” and which “manifests itself in militarism and territorial 

expansionism, occupies territories by force, indiscriminately bombards Arab civilians and refugee camps, 

schools and hospitals.”  

 

As Israeli citizen and investigative journalist David Sheen has come to understand these underpinnings 

through years of research and reflection, the claim equating Zionism to racism not only has a solid 

foundation, but right-wing Zionist extremists, formerly rejected by Israel’s Knesset, have taken over 

Israel’s political agenda since the mid 1990s and have more recently accelerated racism to a shameless 

platform of political intolerance through unabashed and horrible edicts of mass elimination. Sheen relates 

that anyone with an open mind and who is fluent in the Hebrew language, and becomes intimate with 

Israel’s political processes, would discern two different worlds: the world as it is lived inside of the Israel 

project, and the world outside of it. He says that inhabitants of the world outside of Israel don’t understand 

the things that manifest inside of the colonial state. Sheen has created a special niche which investigates the 

political factions now dominating racist supremacist objectives, and his aim to educate the world outside 

about it. 

 

On David Sheen’s website are links to his numerous YouTube presentations and some 165 articles 

published from 2013 to 2024. 215 Sheen is a Canadian, born in Toronto, Ontario, and graduated from York 

University. In about the year 1999, he visited his family living in Israel. After several visits, he decided to 

live there. As an ethnic Jew, he was welcomed to do so by the State. From 2010 to 2011, as a “Haifa-based 

freelance investigative journalist,” he was “a reporter and editor for the English Edition of the Israeli daily 

broadsheet Haaretz” newspaper.  

 
214 The January 26 – 28, 1976 Canadian newspaper advertisement, sponsored by the Ad Hoc Committee for Human Rights and 

chairman Irwin Cotler, titled, “November 10, 1975: The day the U.N. voted against itself.”  
215 Most of which were published for on-line news journals: Electronic Intifada, Mondoweiss, The New Arab, Alternet, and 

Muftah. 

http://davidsheen.com/bio.htm
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Of significance, the Six-Day, June 1967 Israeli war, by it the further theft of Palestinian Mandate lands, 

East Jerusalem City, and Syria’s Golan Heights, created a twisted momentum of ‘messianic’ enthusiasm for 

secular and orthodox-based Zionism, and for enlisting sitting-on-the-fence Reform Jews, particularly those 

resided in North America. Jack Ross summarizes this phenomenon in his book, Rabbi Outcast: Elmer 

Berger and American Jewish anti-Zionism, that “the American Jewish community was overcome by a 

nearly messianic ecstasy that would not leave anyone in its path. … In the deeply pro-military South 

[USA], Christian Zionism, with its “dispensationalist” theology, was on the rise, helping to create 

overwhelming sympathy for Israel, shocking many ACJ stalwarts in that region, and turning all of their 

previous assumptions upside down.” 216 Rabbi Elmer Berger was particularly disappointed and dismayed 

that much of his anti-Zionist organization membership in the American Council for Judaism (ACJ), formed 

in 1942, was abandoning ship. This was more Zionist trickery. 

 

Of the numerous initiatives that were jump-started because of the June 1967 internationally unlawful 

‘victory’ momentum, there emerged in 1968 the fiery figure of ‘Rabbi’ Meir Kahane, erupting an unbridled, 

deep-seated vengeance, racism, hatred of all things Palestinians, communist, Arabs, blacks, etc. Sheen’s 

historical examination on the redirected evil ways of Israel’s apartheid and ongoing Nakba is centred on 

mischievous Kahane, an extreme Zionist terrorist, genocidal plotter extraordinaire, and his long train of 

mischievous followers who 

sought to champion and 

infiltrate Israel’s Knesset after 

Kahane’s assassination on 

November 5, 1990, a 

movement referred to as 

Kahaneism. 

 

Wikipedia reports that 

Kahane, raised in Brooklyn by 

Jewish Orthodox parents, “was 

a member of an established 

rabbinic family,” the “Flatbush 

Board of Rabbis,” who as a 

young lad, “joined the Betar (Brit Trumpeldor) youth 

wing of Revisionist Zionism,” and in the early 1950s, 

around the age of 20, “received his rabbinical ordination 

from the Mir Yeshiva in Brooklyn.” In about 1954, 

Kahane went on to receive “a Bachelor of Law from 

New York Law School, and a Masters “in International 

Relations from New York University.” By “1958, 

Kahane became the rabbi of the Howard Beach Jewish 

Centre in Queens, New York City.” In 1966, at age 34, 

after ten years of marriage to Libby Blum birthing four 

children, Kahane had a secret affair “under the alias of 

Michael King,” assuming “the persona of a Gentile.” Kahane “became engaged to marry the 21-year-old 

model Gloria D’Argenio,” who, now pregnant, would soon take her life jumping “off the Queensboro 

Bridge” after receiving a letter from Kahane announcing the “ending of their relationship,” that is, “two 

days” before “expecting him to marry her.” Kahane would later lie about his relationship with D’Argenio, 

claiming she “had died of cancer” and that she “had been his former secretary in his failed consulting 

operation.” In March 1960, Kahane began writing for the “tabloid-style” Jewish Press newspaper, under 

new ownership by a “group of leading Rabbis, known for “expressing right-wing political views and  

 
216 Page 146. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Meir_Kahane
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Jewish_Press
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Jewish_Press
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“At about 4:30 a.m. on Saturday, 

July 30, a distraught Estelle 

Donna Evans walked along the 

lower level of the Queensboro 

Bridge near the Manhattan side 

with her roommate, Laura 

Warner. Sobbing convulsively, 

Estelle asked her roommate how 

she could have been such a fool. 

Afraid that she was going to 

commit suicide, Laura broke 

away from her friend and ran 

toward a passing car and called 

out: “Help! Help! She wants to 

jump!” A motorist sped to the 

foot of the bridge and alerted the 

police, but not before Estelle 

bolted for the rail and plunged 

135 feet into the East River. 

Incredibly, she survived. 

Severely injured, she was rescued 

by two policemen, who dived 

into the water from the 

Manhattan side of the river.” 

(Source: The False Prophet, by 

Robert I. Friedman, 1990, pages 

71-72.)  
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an unapologetic presentation of [Jewish] Orthodoxy,” and “strong support for Israel.” In late May 1968, 

Kahane launched the Jewish Defence Corps, and quickly renamed it the Jewish Defence League, “fearing 

that “Corps” would be construed as too militant.”  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Philadelphia Daily News 
September 24, 1969 

Rllbbi Builds Defense Force 
8 , DOS II ASKI~ 

The nbbi look.!1 l ik~ a 
mef'k man. scho larly In .:.p
prar3nt'f' . .... ilh sall-and·pc p
per h:ilr Ihat 15 th inning 
eve r 'iO slight ly_ From all apo 
pf'ara n~~. he sef'ms the 
n pe who spends endless 
hou rs poring O\'"r his books 
in an effort to bttome beUer 
w r!;('d in hi5 religion. 

Tht' ilIusioo ~~3rs quid · 
b. though . ... ·hen he gels to 
I:: tkin:: about an ~aniuticn 
ttl;;; tr.Is tM-romp h l!; liff' . 

' Anf'i .Semili!;m i~ a jtoai0U5, 
«nllumint: fire : Rabbi )leir 
Ka hane uY~. his \-mee quive-
mJ! with "mOl tOn. 

TU£:\". aEcmSG 1M: c:fftd 
01 w Jewish DdeftM LUIUf', 
• 'bieh he heads, be- shakes his 
fist In the air and screams, 
" St'a..- .' t am! ~Vt'f Agaio! 
X e\t'f agam!" 

R .. bbi K2bane ume to Phila · 
ddphia last nidtt from bis 
home in :\'ew York to uplain 
Ius organbation to more tlNn 
300 person~ .-ho gadlert'd at 

t.ht- Y11IIA at Broad and Pine 
,". 

Question: 

He didn' l mtnc-e wOC"ds. 
,.~ Je"'ish Derf'nse Lea gue 

.s tands lor one thiag:' Rabht 
Katkme sa it:! , " love of tht' J ew· 
ish peop~:' 

" The J ewisb peqile are dil· 
I('r~t ." he sam. 

" The)' SJei! a black rklud that 
sayl it'l going to ram, but the 
J_ doesn't go lor .. n um· 
brelb . He mus t rll"Sl t"a lcb 
pneumonia . 

· 'Si. m illioo ptqI'Ie ('aught 
pnt'l.tmorria and died bec:ause 
1M", .vIiS no Jewistl Dd~nse 
LNgue. The Jewish Delf'tl5e 
Lea:u~ 'til smells the gal al 
AU.st'b"iU . .. 

TO r.'SU. E against a f'fIK"
litioo of perS«\l!ioo of Jews, 
Rabbi Kahane said, bis group. 
.... -hid) cb ims 6500 m~mbers 
nationwide, ",'OO!d mw via
leoce .ith violt'llce on a .. t .... ·o
e),u-ior-one basis." 

He said the JDL was " ' iling 
to approach others with an n· 
teaded haod as kIoc as polen· 
tia1 ach·ft'Sa.rWs knew the: 
bi1D:l bore a clencMd fi • • 

He s»d hi! grtq), ",'hic:h 
trains Je .. ·isb boys in 

\be noI-so-gentle art cl karale. 
was de,,'e ioped in a Ion!: proc. 
eM th.:.t ended .1 the l ime of 
last )·t'a r·s New Yf>fk sdlool 
crisil. wtlicl!. he said bore anti · 
Semitic o\'ertones. 

Rabbi Kahane !laid tf'nsions 
between tESl('hf"r!. most 01 
whom in ~e_' York a~ J t' ... d sh, 
and mem bers of the black rom· 
m unrtJl rrOiched a peOik at that 
lime. 

IIE .SAlD " iolente IIlat b('(tll 
leadleMi ("Onvinced him it Wa6 

time to a c: t. Not only for their 
sake. but for Jewish mCt"cbaMs 
.. 1I.ose businesses were being 
robbed and V1In4dized . 

Rabbi. ][ahane gave up his 
own ~egltion 1.0 devote .fuJI 
time to the J Dt.. Alter a group 
or black "!Ililitanu in\'lded hits 
borne in Queenl, he moved with 
bis wire aad chlldrt'fl 10 a new 

bome in Brooklyn. 
" Mimeognphed prolesu are 

paSSf'," the rabbi said. " We ' re 
5PHtinc of physical tbreats to 
Jewish existeD«'. 01 people 
who use public an'a),s to u-y. 
'Uitler didn ' t make enough 
lam~es." 

He said lbe J OL bad three 

J EWISH DEF ENSE LEAGUE 
ing at YMHA, Broad and Pine 
Meir Kahane. head of New 
YMHA director of adult ed,""ti'on: Bertram 
Zweibon, league attorney. Dd,r:O> __ ,.... to,. Eh • ....t p . ""n~ 

main aims. First, he !laid, "'115 
to te.am Jewllb pride. Seeond. 
he »MI, was Jewtstl $~U·de· 
fense. and bst, poJ,itieal power. 

WHEN TOE M E EING wu 
oper!ed f« ~stioos. Rudolph 
R. Wind5Or. a blatlt ·m3n "no 
bas been. Jew since birth, and 
who f'Stimates then> are H 

mMlY as .50,000 blad: Jews in 
PhiYdel}flia, asked the first 
qUl'stion. 

" Will the JDL ICC. the 
black Jews." Masked . 

" It will .nd it bas," ROIbbl 
Kabane said. 

A pretty yOUD' girl 'fOaled In 
froot -of Windsor twned in h~r 
mrir, exteDded be.r band and 
sa id, " Ilappy New Yf"ar-," 

Phil:!delilhia '5 budding JOL 
· dlapter. h~aded by Rabbi li ar· 
old Novoseller, added 48 memo 
bers after list nigllt', 

THE JEWISH DEFENSE LEAGUE 
New York Times, June 24, 1969 IS DEDICATED TO THE rRo rosrr lOHS n fAT, 

• .. iQo Je..,.i.h .... y • ..... an". n ;~. to., •. • h .. ,,1d ..... ... ' '''UQ .... t 

Is This Any Way lor Nice 
~(,~~:~ ;~ ... h .. h"' .... n .. ~ • . 

• .. ;."" J~wi.h I"y • . nr any . N: .. ""yo • • 10 .. ,,10:1 "". he viet;", • .,f 
... ~ol< • • 1' ....... anol . .. ..-•• oI;'''''''' '~a''.n ;n • .,10001 ... 

Jewish to Behave? 

Aaswer: 
M aybe. Maybe t here are time. whon there i. no o t ber way t o ee.t 
aero •• to tho ClxlI'omi.t th.t t ho Jew i. not quito t .ho pahy .olll. 
think ho il. 

Mayb. there i. olily one way to eet aero .. a clear reapon.e to peo .. 
pia who thre aten aeizure of aynag0l'uea and extortion o f money. 
Maybe Rice J ewhh boya do not alwAya 8et lhrouah to people who 
threalen to ~rry teac:.hera out in pine boxea and to burn do ... ," 
merchanta' .tor ea. 

M.ybe aome people and orgAnizat iolla are too nice , MAybe in 
t ime. of cri. i •. Jewiah boy. ahoutd not be that nice. MAybe _ jUlt 
maybe· nice pe.p le b u ild their ow n road to Au.chwih:. 

• II ."" Jaw;.~ ~G~ ' • o . any ni".. b,,~ ••• ~" .. "i BDt bu" .... v ... 
, ..... ",f 'ob.l.ta.i . ....... 01,,1;" " •••••• f the R . d;"'1 L. ft. 

• II ice J .. ", •• h toy . ..... any n;c," boya • aho" ld TOOl be fo ... d ... t 
"I th ni • •• " ..... nd _ ... li l .. tirn ... .,f "'· ... k d~.t .",,<td hI' .. " I . e n. 
l.t .hu .... 

• " 'e .. J ow;. h ~,,~ • • ". any n 'e .. boy.· .houId ~ .. t boo. f ........ d to 
pol' '" p~"" ,. ' " 0""_' ''' .. ;0' ' ." • .,.i", .. . 'h~ n .,ve. eo"''''H ..... . 

• nice J ..... ;. ~ ,""yo. o •• n~ nlee bo~ • • ahould nc>1 h ..... 10 endure 
110 .. polential.i •• or .. Radiul R iJht ruc!iC>D "'<hic" wauld de. 

• n ice J aw;." bo~ •• or an .. ni .... bo~ • • ahould n ot be v ictim. o r 

• NICE JEWI~H. CHRISTIAN, WH IT£ AWD BLACK BOYS 
SHOULD CREATE A SOCI}:TY 0.- J UST ICE AN n EQU .... UTY 

· . IN WH IC H PEOPLE CAN CET II .... CI( TO BEINC NICE. 

We Are Speaking of 
lewish Survival! 

We A re Speaking of 
TIre American Dream! 

How Much I s Jewish S urvival Worth To You ? 

How Much Are You P repared To Give For It ? 

,-------------------1 
I C~nlk .... n' I 

I I ........ 1.,-.. 1 . , TO". ~ ... k. I .. 1,10 t 
l ' n 1,,'1' I ..... f .. "~ I . . .... : ... t.. .... 1 I. I 1..,. ....... n',,'io .. "r 1 
I_S I0.00ft_IS.OO- _ 51.000 _ o""· 1 , , 
I ~ ... ,. I , , 
1,t,Id ..... . . ,.... . ,· 1 

II., ...... ,11'0, 1 
t TIn: JI:\I,'ISll m:n: .... sr. 1.r. .\I:t' l: I 
[I$i. I"i l~, .\ ,."". I 
L~:~,:~~~::'~~I.? _______ ! 

1------- - -------- --"1 
11 . ... , .. J~1'" ,I ... y .......... ~p ~ .. I 
, L_ {~~'_', I 

: _ I "Q"I.! like to j<>I .. , E""G"~ "I 
I flO ro, ....... , ...... hl'" (U fM I 
I 'h,I.~, .) I 
! - I , • .., .. ".In.., . n .d~il ln~.1 ,.ft, .f 1 
I ....... ,,," •• d , •••••••• t ....a~. I 
I , 
IN..... . . .... , I·l",h*. . . . . I , , 
I Ad, '.... .., . I 
: Tilt: J"\\"I~ II Dt:n:. ... SC U~\GU~ 1 
I ,;... Hhh ,t .... ~". I 

L~.:~':':.:.~~·:.'~~~:!:·.!:!..'~~.:·~ J 
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B~' STAS F1SCRLER 
Speclal to TIle SUIt 

NEW YORK, N.Y. 
"Is this any way fOT nice Jewlsb 

boy. to bebave!" The budUne 
capped. photograpb of .Ix )'outlu 
In their late teens and early ~, 
all w.arlng sungiaSiei and bran· 
dishing clubs of varying dimen· 
.Ions n they lined up In tronl of • 
Manhattan syna,llogue. 

Underneath tbe phOIO, pan of a 
large advertisemenl in lhe !\ew 
York Times, was Ihe "answer." It 
read: ·'Maybe. Maybe Ihere are 
Urnes when ther.1s no other way to 
gel aCr(lS1 \0 the .xtr.mbl Ihallhe 
J ew il nat quite the patsy ~om! 
Ihlnk he is." 

The ad"erthem.nl 51gnalled Ihe 
.mergence 01 a new foree-m ilitant 
Jewuh pow.r-lln the already troll. 
bl.d soclo·raclal sea In Ihe United 
Stat.l. Like black power. It Is • 
movement Which has been fanned 
by racial str ife and appearl 10 be 
growing wilh a .... ·esom. speed. 

lUi: vehicle Is the Jewish Defence 
League. a quasi.polllical·military 
group which has jusl celebrated Its 
lirst birthday. With in a year It hn 
mUshroomed to 5,700 memMrs-at 
'10 a yur-with branches in 17 
cities. incll!ding Buffalo, Oakland , 
San ~'rancisco. Detroit. AUanla, 
Phnadelphia . Clllcago and Boston. 

The Jewish Delence League also 
e!alms 10 ha," numel"ilUS memMrl 
In TOl"ilnto. Monlreal ami Vancou. 
ver. bul has avoIded establishment 
of a Canadian bran"h because. as 
its leader noted . "we have to IIj~. 
priority to the United States." 

Melr Kahane (pronounced Ka· 
HAN .. e). a 36·year-old r",bbi. who 
.prinkle. hi. conversation with lib· 
er.1 do!e~ of "a m a I I n~" and 
"amazed." organited tbe JDL and 
rei ,llnl as its national dlreClor. The 
rabbi I.! also spiritual leader of an 
orthodOX synagogue in the borouJ:h 
of Quee!l5, and edits the Jewisb 
Press, a weekly tabloid with a cir· 
c ulatlon of 120.000. that Is tile unol· 
f leia! organ of the JDL. 

The unobtruslve·looking rabbi de· 
ve looed the idea for a Jewish pro' 
teetive organization in t967 and 
early 1968 whil. ediUng the .Iew\!h 
P ress . 

.. , reeeived numbers of letters 
deta ililUl anti-Semitic incide nt s thai 
somehoW .... eTf'n·t printed in lhe In. 
cal papers." Ka!lane told 'NIe Star 
from his Flllh Avenue ollic. near 
U n ion Square In Manhattan. 
"Pretty soon h became an &1'11-

la rK:he. and one poinl kepi mnkin!: 
i\.Self clear - the government II 
.pathetic and Indilferent .'· 

Rabbi Kahan •. who wort I 

,hort·slee,·ed while shirt open at 
the collar and a black skullcaTl, 
uplalned Ihat h. was Irritaled by 
apparent munIci pa l Indifference. 

Small ad 
"I 1I1d 10 myself . ·Wh.n the gov. 

ernment abdicates liS responsibllny 
then we hal'e no one to turn 10 but 
ourulvu.' So I lit down w\lh lwo 
or thru friends and we decldNt 10 
Tllace a small ad In the J ewish 
Pre51 uplalnlng how we ... ·anted til 
form the lugllt. We got -10 or SO 
people and ..... e ..... ere In business." 

The JDL m.nifesto begins ... ·i th 
the slogan " Never IIgaln ." It em· 
phaslzes the need for discipline and 
Itates !n the opening paragraph : 
"We are flghting for Ihe fr~edom 
and survival of the Jewish people 
In the face of the moSI titr lous 
threat to Jewish exi$lence 10 el'u 
lace Amerlea n Jev.TY ... .... ·e are 
faced w!th erlsls." 

Kahane pinpointed a confrontalloll 
last Janu~r)' thai !aun~h ed the JDI. 
81 an action grollp, gave it nat ln n~1 
covera!:e and nll1l1lplled Its enrcll· 
menl . A local Fl\! ItaUon, \\'BAI. 
aired a program In which alle l:edly 
antl.&mltlc lroema ... ·ere rnd. Th. 
J Ot , organlud. pickel line In Iront 
of the ,tudio that , welled to nur ly 
IlOO per",,,., 

" One of Ihe l'OPS lold me It ... ·n 
Ihe angrlell Jewi5h ero ... ·d he had 
el'er setn."the rabbl rem.mbered. 

"Well , It's about time ..... e Jell" IIO! 
iI !Jttle 8/!~. Imagine. broadcut
Ing an ,ntl·Stmhle poem In _ dty 
of 2,SOO,000 Jell's." 

Within t .... ·o lI'eeks 01 the WBA I 
episode the JOL 118ined 2,000 memo 
beTl. had opened an office and had 
no difficulty finding crusades. The 
elty hl1d JlIJt emerg.d from 11 blUer 
teachers' mike that had polarJud 
the black Ind Jewish communitIes 
and resulled In the harassm.nt of 
wme Jewish Instructor •. 

Advice sought 
One Sunday morning Kahane reo 

ceived a phon, call from I whit. 
JewJah teacher at Eastern Dbtrlct 
lIiSh SChool. one of the emballied 
predom[nantly ~egro city ,ehOllls, 
The teacher had Men embroHed In 
• dlapute with black ,tudents and 
had been warned to stay away from 
the bu!!ding. He asked the rabbi for 
ad"lee aod lI'n lold that the JOL 
would IleriOM' ly .... ·alk wIth him 
Into Ihe SChoo!. 

A day later a !:Toup of JOL memo 
iH:'rs, sporting blue bUllons adorned 
with 8 Star of David and Ihe in· 
scription '"Nel'er again ." escorted 
the teacher to his I:las~room . Ka· 
hane proudly pursued, '"and nolh-
1nJ: happened." 

Heartened by the response. Ihe 
JOt. began performing II mil a r 
funcUoni In other parts 01 the cily. 
Aides emlrted elderly Je ... 's to poll_ 
Ing places In black comm~nlliel 
where . according to Kahane. Jews 
bad been "'arlled to $Iay 811")'. 

Wh~n violence enlpled last spring 
at Cily CoUeg. campus, Ihe JOL 
eonfronted th ~ Neg roN e w Lelt 
$Iroup!o. who attempted to dose Ihe 
un il·ersity. It W1lS the lirst major, 
although bri~r. physical clash lor 
the Jor~ Kahane cbim..n Ihal the 
black mi litan ts attempted 10 dis· 
rUTlt his picket line and were reo 
pulsed. 

Started pushing 
"They started pushlnJ: us and we 

pushed them back ." he said trium· 
phan tly. "Our ranks didn't break 
and we made tht point that they·r. 
nOI supermen ; [I you Ilallll up 10 
them." 

At abo lll the ~8me tIme radical 
~t lld ent grnll p!i were Ihruttnin~ to 
cl05' Brllf)kl)1I CoUe;:te, whkh hu 
one of Ihe lar!!est ,Iewish tnrol. 
menls In the country and a similar· 
Iy lnrge JOL branch. When the 
1':e" Lelt prolesters occupied clan · 
rooms altlte Bl"iIoklyn campus Ka. 
hane informed the college presidenl 
and th' local police thaI JDL memo 
bers ..... ould evIct Ihe occupallon 
forces that e"en lng unless Ih. po
lice Inlen·enl!d. Their .... ·arning ap
ptarl!d to inspire prompt police ac_ 
tion . 

The moSI spectacular eumple 01 
the JOL In action-as JDL memo 
ben like to teliit-occurred In ear· 

Q.uti .. : 

RA IIBI MElR KA HANE or):ani1.ed the j.wish Ddeoce League . year 
R&O when, he ,ays, il breame d rar th. gO"emment W&, apathetic lind 

indillertnt to attacks on j e"l. ' We an fRccd with cri~is,~ he sa)'l. 

Iy May ..... hen black milllant J ames 
Forman d e man d e d reparaliGns 
fl"ilm Christian and Je ..... ish organi· 
zatlons. After Forman ~nd his u
sociate! had occupied olfic~s of 
Christian groups and had dJSru]!l~d 
a cburch sen ·ice. the Negro leadu 
hinted Ihal similar in c 11 r Ii i II ~ s 
.....Quld be made at Temple Eman_ 
u·EI on Filth Avenue. one of the 
largest Jewish eODJ:regations !II the 
elty. 

A JOL OffielDI phoned Forman 's 
offiee and repOrted that a forc e M 
40 m.n .... ·ould eonftnnt an)' blal'k 
miUtant$ ..... 110 attempted to enltT 
Ihe synagogue. Armed wllh bars, 
chain$. pipcs and helmets, the Jew· 
ish group ..... alted in val~ lor For
man. 

"We knew Forman w 0 u I d n 't 
come." u id Kahan • . " Ue'$ gOI SO 
many patsies In the churches ... ·ho 
..... on·t Itand up 10 him he doesn't 

I 

need a confrontation with us . As for 
his reparations demand. he (lught 
10 remember that If there was any 
group lhat did not persecute Ihe 
blacks Irs been Ihe Je ....... We're 
proud 01 our ell' ll r ights r~ord. we 
o ..... e nobody an~'thin~. II they talk 
IlMml reparations I knowonr group 
01 people who should hal'e !irS! 
track alII ." 

Kanll e and rifl ery 
The Temple Emanu·t;1 demon

atratlon. coupled ..... !th nCll',paller 
ads and the foundl~g of a summer 
camp in the Catskill mountaIns 
ntar Woodbourn', NewYork , 
..... here members are train.d in 
karate alld riner) .. has slirred con· 
cern amo ng Je ..... ish mOderates . 

Is This Any Way for Nice 
Jewish Boys to Behave? 

The B'nal B'rilh Anli·Defama· 
tlOn League condemned the ne ..... 5· 
f!;ipcr ad and Ihe JOI. as a vigl . 
lanle group .. ..... hose protection thl 
,Iewish eomnmn l1 )' does not need nr 
wan t." Mnnld Forster. the -".nt!. 
Delamation I.e. s ue ·s genual coun · 
sel. denounced Kaha ne '. unit lor 
'" imita tllll Ihe mindless tac tles of 
rada l hGodlums.·· 

Sam uel I)a lslll\l~r . n ~ uon a l ch~!r. 
mll n 01 Ihe Anll· l)efamatlon l..r. · 
.\l UI'. called the JDl.'1 b(ohlv lor " an 
embll rru sment and I potenl1al 
diln s~ r." 

"01 ~ourse a man like r orstcr 
..... ou ld Ih ink the Je .... ·s don't net'd liS. 
lle'! Ii\"ln~ In a nicf suburb !n 
\\·esl~h~s tcr.'· said Kahne "'Th_ 
odd Ihing is that non.Je ..... ' untlcr · 
stand us beller thlln J e ..... s. The 
non.Ju,· hps 00 pan icu lar ghetto 
l'Omplu lie Ihinks cleMI)". lie 
reallzes ..... e , ce a rhrell1 and Jo~ ic 
dict~tfS thaI .... Il Slop It The Id~1I 
thaI Ws ·un.Jewb h· to flsht ba rk b 
an Rbsurdlty. 'To \Urn tile other 
chr~k ' I, nut •. Ie ... lsh conceTlt The 
Bible lelll tl' 'h~t there ', II llme for 
pea« alld I t lm~ for ..... ar ., 

l'e\ t rill ,lOt, mcmbe r~ haH n 
pressrd conctr" thai Ihe ~ l"iIIIJl hn 
rl!"('el l'f1! I dis torled inutg • . They 
ro lnl out Iha t It . Iso conducts a 
l)IIsy Jpeabr'l buruu Ind Is 1'110' 

rousl~' Inl·oll·tel [n legal actil' it!es 
and cil)" politics. The league cur· 
r.ntly Is Jllanning an u tensil" 
campaign 10 defeal Mayor John 
UniUay and reeenlly prused II 45 
t .p.D!. record to thl. end. One side 
fealurn QuesUOtU for Mr. Und.say 
delivered by Kahane and the flip 
lid. features I sa rdonic Ballad of 
Fun Clly. One of Ihe JDL's credoes 
is to defeal any pollUco It beUev" 
II ap~lhellc to antl·semltlsm. 

The fact that JOL membeu ..... ear 
military·type uniforms. art con· 
ducting Intensil'e tra ining at their 
.ummer camp and hal'e displayed 
aggressIve behavior has caused 
lOme of the league's eritles among 
the Jewish communit~' to compare 
them 10 th. Black Panthers. 

By contust. the JOL tlku 10 
think: of Itself In Ihe ~.nre of anll
Fascist groups prior to World War 
II and Je .... lsh underground units in 
PalesUne prior to Ihe creaUon of 
israel as an Independent nation. 

Not like Panthers 
" Irs an Incredible Idiocy 10 hnk 

us with the Panthers." said Ka · 
hane. "The Panthers are nOI mere
I)' Inspired by prlde b!lt also by 
hate. You can see it in their Iller_ 
IIture. Pollc • • lor exampl., are calt· 
rd ·pigs' . The whi tes are hated. We 
are nOI rac!sl. We 're nOI agalnSI the 
blatk man bUI ..... e are for Jewish 
rights . We never shoo! It out wilh 
the pollee and ... ·e don't hate others : 
... e have pride In b.ing Je,,·s." 

lie InsiSIS he's sorry me JOL h~d 
10 be formed. He ex~ts Ih8tlhe 
pre~ sure of league work wll! soon 
force him 10 resign his (IOsilion as 
full-tIme rahbi ~nd lhal he'll hal'e 
less time to spend .... ith his wile and 
children. 

'" We gct no pleasur. out 01 this 
organl~~tion." he admitted. "It was 
a sad day whp.n we organized it bUI 
II had to be formed. We·r. talking 
about Jewish survival," 

'Opponenl ~ conlend that the 
league Is sensationatlstic and Is ap
pealing 10 raw emotion. They sal' 
Ihe gro up Is apt to be a catalyst for 
riots and that It Is paranoid in I" 
Ihinking. 

Albert Sbanker, president of the 
United federallon 01 Teachrrs . de
nounced the JOL on Tuesday as 
"nlJ"emisl" and " fomenters 01 vlg· 
Ilantlsm." The powerful U~"T boss 
blasted lhl' organi~atlon afler It 
had attempled to re(;ruh member. 
ship and Hnancial liupport from 
union leacherl. 

'"True enough." u ld Shanker. 
" in tlmn of lurmoll Jews do often 
find themselves scapegoals and 
I'!ctlms of extremist abuse, BUI it 
Is just as certain as R minority 
.Ie .... s will lind themselves deeper 
on the Josing s id~ If rate problems 
arr to be sellled in the gUller." 

Not paranoid 
" I know people Ihink ... e·re para. 

no!d ." said Kahane " But ... 'hl 
these penl!le don't realize is Ih~t 
lI'h~n mil!tnnts lalk aboul .icws· 
Imo·lampsha!les and about laking 
ol'cr Ihis country. th ey rea ll~' mcan 
it You don'l need 8 large nl1 nliH:'t 
of a nll· Semites 10 eause, tl"il!lble be· 
eausp the maJorlty of lhf lIeuple 
are basically timId and easIly 
eo,,·ed. The quutlon that Ilas 10 be 
ans .... red is ho ..... many l'0lln~ Intel · 
lec tual blacks are Inli·Semilic. We 
ha\e the feeline Ihat Ihere 'l a 
burning haIred among man), of 
them for .I{" ..... I . and whiles .r::eneral-
Iy Tha!"5 ... hy I Ihink 011r league I, 
going to gCI hll: . !:Ieca llst Ih lnl5 are 
~elling much ... orse In this (Dun· 
try " 

Ife pulled oul ~ pholo of the G~ 
lapo herding JC"'-, Ip a (oncentn· 
lion camp durrn.r:: World War II. 
"LeI" ract It . hi story has sho"'n 
that the Je .... must I'rotn:t himse lf 
The I. sson ... e· '·f! learned Is thaI the 
l urnt way to 1I"oid a confron tallon 
Is to leI th p olhe r .ide kno ... ' ~'Oll are 
preplt r<!i1 - and the JUre11 lI'a)l IO 
~et • conlront~l lon il ia back away 
Irom one " 
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By September 1969, Kahane’s vigilante Jewish Defense 

League (JDL) was taking root across the United States, with 

new branches popping up in eastern Canada, as reported by the Montreal Gazette (above), following a full-

page promotion in the Toronto Star on August 6, 1969 (above).  

 

In Sheen’s “Messiah Mode” YouTube, he states that after becoming an FBI intelligence asset in the 1960s, 

Kahane moved to become an Israeli intelligence asset in the 1970s in aiding the promoting of freeing 

Soviet Jews (see below). Wikipedia’s page on Rabbi Kahane states that according to his wife Libby’s 

biography of her former husband, Kahane, while serving the Howard Beach Jewish Center as Rabbi, had 

been “a consultant with the FBI” “in the late 1950s and early 1960s,” with “his assignment to infiltrate the 
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anti-communist Birch Society,” and is when he took on the persona of Michael King, under which he 

would later lure, deceive and decimate “the 21-year-old model Gloria D’Argenio.” This is when “he and 

Joseph Churba,” who later “co-authored the book The Jewish Stake in Vietnam,” “created the July Fourth 

Movement, which was formed to counteract widespread opposition towards U.S. involvement in the 

Vietnam War.” As explained in Part 7.1 of this report, the Zionist’s American Professors for Peace in the 

Middle East organization was created in June 1967 to emulate the influential anti-

Vietnam movement in American universities and colleges, the Canadian branch of 

which, formed in 1973, was chaired by Irwin Cotler.  

 

In one of David Sheen’s YouTubes, False Messiah’s Donkey, his presentation in 

Los Angeles on May 14, 2022, at the First Unitarian Church of Los Angeles, he 

explains (with visuals shown here) that beginning in 1967, after the six-day war: 

 

Israel now spreads in every direction, conquers territories east, 

west, north, south, and the conquest of the holy places, 

including the Al-Aqsa [Mosque], the Haram Sharif [the Temple 

Mount] in the Dome of the Rock. It filled theocratic Jews with 

the idea that they could now be in the messianic age, that they 

don’t have to wait any longer for God to come down and rid the 

country of non-Jews, that they could do it themselves, that we 

were in a 

messianic era. 

And so yes, in 

Israel that played 

out the way it 

played out. And 

here in the 

United States the 

following year we saw that Meir Kahane – this is the 

same Meir Kahane beginning his political career – 

establishing the Jewish Defense League in New York 

City. This is the beginning of the messianic movement 

right here in the U.S., in the beginning of the 

transition. … Kahane then moves to Israel [in 1971] 

and launches his political career there, with his Kach 

[“This is the Way”] Party.  

 

But, back in back in New York City he spawned a dozen terrorists that 

went on to terrorize New York City and other American cities, 

bombing boats, bombing banks, bombing bookstores, not just causing 

physical damage, wounding people, killing people, out and out 

terrorists. In the mid-1980s, the FBI declared them to be the number 

one domestic terrorist threat, Jewish supremacists. So of course, they 

attacked U.N. buildings, they attacked over a dozen consulates and 

embassies in the United States. And once Kahane moves to Israel he 

inspires over a dozen of these terrorists to move with him, American-

born, Jewish terrorists move with him to Israel and launch terrorist 

careers. In Israel he launches his words that become so inspiring in Israel that he inspires over a 

dozen Kahanist killers. But it’s not enough. He was hoping that he could sweep up larger chunks of 

the population. Yes. The Kahanists have killed dozens of people, mostly Palestinians in recent 

decades. They are certainly the most racist and most murderous Jewish political group to emerge in 
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the last half century. But it wasn’t enough for Kahane. It wasn’t coming fast enough. It wasn’t scaring 

Palestinians into fleeing the country at the rate that he’d hoped. So, the Kahane movement needed 

another way to achieve the 

same goal, albeit at a slower 

pace, but in a determined 

fashion. So, to do that he 

recruited his younger brother 

… Nachman, also born and 

raised in New York City. 

Nachman, also just as Kahane, 

was a Rabbi of the Young 

Israel movement in New 

York. He moved to Israel and 

following his brother, or actually even before his 

brother, and established the Young Israel Synagogue in East Jerusalem. And 

he established the Kahanist vehicle for dispossessing Palestinians on the 

ground in East Jerusalem called Ateret Cohanim.  

 

So, what’s Ateret Cohanim? What do they do? Their objective is to, as I said, 

ethnically cleanse Jerusalem of non-Jews. And the way that they do this is by 

getting donations from Kahanist millionaires, here in the U.S., and then by 

funneling those funds to Israel and then purchasing properties in the old city, 

in the Muslim quarter, so that they can, one by one, 

piece by piece, take over an Arab area, and de-

Arabify it, and Judaize it, property by property. 

 

So, who does he get to fund, to be the point person 

in the USA, to make sure that that steady stream of 

funds keeps coming? He gets the vice president of 

Young Israel, Joseph Frager, also known for being the editor of a seven-

volume compendium of Kahane’s greatest hits [seven volume book set]. So, 

it’s a Kahanist organization, top to bottom.  
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But what about the [Jewish] Orthodoxy establishment? Well, New 

York really is the heart and soul of the Orthodox Jewish community 

in the Americas. And the flagship institution of higher learning for 

the Orthodox community is without a doubt an institution that’s 

trained hundreds, thousands of rabbis over the years. I’m talking 

about Yeshiva University. And the head of Yeshiva University, for 

many many years considered the greatest mind of his generation, 

Torah scholar by the name of Rabbi Joseph Soloveitchik. So, 

Soloveitchik, you know on the 

face of it, he never spoke out 

openly in favor of Kahane. We 

didn’t know about his affinity for 

Kahane until recently when we 

were going through the archives 

of Israel’s former president 

[Chaim Herzog], the father of the 

current president. And peeling 

through the archives we realize 

we found a letter from 

Soloveitchik to Herzog. And he 

says in that letter, on Yeshiva 

University letterhead, he writes: “It is publicly known that I 

do not express my opinions on Israeli politics. But 

nevertheless, there is a bitter taste in my mouth; I cannot 

understand.” 

 

What can’t you [Soloveitchik] understand? What do you have a bitter taste in your mouth over? Now 

it’s 1984. Kahane has just been elected to Knesset, and he’s [Soloveitchik’s] demanding that the 

president of Israel include Kahane in the government. So, all along the head of the flagship Yeshiva 

of the Orthodox movement was a closet Kahanist.   

 

So, here he [Meir Kahane] is preaching at a Sephardic 

synagogue in New York City, fire and brimstone of course, 

inciting hatred. And sitting in the corner is the Chief Rabbi 

of this community. He’s listening intently, listening to 

Kahane droning on and on about his ideology of hate. And 

once he gets to the end of his  
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presentation, the Rabbi 

points at Kahane and 

he says, “What this 

man speaks is truth, 

real truth.” And then 

he encourages the rest of the community, ‘we need to start 

fundraising for this guy, we need to start giving him money so 

that he can put his plans into practice.’ It’s all on video. This 

Rabbi, he’s not a marginal Rabbi. We’re talking about Abraham 

Hecht, the president of the Rabbinical Alliance of America. 

Hundreds of Orthodox Rabbis made him their president. And 

this is the person who stood by Kahane and promoted him and 

fundraised for him. 

 

Sheen explains that, up to this point, he had been presenting his audience in San Francisco “the most-

establishment-right-wing Rabbis of the Jewish community.” He had also sprinkled in advisories throughout 

his presentation of the diversity of different views and temperaments in Jewish communities, many not in 

this Zionist camp. There were estimates made in the late 1800s that less than five percent of all world Jewry 

were in the secular Zionist belief camp. 

 

In chapter 2, “The Lines are Drawn,” of Jack Ross’ biography on Rabbi Elmer Berger, wherein he traces 

the origins and roots of the Zionist salesmen infiltrating the ranks and messaging of American synagogues, 

it was “in 1935, the year that Nazi Germany passed the Nuremberg Laws that began the long march toward 

the Final Solution, the Zionists began their major assault on the official anti-Zionism of the Reform 

movement.” Though not covered by Ross, the Zionist movement had been undertaking parallel strategies in 

Canadian synagogues. The American Zionists pushing for “Jewish nationalism” introduced a document in 

1937 called “The Columbus Platform: The Guiding Principles of Reform Judaism,” regarding the 

“rehabilitation of Palestine,” which included a clause, “this is our messianic goal.” The prominent Zionist 

promoter, Stephen Wise, had “attracted a growing amount of scrutiny and outright opposition from those 

rabbis who were adamantly opposed to his version for the future of American Judaism.” The battlelines 

were finally drawn in 1938, where and when the Zionists forced their way in, like methods of many future 

forcings. One year earlier, Rabbi Irving Reichert, who “zealously adhered to Classical Reform” Judaism, 

“made his first significant declaration of his anti-Zionism in a January 1937 sermon: 

 

… There is too dangerous a parallel between the insistence of some Zionist spokesmen upon 

nationality and race and blood, and similar pronouncements by Fascist leaders in European 
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dictatorships. Some types of propaganda may prove too tragically successful for our comfort. If we 

succeed in teaching America that Zionism is the only instrument of our political salvation, we may 

live to regret it. Last summer, an American rabbi declared before the World Zionist Congress “We are 

not asking the world, we are telling it. We are not inviting decisions by the nations we are apprising 

the nations of our decisions.” No swashbuckling, sabre-rattling German Nazi or Japanese jingo ever 

used more provocative language than that.”  

 

And there had been many prophetic utterances made by rabbis against the World Jewish Congress’ concept 

of a separate Jewish state. As Jack Ross cites from one of H.L. Mencken’s letters: “Whether intentionally or 

not, he [Stephen S. Wise] is constantly propagating the notion that Jews are a separate people, with interests 

quite distinct from those of the countries in which they live. This is the sort of thing that gives anti-Semitic 

demagogues their chance.” Ross also cites from Morris Lazaron’s 1940 pamphlet, “Homeland or State: The 

Real Issue:” 

 

The political Zionist group charges all of us who do not accept their program with Jewish disloyalty 

and labels us antagonists of Palestine. Some go so far as to read us out of Jewish life. It would be 

unfortunate if we permit these charges to go by default. American Jews who are not secularists or 

political nationalists will not let themselves be jockeyed into this position. They will not permit 

themselves to become involved in political maneuverings under the guise of philanthropy or 

friendship for Palestine.   

 

David Sheen continued in his presentation about American Jewry support of Kahane in the 1980s: 

 

Let’s look at the most liberal of the Orthodox 

Rabbis as far left as we can go and still be called 

Orthodox. I’m talking about Avi [Avraham] 

Weiss. Rabbi Avi Weiss was so liberal, he also, of 

course, studied at Yeshiva 

University. He came from 

a very very traditional 

place. But over the years 

he, in his own synagogue, 

he preached a slightly 

different message. He 

encouraged women to 

participate in the services, 

and to take on leadership 

roles in the Jewish 

community and in the 

synagogue itself. And he actually established a 

rabbinical school for women. Well, this is 

unheard of in Orthodoxy. Sure, in the more liberal streams of Judaism, conservative or reform, 

reconstructionist, we have female rabbis for decades already. But for the Orthodox, this is scandalous. 

And so, this really puts Avi Weiss on the far, far, far, far left of Orthodox Judaism. Okay, so surely he 

was reticent about Kahane’s views. No. Time after time he kept debating Kahane, sharing a platform 

with him, giving him an opportunity to espouse his racial hatred. But it wasn’t only that they met up 

and you know dialogued and debated. He also made him come to his own synagogue: [Quoting Avi 

Weiss] “Because of my affinity for him, I invited Meir many times to speak at my synagogue.” He 

provided the platform for Kahane to preach his hatred again and again. [Quoting Avi Weiss] “He 

spoke for almost two hours. The synagogue was packed. The congregation was riveted. No one 

moved.” This is the liberal left-wing Orthodox rabbi. 
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Even when Kahane was arrested here in the United States, in 

New York City, on charges that he ordered the assassination of 

a Russian diplomat, saying he wrote a letter to his followers in 

New York, saying, “Get someone to shoot a Russian diplomat, 

anyone,” doesn’t matter who. Even after that when Kahane 

went to court, [Avi] Weiss, as he said in his own words, “I also 

testified on [Kahane’s] behalf at his trial [on or near February 

21, 1975], telling the court that … Meir was not a violent 

man,” that this man was not a violent man. The chutzpah!  

 

In Sheen’s YouTube “Messiah Mode – The rise and fall and rise of 

Israel’s biggest racists,” his May 11, 2019, presentation at the 

University of Zurich, he says: 

 

The [Israeli Zionist] nationalists want to acquire more and 

more territory, but at the same time they are secular. So, you can still 

have a conversation with them on a logical basis. That’s their release 

valve. Now, the religious camp, their vision is a totalitarian one. They 

want to implement a theocracy. There is no place for non-Jews, and 

their vision of what they want the state of Israel to become. But 

traditionally, the Orthodox position was that they were pacifists. They 

wouldn’t be activists; they didn’t want to physically implement that 

vision of what they wanted to come to pass. They said, that is for God 

to do, for God to come down and bring that into being. So, that’s their 

relief valve. So, each of these right-wing camps has a relief valve. 

But when Kahane combines the two then that new camp wants to 

implement this theocracy by force, by activism. So, I would argue that 

this new manifestation is a fifth camp. I would either call it the 

Monarchist camp or the Messianic camp. I would argue that that camp 

has six points in their platform.  

 

In Sheen’s educational presentations published as 

YouTubes he doesn’t provide a reference for his 

main source of revelations on the early intrigue of 

Kahane’s role as U.S. and Israeli intelligence 

assets. They derive from riveting accounts in 

Robert Friedman’s 

ten-year long 

investigative research 

volume, The False 

Prophet: Rabbi Meir 

Kahane – From FBI 

Informant to Knesset 

Member, published in 

April 1990, seven 

months before 

Kahane was 

assassinated from a 

devastating .357 

magnum bullet. 
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Some 30 months after the June 1967 six-day war – and 

during Israel’s escalating secretive military and nuclear 

alliance with Apartheid South Africa, and during the midst 

of the Vietnam war, and some ten years before Israel 

hosted the pretentious June 1979 International Terrorism 

conference convened in Jerusalem –  reportedly behind 

Israel Labour Party Premier Golda Meir’s back a small 

group of Israeli political power players – which Friedman 

referred to as a “covert cabal of right-wing zealots” 217 – 

hatched a secret plan that would unleash a terrorism pit-

bull, genocidal monster, and his pit-bull offspring 

disciples, upon the world and forever change it. On page 

105 of Chapter 6, For Every Jew a 22, in Friedman’s False 

Prophet book, he begins: 

 

“If not for Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir 

and ultranationalist Tehiya Party leader Geula 

Cohen, Kahane might never have risen above the 

ranks of a New York City rabble-rouser. Despite their vehement denunciations of 

Kahane in recent years, the two were part of a secret group that helped make the 

militant leader of the Jewish Defense League an international figure and a force to be reckoned with 

in Israel. The secret relationship between Cohen, Shamir, and Kahane was forged one blustery cold 

morning in December 1969. Cohen, who had just been elected to the Knesset as a member of 

Menachem Begin’s Herut Party, visited Kahane in his cramped JDL [Jewish Defense League] office 

on Manhattan’s Fifth Avenue.”  

 

Friedman states that the clandestine meeting between Cohen and Kahane had been arranged by Bernard 

Deutsch, “a founding member of the ILRRJ [International League for the Repatriation of Russian Jews], 

who says that [Geula] Cohen was impressed by Kahane’s militant credentials and obvious public relations 

 
217 False Prophet, page 107. 
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talent.” Cohen convinced Kahane to “lay the groundwork for a guerilla war against the Soviet Union that 

would be waged by the JDL: 

 

and orchestrated by prominent right-wing Israelis, including several high-ranking members of 

Mossad. Cohen and Deutsch told me that the group’s central player was the quiet, morose former 

Stern Gang commander Yitzhak Shamir. Shamir had been Mossad’ s chief of operations until 1965 

and maintained close ties to the agency. “The JDL’s decisions weren’t made by Meir,” said Deutsch, a 

key member of the covert group that oversaw the JDL’s anti-Soviet operations. “If I were to tell you 

that Shamir was the head of our group and planned our activities, he would absolutely deny it. But I 

sat on his bed in his bedroom, which is where we had many of our meetings. I’m not looking to hurt 

Shamir, but that’s a fact.”  

 

Well, well, well. The future 

Likud Party Prime Minister of 

Israel (1986 – 1992), “former 

[terrorist] Stern Gang 

commander,” hatching a 

terrorist program in the United 

States, Israel’s big bankroller, 

with his former female Stern 

Gang member, also putting 

American, foreign, and Jewish 

lives at risk! As if the Israeli 

air force jet incident in 1967 – 

the bombing, torpedoing, 

machine-gunning of the U.S.S. 

Liberty, and target murdering of over one hundred of its American navy crew – wasn’t enough! And the 

added relevant question: if this, then what else was that supremacist terrorist member of the then Herut 

Party, and the former Mossad director up to? 

 

Geula Cohen, referred to in April 1947 as “the Stern Gang’s “golden voice,” – 25-year-old, dark-haired 

beautiful Yemenite [Jewish] girl,” was a committed terrorist. Detained in a prison ward in Jerusalem City 

“serving a seven-year sentence” [actually, “seven years imprisonment for illegal possession of arms and 

two years for operating an illegal radio transmitter,” and also “known as Shoshana Levi” 218], she escaped 

by a team of “Yemenite accomplices in Arab dress.” 219 A photo of Cohen taken on August 16, 1948, 

shaking hands with Sheikh Yusuf Abu Gosh in a village “ten miles from Jerusalem,” thanking “him for 

engineering her escape,” was published in Miami Herald on August 23, 1948. The photo caption states, “the 

Sheik revealed he and 70 of his villagers had been members of the Jewish underground for five years 

because he believed the British had “come to Palestine to create trouble between Arabs and Jews”.” 220  

 

Thirty years later, Cohen, then a “militant” Likud MP in Israel’s Knesset, was on the front lines 

demonstrating alongside Zionist Gush Emunim zealots, including “Rabbi Moshe Levinger,” against Israeli 

soldiers who were ordered by Defence Minister Ezer Weizman to remove “300 illegal settlers” in the 

Westbank from a hilltop “near the town of Nablus,” and settlers from another “outpost near Hebron.” The 

demonstrations were organized to disapprove of the Camp David agreement with U.S. president Jimmy 

Carter. On September 21, 1978, “the world executive of Betar, the youth movement of Mr. Begin’s Right-

 
218 Snatch Jewish Prisoner from Police in Jerusalem, Wisconsin Jewish Chronicle, June 14, 1946. That article reported Cohen 

was 20 years old.  
219 Stern Gang’s “Golden Voice” escapes, Daily Record, April 14, 1947. 
220 Miami Herald, August 23, 1948. 
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wing party condemned the Camp David agreement and demanded the extension of Israeli sovereignty over 

“all the land of Israel.” On the day of the army’s removal of the settlers, the “Gush Emunim leader Mr. 

Hanan Porat, said: “For each settlement removed by force, we shall start 10 new settlements.” 221                           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
221 Troops evict hilltop Jews, The Guardian, September 22, 1978. 

Geula’s name was misspelled as “Guela”  

in North American newsprint media. 
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As Friedman lays out in his False Prophet, Yitzhak Shamir ran the show in developing Kahane’s American 

operations for rescuing Soviet Jewry. In the first few months following early December 1969, Geula Cohen 

“laid the groundwork for a guerilla war against the Soviet Union.” Cohen and Yitzhak “were also in contact 

with Jewish dissidents in the Soviet Union, sending them money and books and organizing some of their 

political protests,” and “they also surreptitiously channeled funds to subsidize an underground publication 

network through Soviet Jewish emigre groups in New York City, Switzerland, and England.” They “also 

arranged to pay bribes of up to $50,000 for individual exit visas.”  

 

Bernard Deutsch “served as a courier frequently meeting group members in Israel, England and 

Switzerland.” Deutsch’s involvement “grew out of his long-standing ties to the leaders of the Revisionist 

Zionist movement.” In the late 1960s and early 1970s, Deutsch was a “prominent member of the 

Brooklyn’s Orthodox Jewish community.” He was “a confidant of Herut leader Menachem Begin, who 

slept in Deutsch’s home whenever he was in New York on business.” Deutsch was “the chairman of the 

B’nai B’rith Anti-Defamation League’s powerful Brooklyn chapter.” In 1975 Deutsch was “convicted of 

stock fraud and conspiracy to evade taxes on more than $4 million in personal and corporate income made 

between 1968 and 1972, roughly the same period when he worked with the group overseeing Kahane.” 

“Proceeds from Deutsch’s investments were used to help finance the JDL’s secret operation.” As “a 
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founding member of the International 

League for the Repatriation of 

Russian Jews,” made up of “Jewish 

businessmen and Orthodox Rabbis,” 

one of the League’s “key contacts 

was Richard Perle, Henry “Scoop” 

Jackson’s Senate aide.”  

 

Friedman revealed that: 

 

“Kahane’s handlers calculated 

that the selective use of 

violence against Soviet targets 

in the United States and Europe 

would inevitably strain U.S. -

Soviet relations,” and “they 

predicted that rather than risk 

detente, the Soviet Union 

would be forced to alleviate the 

crisis by freeing hundreds of 

thousands of Jews who would 

then be herded to the Jewish 

state. An influx of Soviet Jews could help redress the demographic imbalance 

caused when Israel swallowed the Occupied Territories with its large Arab 

population. Since the founding of the State of Israel, one of Mossad’s prime directives has been to 

help bring Jews to Israel. It has operated underground networks in a number of countries, including 

Iraq and Ethiopia, to facilitate this task.” 

 

Of the others Friedman singled out in the Israeli-Kahane 

“covert group” were: Pessach Mor, an Israeli attorney, a 

later “member of the Tehiya Party’s Central Council;” 

“several [unidentified] wealthy American and Israeli 

businessmen;” “three [unidentified] top Mossad officers;” 

“several [unidentified] retired Israeli army officers who 

trained JDL youth in weapons and sabotage;” and Herzl 

Amicaham, a “former Irgun operative who would often fly 

to the United States to confer with JDL officials.”  

 

In David Sheen’s YouTube Messiah Mode, he narrates that after the early 

December 1969 introductory meeting with Kahane, Yitzhak Shamir and 

Geula Cohen introduced Amichai Paglin to Kahane: 

 

“Who is Paglin? This is the man who was the chief bomb-maker of the 

Irgun. He [under codename “Gidi”] was responsible for the bombing 

of the King David Hotel, and all the people that died in it. And other 

bombings, Paglin was the mastermind. So now, Paglin is being brought 

to meet with Kahane to teach him bomb-craft, to teach him and his 

henchmen how to build bombs. And that information was then turned 

into instruction manuals. The Jewish Defense League then printed 

these instruction manuals. They explained how to make a Molotov cocktail, incendiary timebombs, 

booby traps, and they passed this knowledge on to the rest of the followers of Kahane.”   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amichai_Paglin
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Wikipedia 222 states (link above) that after joining “the “Hayil 

Kravi” (Combat Corps) of the Irgun” in the early 1940s, Paglin 

participated in the “Irgun’s bombing of the Immigration 

Department in Haifa.” In 1946 he was appointed “Chief 

Operations Officer of the Irgun,” after which “he planned over 

200 attacks” against both the British and Arabs. “Paglin 

planned the King David Hotel bombing [on July 22, 1946, 

killing 91 and injuring 46], the attack on the British Air Force 

base at Qastina [on February 25, 1946], the Goldschmidt 

House officers club bombing, the Acre Prison break [May 4, 

1947], and led the Irgun squad that hanged two British 

sergeants from trees near Netanya, as a response to the hanging 

of convicted Irgun members by the British. He also led the 

battle for Jaffa in the 1947-1949 Palestine war and an 

unsuccessful attempt to conquer Ramle.” On Monday February 

7, 1972, at a public meeting event in Tel Aviv convened by 

Menachim Begin, it revealed the “almost 26 years of secrecy” 

identifying some of the parties that partook in the King David 

Hotel bombing. Of those involved was Paglin, then 23-years of 

age, who gave “the final orders for the bombing” from “a 

Jerusalem synagogue.” 223 Friedmann reports that Prime Minister Menachim Begin 

“appointed Paglin to the powerful post of Advisor to the Prime Minister on Counter-

Terrorism” in 1977. Paglin’s advisory successor, Amiram Nir, “worked directly with Colonel Oliver North 

and John McFarland” on the “Iran-contra policy,” with Nir’s “scheme of shipping four thousand American-

made TOW missiles to Iran and using profits to fund joint U.S.-Israeli covert operations.” 224 

 

In False Prophet, Friedman identifies numerous JDL terrorist incidents committed in America ordered by 

Kahane. Not all incidents were committed under his command. Some of his followers, the numbers of 

which were in their thousands, went off on their own terrorist and orchestrated campaigns.  

 

The JDL’s membership grew with its increasing militancy. What began with a handful of hard-core 

activists and a mimeograph machine, by 1971 claimed more than ten thousand members in a least a 

dozen U.S. cities, as well as in England, France, and South Africa. The JDL had evolved into a mass 

movement, the likes of which Kahane and Churba had only dreamed about a few years before. 

“Kahane had the ability to take youth and give them incentives to become underground Jewish 

heroes,” said Murray Schneider, a JDL founding member and the Leagues treasurer until 1975. “We 

looked up to him like a god. He had incredible charisma. He was brighter than all of us.” But as the 

JDL grew, it became harder for Kahane to control. Soon handfuls of adventurous youths were 

carrying out violent operations without consulting the JDL leader. There were times when Kahane 

and his handlers had all they could do to guide the group in the direction they wanted. In the end, 

more JDL operations were carried out on an ad hoc basis by youths carried away by their own 

enthusiasm than were planned in advance by JDL leaders. 225 

 

* December 29, 1969 – The JDL’s “opening shot … took over the offices of Tass (the Soviet press 

agency), Intourist (the Soviet tourist agency), and Aeroflot (the Soviet airline), and boarded a Russian 

 
222 Accessed on February 14, 2025. 
223 Two Jews reveal roles in King David Hotel Blast, Journal and Courier, February 8, 1972. 
224 Page 152. 
225 Page 115. 
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commercial passenger plane at Kennedy International Airport to spray-paint the cabin with Hebrew 

slogans like “Am Yisrael Chai!” – “The Jewish Nation Lives!” 

 

* December 30, 1969 – “More than one hundred JDL members rioted in front of the Soviet Mission 

in New York.” 

 

* May 22, 1970 – JDL invaded the PLO [Palestine Liberation Organization] office in midtown 

Manhattan. “The men broke down the door and two of them began to beat [PLO executive Sadaat] 

Hasan with clubs,” the secretary recounted to The New York Times. “The beating lasted six or seven 

minutes, I think. There was lots of blood.” 

 

* June 15, 1970 – “The KGB arrested scores of Jewish 

activists across the Soviet Union. Among them were 

nine Jews charged with plotting to hijack a Soviet 

airliner at Leningrad Smolny Airport and fly it to 

Sweden. … according to Deutsch and other sources 

directly involved in the operation, the hijacking was 

planned by Kahane’s control group in Israel, which had 

been secretly in contact with the plotters.” 

 

* Europe – 1970 - “Bombs Paglin had hidden inside 

three stoves and smuggled to JDL agents in Europe 

ripped through the Soviet cultural center in Amsterdam. 

Around the same time, he engineered the bombing of a 

Soviet container ship in Rotterdam, sent a letter bomb to 

the Soviet Embassy in London, and orchestrated attacks 

on Palestinians living in Europe, according to European 

and American intelligence sources. In one incident 

outside a train station in Paris, two JDL men trained by 

Paglin threw acid in the face of a well-known PLO 

supporter.” 

 

* September 27, 1970 – “Avraham Hershkovitz, a tall, 

flabby, twenty-six-year-old concentration camp survivor 

and his nineteen-year-old wife, Nancy, attempted to 

board a 10 p.m. BOAC flight to London at Kennedy International Airport, concealing two loaded 

pistols and hand grenades, which had been handed to them moments before by two JDL men hiding 

in an airport bathroom. Nancy, a grenade taped to her thigh, was waved through by security, but 

Avraham – disguised as a Hasid and carrying a false passport – was arrested at the gate by alert 

policemen. When Nancy returned to look for Avraham, she, too, was taken into custody. … 

Hershkovitz confessed that he and his wife were members of the JDL, and that they were on a 

mission to hijack an Egyptian airliner in London and divert it to Israel. … “That was the cover story. 

Their real assignment, Calderon claims, was to assassinate Palestinian highjacker Leila Khaled who 

was then in a London jail. Calderon said a second JDL man-and-wife hit team had been sent to 

London ahead of the Hershkovitzs, but flew to Israel on false passports when they learned of the 

arrests.” 

 

* Early October 1970 – “A young man carrying a tan, leather briefcase entered a building on 40th 

Street and Park Avenue where the PLO had its Manhattan office. The youth took the elevator to the 

third floor and deposited the briefcase outside the PLCs door. At 11 p.m., a powerful explosion ripped 

through the building, heavily damaging the PLO office.” 

“The Jewish  

Defense  

League was  

conceived  

one overcast  

Saturday  

afternoon in  

May 1968,  

following  

morning  

services at  

Laurelton’s  

Young Israel  

Synagogue. The group’s three founders 

resembled anything but freedom fighters. 

Joining Kahane in the synagogue were 

Bertram Zweibon, a pudgy, pugnacious 

probate lawyer whose father had been a 

colleague of Jay Lovestone’s in the 

Communist Party and whose uncle had 

been a cofounder of Betar in America, and 

Morton Dolinsky, a loud, loopy PR man 

… The trio had one thing in common 

besides their allegiance to right-wing 

Zionism – an intense hostility to Blacks.” 

(False Prophet, pages 84-85)  
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* November 23, 1970 – “Bombs exploded in front of Aeroflot and Intourist offices in New York.” 

* January 8, 1971 – “A bomb exploded outside the Soviet cultural building on 18th Street in 

downtown Washington.” 

* January 19, 1971 – “JDL members began to follow Soviet officials and their family members in 

New York and Washington, spitting and shouting epithets at them. The same week, three Soviet 

diplomats’ cars were destroyed by firebombs.” 

 

* March 30, 1971 – “A bomb exploded outside the New York Communist Party headquarters.” 

 

* April 22, 1971 – “A bomb exploded inside Amtorg, the Soviet trade center, at 355 Lexington 

Avenue in Manhattan, gutting the nineteenth floor of the building. Sappers dismantled a second 

bomb, which nearly exploded while New York’s chief of detectives and other officials looked on.” 

 

* May 12, 1971 – “Kahane and a dozen other JDL members were arrested by federal agents in New 

York for conspiracy to manufacture explosives.” 

 

* June 12, 1971 – “A bomb was found at the official Soviet residence at Glen Cove, New York. The 

explosive was safely dismantled.” 

 

* July 9, 1971 – “Kahane pleaded guilty to manufacturing firebombs. Prior to sentencing, the judge 

[Jack Weinstein] stated in court that he had received hundreds of letters on Kahane’s behalf, some 

calling the JDL leader “another Moses or Abraham Lincoln,” “a saint,” “the victim of another 

Dreyfus trial,” “a Jewish Martin Luther King,” “a modern-day Maccabee,” and a man “fighting for 

the blood of Jews that has been spilled down through the ages.” [Judge] Weinstein said that, while 

Kahane may have believed he was in a superior moral position, “so far as the law is concerned – 

when the JDL uses guns and bombs illegally, they are not really distinguishable from the Weathermen 

or Black Panthers on the Left or the Ku Klux Klan on the Right.” Despite Judge Weinstein’s rebuke, 

he sentenced the rabbi to just four year’s probation.” 226  

 

* November 30, 1971 – “Just weeks after Jewish militants fired a high-powered rifle from the roof of 

Hunter College into the Soviet Mission in New York nearly hitting a diplomat’s child - officials from 

the Justice Department, the Secret Service, and the FBI met in then U.S. Ambassador to the UN 

George Bush’s apartment in the Waldorf Astoria to plan how to derail the JDL.” 

 

* December 5, 1971 – “A bomb exploded outside a Fifth Avenue gift shop in Manhattan specializing 

in Soviet goods. A store in Minnesota that sold Russian gifts was destroyed by a bomb.” 

 

Friedman explains that about four months after Kahane was forced to leave the United States in September 

1971 to live in Israel, on January 26, 1972 “the anti-Soviet violence that [Geula] Cohen and her cohorts had 

helped set in motion some two years earlier finally ended in tragedy. On that date the JDL claimed its first 

victim – a Jew. A squad of JDL youths firebombed the Manhattan offices of Jewish impresario Sol Hurok, 

who brought Soviet performers to the United States. Iris Kones, a twenty-seven-year-old secretary in 

Hurok’s accounting department, choked to death on the fumes. According to the autopsy report, her lungs 

 
226 Friedman notes on pages 37-38, that joining “the Betar movement in America,” and after Kahane’s first arrest “charged with 

assault” in 1947 for pelting British Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin with vegetables, “Judge Morris Rothenberg gave him a 

suspended sentence. It was the first of what would be a long, unbroken string of light or suspended sentences that Kahane 

would receive from sympathetic Jewish judges in the United States and Israel. “The judge was very anti-British and 

sympathetic to Betar,” Kahane later told me. It did not hurt that Kahane's father was then the politically well-connected president 

of the Flatbush Board of Rabbis, nor that Judge Rothenberg was the president of the Jewish National Fund in America, had an 

agricultural settlement in Palestine named in his honor, and had himself assailed Bevin in 1947 – the same year that Kahane was 

brought before him – in a speech to a national Zionist conference.” 
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were filled with black soot mixed with mucus. Within hours of the bombing, an anonymous caller phoned 

NBC News and UPI in New York claiming credit for the bombing in the name of the JDL:”  

 

“It was Zweibon who called Kahane from a JDL member’s house on Long Island with 

news of Kones’s death. … Zweibon said that he urged Kahane to exploit the tragedy 

to promote the JDL’s agenda. “I told Meir that the Hurok bombing is our ticket into 

the dark world of terrorism,” said Zweibon. “It enhances the image we’re trying to 

project. … Zweibon said that he viewed Kones’s death as an acceptable if 

unfortunate byproduct of a greater struggle for the freedom of Soviet Jews. As he 

had done in other JDL bombings, Kahane allegedly advised those involved in the 

Hurok incident to flee to Israel. Zweibon strongly denies that he helped anyone 

connected with the Hurok bombing to slip away. But one former JDL member who 

says he helped some of the accomplices leave the United States, claims that Zweibon 

had worked out the details of the escape, handed out cash and plane tickets, then 

swallowed the paper with the written instructions. At least four suspects were 

allegedly spirited out of the country this way, two to Israel and two to Canada.” 227 

 

After three members of the JDL were indicted by a “federal grand jury in New York” in June 1972 for the 

bombing and death of Kone, it was defendant Sheldon Seigal’s “defence attorney, Alan Dershowitz,” who 

got his client, “JDL’s premier bomb maker,” from being convicted, and by 1975 “the case was finally 

dropped.” Jerome Zeller, the man that “planted the bomb in Hurok’s office,” eventually in 1972 “found a 

safe haven in the home of Nachman Kahane,” Meir Kahane’s younger brother, who was “then Israel’s 

assistant minister of religious affairs.” 228 

 

Friedman points out in his remarkably courageous and investigatory third book, Red Mafiya (published in 

2000), that, no thanks to Yitzhak Shamir’s icy-cold provocations, one of the most unfortunate, ill-fated, evil 

consequences of Israel’s covert and militant actions in America, Europe and Soviet Russia to free Soviet 

Jewry was that Russia’s “KGB took this opportunity to empty its jails of thousands of hard-core [ethnic 

claimed Jewish] criminals, dumping vast numbers of undesirables like Monya Elson on an unsuspecting 

America, as well as on Israel and other Western nations. … Elson was given an Israeli visa; it was the only 

way the Soviets would let a Jew leave the U.S.S.R. But like many Jewish refugees, he wanted to go to the 

United States instead, and well-funded American Jewish organizations who supported the concept of free 

immigration helped large numbers of them to gain entry to America, infuriating Israel’s Zionist 

establishment, which believed that Israel should be the destination for all the Jewish people.” 229 Most of 

these hardened and ruthless criminals (which Friedman details from their gruesome and Gulag origins in 

the Soviet Union and following), the “majority” of which “settled in Brighton Beach,” 230 formed organized 

gangs in Israel, Europe, North America, etc., some of which coordinated criminal activities with the Italian 

mafia and corrupt rabbis. Some of these unleashed Russian criminals became operatives for Mossad. Some 

went on to help “train the [South African] Bantustan’s police and security service.” 231 Some went on to 

Wall Street to commit extortion, stock market fraud, and Ponzi schemes. Friedman notes in False Prophet, 

that “in the two-year period between 1972 and 1973” alone, “more than 66,000 Russian Jews emigrated.” 
232 

 

Yitzhak Shamir’s golden pitbull Meir Kahane got under his skin when he failed to kidnap Soviet Prime 

Minister Alexei Kosygin who was to arrive in Canada on a scheduled visit in the summer of 1972. Kahane  

 
227 Pages 142-143.  
228 Pages 143-144. 
229 Chapter 1. 
230 Introduction. 
231 Chapter 3. 
232 Page 147. 
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had been given “$70,000 to stage a number of violent demonstrations in England, France, and North 

America,” which included the abduction of Kosygin. Instead, Kahane pocketed the money “to finance his 

first unsuccessful run for the Knesset in 1973.” 233 Shamir’s secret circle then reportedly ended their Soviet 

Jewry operations relationship with the JDL. 

 

9.1. “I Say What You Think” 

 

“Years ago, Rabbi Meir Kahane broke the taboo when he publicly called for the expulsion of Israel’s 

Arabs. “I say what you think,” he would declare, claiming to have an inside track on Israel’s psyche. 

Now, virtually every ultranationalist politician worth his or her soapbox has concocted a formula for 

“transfer.” 234 

 

“In April 1991 – on the eve of one of Secretary of State James Baker’s visits to Jerusalem after the 

Gulf War to press the Israelis on a territorial compromise – [Rabbi Moshe] Levinger declared that the 

only way he would leave the West Bank was in a pine box. “From this house, the army will never 

take me out alive,” said one of Levinger’s supporters in Hebron. … But would Levinger really give 

the order to fight the Israeli Army and shed Jewish blood? I asked. “Rabbi Levinger is like an egg,” 

he replied, caressing his child. “The more you cook it, the harder it becomes.” So worried are some of 

these settlers about an Israeli withdrawal that they have formed a new terrorist underground. But this 

time, their targets are brother Jews who have advocated negotiating with the PLO. They are called the 

Sicarii, after a sect of Jewish Zealots who murdered Romans and “Hellenist” Jews during the Second 

Temple period with short daggers that they hid in their robes.” 235  

 

[Moshe] Dayan understood the Palestinians’ deep historical attachment to the land. In April 1956, at 

the funeral of a close friend …  said, “How can we complain about the [Arab refugees’] fierce hatred 

of us? For eight years they have been sitting in the refugee camps of Gaza while right in front of their 

eyes we are turning the land and villages in which they and their forefathers dwelled into our 

patrimony. ... We are the generation of settlement, and without cannons and steel helmets we won’t be 

able to plant a tree or a house.” 236 

 

“Kahane’s younger brother, Nachman, an Orthodox rabbi with a synagogue in the Muslim Quarter 

across the road from Ateret Cohanim, described “Kahaneism” as unabashed love for the Jewish 

people. Then, under an overcast sky, one Kahane disciple after another called for death to the Arabs. 

“‘There is a time for love, a time for hate, a time to kill, a time to heal, a time for peace, a time for 

war’,” said one rabbi quoting a passage from Ecclesiastes. “This is a time for war, for hate, for 

killing. We must banish the Arabs from our land!” 237 

 

Gush Emunim’s rabbis proclaimed that settling the biblical Land of Israel, including Judea and 

Samaria, otherwise known as the West Bank, was part of the divine process that would inexorably 

lead to the End of Days and the Redemption of Mankind. Thousands of Orthodox Jews answered the 

call to settle the occupied territories. 238 … [Rabbi Moshe] Levinger might have remained an obscure 

rabbi if not for the Six-Day War. The Israeli victory unlocked pent-up messianic passions in many 

Orthodox Jews as they were reunited with the core area of ancient Israel, the West Bank, which they 

 
233 False Prophet, page 145.  
234 Zealots for Zion, Robert I. Friedman, page 10. Friedman had written a review of Edward Tivnan’s 1987 groundbreaking book, 

The Lobby: Jewish Political Power and American Foreign Policy. On the jacket of Tivnan’s book was a quote from Carl 

Bernstein: “Edward Tivnan has turned a reporter’s eye on a subject that until now has been the stuff of gossip and polemics.” 
235 Ibid., pages 41-42. 
236 Ibid., page 77. 
237 Ibid., page 185. 
238 Ibid., page xxxiv. 
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refer to by the biblical names Judea and Samaria. 239 … 

Ten months later [at the end of the six-day war, Zvi 

Yehuda] Kook sent his pupil, thirty- seven-year-old 

Moshe Levinger, to resettle Hebron. He would change 

the political as well as the physical landscape of Israel. 

… On April 12, 1968, thirty-two Jewish families moved 

into the Park Hotel in downtown Hebron in defiance of 

official Israeli government policy, which then barred 

Jews from moving into West Bank Arab cities. 240 

 

Robert I. Friedman’s books, The False Prophet (1990), and 

Zealots for Zion (1992), on Meir Kahane and the Zionist 

zealots in Israel, are unique interview-product portals that also 

help shape the understanding of the 1975 U.N. resolution 

qualifier of Zionism as Racism. 241 The racism in Zionism, as 

espoused and penned by Fayez Sayegh from the early 1950s to 

the late 1970s which he defined in his 1965 monograph 

“Zionist Colonialism in Palestine,” gains new momentum, a 

new demented dimension, an uglier face about a year 

following the June six-day war. As Friedman paints on his 

canvases, this new phase begins when Rabbi Moshe Levinger 

enters amongst the first Jewish occupants of the Westbank 

lands, in Levinger’s case via the “forty Orthodox families” in 

the “fortified settlement” of Kiryat Arba, through his 

proclamatory ultra fanaticism, and “self-destructive 

messianism.” Integrated with this new phase, is Mossad’s 

central plan to migrate Soviet Jewry to Israel to out-populate 

the Palestinian majority. And with Kahane’s arrival in Israel in 

September 1971, four years before the adoption of U.N. 

Resolution 3379, the sparks really start flying.   

 

This Kahane “theocratic racist” shift in colonial Zionism is 

noted in Simha Flapan’s 1988 book, “The Birth of Israel: 

 
239 Ibid., page 13. 
240 Ibid., page 14. 
241 I must note at least two bothersome weaknesses in Friedman’s two volumes, which are more evident in his second book, 

Zealots for Zion. Namely, Friedman’s seemingly uncritical portrayal of Israel as a ‘democracy,’ and his acceptance of the 

Zionists’ historical interpretation of the events of 1947 and 1948. My initial concern cast doubt upon his ability to see through the 

propaganda. But then I had to think about the period context, the times he spent in Israel and when he did his investigative 

reporting – the late 1970s to 1992. I then retrieved academic sources I remembered reading concerning the late 1980s when 

scholarly products of the “New Historians” (originally, the “new historiography”) of Israel emerged following the scheduled 

release of state documents that had been archived from public viewing (in Israel, Britain, etc.), and when serious public debating 

challenging the propaganda began. I had already examined some of early writings by Palestinians and other Arab historians on 

their accounts that were opposite to Israel’s propaganda accounts, but their accountings had been largely hidden and suppressed. 

In Part 8 of this report on Fayez Sayegh, I included an article he wrote on April 10, 1958, for the Caravan, “Dair Yaseen – Ten 

Years Later.” In it he muses, “World public opinion today may have been largely influenced by the limitless outpouring of Israeli 

and Zionist propaganda to forget the slaughters and massacres which began at Dair Yaseen and may have been influenced into 

thinking of the Arab refugees as “voluntary exiles” and conceiving of Israel as a peaceful law-abiding state. But history cannot 

be rewritten, even by a shrewd and effective propaganda machine; and the truth cannot be indefinitely dimmed.” Historians have 

largely forgotten or overlooked Sayegh, who exposed the Zionists’ propaganda. The new information sifted by the “New 

Historians” challenged the propaganda consumed by the world about Zionist Israel’s ‘myths,’ some of which Friedman, as so 

many, had swallowed. I then read historian Ilan Pappe’s September 2021 four-page explanatory, “The New Historians,” and 

examined two of his recommendations for “further readings:” Simha Flapan’s 1988 book, “The Birth of Israel: Myths and 

“ROBERT I. FRIEDMAN  

died July 2 at age 51 at  

Columbia-Presbyterian  

hospital in New York City of  

complications of a rare  

pneumonia he contracted in  

the slums of Bombay, India  

while on assignment for  

Vanity Fair on a story of  

sexual slavery. The piece ran  

as a cover story in The Nation. Robert 

investigated the rise of the radical right in Israel 

while on his Patterson fellowship, work he turned 

into his first book, “The False Prophet,” a 

biography of Jewish Defense League founder 

Meir Kahane. Robert was assaulted by militant 

Jewish settlers when he was on assignment in 

Israel in 1994, shortly before his second book, 

“Zealots for Zion: Inside Israel’s West Bank 

Settlement Movement,” was published. He 

worked for the Village Voice from 1989 to 1995. 

As that paper wrote, “Robbie will be remembered 

as a dedicated pro who followed his reporting 

wherever it took him, no matter whom it offended 

or what it meant for his own career. In 1993, for 

example, Friedman castigated the FBI in the 

Voice for ignoring information it had developed 

on the Muslim extremist behind the first bombing 

of the World Trade Center, warning that without 

stronger action, terrorists would strike at the 

towers again. Though the story would cost him 

valuable sources within the FBI, Friedman 

published it and won a Society of Professional 

Journalists Award.” He was a freelancer for most 

of his career, writing for the New Yorker, GQ, The 

Nation, New York Times, The Washington Post, 

and the New York Review of Books, among others. 

His 2000 book about the Russian mob in 

America, “Red Mafiya,” is the definitive work on 

the subject. He is survived by his wife, Christine 

Dugas, a reporter for USA TODAY.” (Source: 

Tribute to Robert Friedman, The Alicia Patterson 

Foundation, Alumni News.) 
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Myths and Realities.” Flapan, an Israeli citizen, who arrived in Palestine in 1930 at age 19, who died on 

April 13, 1987 “as this book went to press,” was undoing, shaking off the Zionism entangled and buried 

deep within him, a very difficult and emancipatory undertaking. He, as an Israeli, was at the forefront of 

what some have penned “the New Historians,” a disputed title by the New Historians themselves. Flapan 

explains that he had a team of researchers not only dissecting newly released, but limited, archival, 

classified records from the Israeli government, but re-reading and examining afresh the writings from a 

host of Arab and Israeli historians. Flapan, in communication and debates with other Israeli and non-Israeli 

historians, then began serious reflections and analysis on Zionist propaganda, primarily those, as he 

explains in his book, emanating from 1948 to 1952, distilling the ‘Seven Myths.’ What is remarkable, and 

fortunate, is that he gifted his insights to the world moments before his departure from it. 

 

Flapan noted two central, political camps in Zionist Israel, the socialist Zionists and the revisionist Zionists, 

the latter of which hinged on the extreme ideology and twisted theocracy of Zeev Jabotinsky, Meir 

Kahane’s idol, who, as Friedman notes in False Prophet “was once a guest at the Kahane’s Flatbush home,” 

because Kahane’s father was “a fervent Zionist and a member of the right-wing Revisionist movement:” 242 

 

“The fiercest internal struggles in Zionist history occurred 

between Ben-Gurion’s socialist labor movement and the 

right-wing Revisionist party (of which Begin’s party, Herut, 

was the Israeli successor). Before independence, the split 

nearly caused civil war within the Jewish community in 

Palestine. With the establishment of the state of Israel, Ben-

Gurion and Begin remained implacable enemies. Ben-Gurion 

refused even to allow the bones of Zeev Jabotínsky, the 

founder of the Revisionist movement, to be buried in Israel.” 
243 

 

Regarding the two Zionist camps, Flapan in his earlier 1979 

book, Zionism and the Palestinians, wrote: 

 

The Arabs did not regard the internal struggle in Zionism as a reflection of genuinely contradictory 

trends in Zionism, but rather as a ‘Jekyll and Hyde’ phenomenon of the same movement. Worse, 

they believed that [Wladimir (Zeev)] Jabotinsky’s was the true face of Zionism, while [Dr. Chaim] 

Weizmann’s and his colleagues’ condemnation of Revisionist outrages was no more than a political 

cover up. 244 

 

As the catalyst for his reflections on the predatory-militaristic-racist sins of Israel, Flapan explains that the 

1988 Israeli invasion-war of Lebanon “raised many crucial questions for Israelis interested in peace and for 

Americans and American Jews who have Israel’s fundamental interests at heart,” and revealed “deep 

divisions within Israeli society, divisions not always discernible according to party affiliation.” Flapan’s 

serious reflections led him to write the following: 

 

Does this mean that the socialist leadership of the Jewish community in 1948 and their successors up 

until 1977 – when Begin’s [Likud] party came to power – were no different from their hated 

 
Realities;” and Avi Shlaim’s thirty-page contribution, “The Debate about 1948,” in editor Ilan Pappe’s collection of publications, 

“The Israel/Palestine Question.” My review of these sources helped to put me at ease about my nagging doubts about Friedman. 

Not just he, but almost everyone had swallowed the Zionist’s propaganda pills that had run roughshod, inundating the print and 

gossip world after 1948.   
242 Page 5. 
243 Birth of Israel, Pages 5-6. 
244 Page 97. 
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Revisionist rivals on this issue? And even more frightening, to what extent does the growing support 

for the theocratic racist Rabbi Meir Kahane – who talks openly of deporting the Palestinians from 

Israel and the West Bank and Gaza – have its roots in the events of 1948? 

 

Like most Israelis, I had always been under the influence of certain myths that had become 

accepted as historical truth. And since myths are central to the creation of structures of thinking and 

propaganda, these myths had been of paramount importance in shaping Israeli policy for more than 

three and a half decades. Israel’s myths are located at the core of the nation’s self-perception. Even 

though Israel has the most sophisticated army in the region and possesses an advanced atomic 

capability, it continues to regard itself in terms of the Holocaust, as the victim of an unconquerable, 

bloodthirsty enemy. Thus, whatever Israelis do, whatever means we employ to guard our gains or to 

increase them, we justify as last-ditch self-defense. We can, therefore, do no wrong. The myths of 

Israel forged during the formation of the state have hardened into this impenetrable, and dangerous, 

ideological shield. Yet what emerged from my reading was that while it was precisely during the 

period between 1948 and 1952 that most of these myths gained credence, the documents at hand not 

only failed to substantiate them they openly contradicted them. 

 

In Meir Kahane’s time in Israel from September 1971 until the moment of his assassination in November 

1990, he rallied many of the worst violent and intolerant behaviours known to mankind into the fold of 

Jewish Zionist citizenry, a military colonial settler state. The accounts of his racist and hateful provocations, 

and their dissipations upon Israelis, and those abroad, from this period are painfully numerous and 

seemingly unending. Many Israeli citizens hated and opposed Kahane. Some of those who hated him, who 

suppressed their inward thoughts, supported him. And the rest openly supported him. Shortly after he won a 

single seat in the Knesset in 1984, and when his followers began to feel they could release their hatred 

more openly, some Israeli 

politicians, who would not 

openly stomach his 

unbearably harsh statements 

and his ungodly appeal to the 

worst forms of violence, even 

invoked the comparison of 

Nazi Germans to his persona. 

Among those was Israeli 

President Chaim Herzog, 

noted here in a news article in 

the Los Angeles Times from 

September 9, 1985, carrying a 

quote he made to Tel Aviv 

high school students: “… that 

a man could emerge in the 

Jewish state with a program 

that is very similar to the 

(Nazi) Nuremberg laws.”   

 

But the president of Israel, of 

all people, was not the only 

one thinking and saying so out 

loud, a claim which made 

today would land someone, 

even a Jewish anti-Zionist, being quickly charged for ‘anti-Semitism,’ openly assailed and denounced by 

the Zionist’s Anti-Defamation League. On Tuesday, October 29, 1985, while at the St. Francis Hotel in San 
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Francisco, he accused “most American Jewish community leaders” as 

“pygmies, dwarfs and dangerous,” because they did want to “evict all Arabs 

from Israel.” As he spoke these words to reporters, “hundreds of Jewish and 

Arab protesters across the street held signs and chanted slogans calling 

Kahane a “fascist” and “racist”:”  

 

The current Israeli government leadership views Kahane’s Israel-for-

Jews-only credo as menacing. Prime Minister Shimon Peres labels 

Kahane the greatest single threat to Israel’s democracy [the Zionist’s 

standard mythic claim]. 

 

Kahane told his listeners [the audience 

at the St. Francis Hotel] … that “it’s a 

sick, twisted concept that you can’t 

throw Arabs out of Israel because it 

isn’t a nice thing to do. I want the 

Arabs out. I wish them well – 

anywhere else. It’s better to be a 

winner than a loser. It’s better to live 

than to die. I’m tired of all this 

mourning over the Holocaust. I don’t 

want mourning – I want respect.”  

 

Willis Johnson, a Jewish student from 

Mississippi at University of California, 

Berkeley, said [during Kahane’s earlier 

speech at San Francisco State 

University the morning of the same 

day], “It is somewhat ironic that we are all protesting 

together, but we recognize a common enemy in Kahane – 

and that’s what Kahane represents.” 245 

 

The Los Angeles Times included a statement made by Kahane at 

“an airport news conference:” “Jewish leaders must decide soon 

whether they want a Jewish Zionist state or a Western 

democratic state.” 246 

 

Engaged in numerous excursions to the United States – a curious 

allowance given his indictments and founder of a terrorist group 

– in his numerous fundraising speaking engagements in 1985, 

the “members of the Boston and Brookline Jewish communities 

said in a statement that Kahane’s is a “hooligan view of the 

 
245 Kahane raises cash, ire in SF, Sacramento Bee, October 29, 1985. 
246 The State, Los Angeles Times, October 29, 1985. 
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world” that is 

“indigestible 

poison.” The same 

news article 

quoted the New 

England regional 

chapter of the 

American Jewish 

Congress who 

called Kahane an 

“extremist who 

does not represent 

Jewish thought or 

tradition.” 247  
Alan Dershowitz, the 

lawyer and law professor 

who represented and 

freed one of Kahane’s 

Jewish Defense League’s 

fellow terrorists in 1972 

- accused of killing a 

Jewish woman and 

bombing an office - 

helped fundraise, profile 

and smooth talk Meir 

Kahane in a public 

debate on Sunday, 

November 11, 1984 

(Remembrance Day), at 

the Hebrew Institute of 

Riverdale, located in the 

Bronx of New York City. 

The debate is still 

available on YouTube. 

As Rabbi Avi Weiss is 

profiled by David Sheen 

(see above) as a 

supporter of Kahane, 

here Avi “posed 

questions to each 

speaker.” 

 

The duo dared to hold a 

second controversial 

debate at Boston 

University in March 

1985 under Dershowitz’ 

rubric of “freedom of 

speech,” but was 

cancelled due to the 

sponsoring group’s 

decision not to pay 

$2,500 for “extra 

security.” 

 

 
247 Crowd denounces militant Israeli rabbi, North Adams Transcript, January 25, 1985. 
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In David Sheen’s numerous evaluations of 

Israel’s changing Zionist psyche due to the 

integration and expansionisms of 

Kahaneism, the one that disturbed 

and chilled me the most, and 

helped reveal to me Israel’s utter 

depravity and detestable brutality 

currently underway in the Gaza 

and Westbank genocides, was his 

summary of extremist Rabbi 

Yitzchak Feivish Ginsburgh’s 

approval of “Torat Hamelech” (or 

“Hamelekh”, the English 

translation from Hebrew), the 

“King’s Torah.”  

 

Wikipedia 248 states that The 

King’s Torah are controversial 

Jewish halachic books by Rabbis 

Yitzhak Shapira and Yosef Elitzur 

that discuss “the circumstances in 

which Jews would be allowed by 

Jewish law to kill Gentiles, based 

on a selective reading of Jewish 

texts:”  

 

“The first volume, published in 2009, mainly deals with the laws related to the killing of gentiles, in 

peacetime and in wartime. This part begins with the principled prohibition of killing Gentiles and 

 
248 Accessed on February 17, 2025. 
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continues with a discussion of 

situations in which it is permissible 

and sometimes even desirable to 

kill Gentiles, as a punishment for 

not observing the seven mitzvot of 

Noah’s sons or in times of war. … 

The first volume of the book 

provoked a wide public 

controversy, with its critics 

claiming that it constitutes an 

incitement to racism and violence. 

In addition, an intra-rabbinic 

controversy arose, with his critics 

claiming that he is not in 

accordance with Orthodox law. Its writers were interrogated by the police but were not prosecuted for 

it. However, the High Court severely criticized its authors and stated that “it is difficult to doubt the 

racist approach of the authors”.”   

 

In his presentation, Sheen states that the Torat Hamelech is:  

 

“… essentially a Gentile baby murdering manual. This man, Yitzchak Ginsburgh, if you read what 

these writings say, its right there in black and white. Straight up, he writes: “There is justification for 

killing babies if it is clear they will grow up to harm us!” These are the kinds of insidious, sickening 

messages that he puts out.”  

 

When I first watched and heard this segment from Sheen’s Messiah Mode YouTube, my mind automatically 

latched on to the horrid on-line photos and video scenes of Israel Defense Forces bombing of the hospitals 

in Gaza from late 2023 onward, the scenes of infant incubators being targeted and disconnected, and 

snipers targeting babies, children, women, and the elderly.  

 

In an August 16, 2019 article, “Religio Fascism,” by Rabbi Jeremy Rosen 249 for Tikkun (an organisation as 

a “prophetic voice for peace, love, environmental sanity, social transformation, and unabashedly utopian 

aspirations for the world that can be), Rosen is outspokenly frank about his take on the forbidden teachings 

of fanatic Rabbi Ginsburgh’s twisted, supremacist hypocrisy: 

 

“I have often expressed my frustration with politics – in particular, Israeli politics. I dislike dogma 

and extremes on both sides. This week, I am turning on the Right in Israel. They are a very broad 

camp. They include economic conservatives, laissez faire economists, secular idealists, religious 

fanatics and, yes, religious fascists. Specifically, I am focusing on someone I consider to be a very 

dangerous man and has done untold damage to traditional Judaism and Israel’s case abroad.  

 

Yitzchak Ginsburgh is an American born Chabad Rabbi who heads a movement called Derech 

Chaim – The Way of Life. But the question is – whose life?  His movement ought to be called The 

Way of Death. 

 

He is certainly knowledgeable, prolific and, some say, charismatic. His Gal Einai institute publishes 

his self-help and other books – over a hundred in all apparently. Gal Einai means Open Your Eyes. I 

fear he is the perfect example of “none so blind as he who will not see.” And he is the darling of the 

 
249 The editor’s note: “Rabbi Jeremy Rosen was head of the British branch of the Yakar Educational Foundation, but more 

recently teaches Torah in New York City.” 

https://www.tikkun.org/religio-fascism/
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Nationalist Religious Right Wing because he has excused the 1994 massacre of 29 Muslims praying 

at the Hebron Tomb of the Patriarchs by Baruch Goldstein. 

 

He wrote a book, Barukh Ha-Gever, devoted to the proposition that the massacre was justified as an 

expression of divine intimacy with terror as a mystical technique. Other works reiterate his views in 

favor of violence even if there are innocent victims. He has become the godfather of national 

religious fascism justifying violence against non-Jews and non-Jewish property. His views are 

heterodox and a distortion of the sources. 

 

In 2009, two extreme students of his, Yitzhak Shapira and Yosef Elitzur, published a distorted tract 

(Torat Hamelech) justifying violence towards the Palestinians.  It quoted sources claiming they 

permitted killing children “if there is a good chance that they will grow up to be like their evil 

parents.” Ginsburgh approved it and wrote an approbation for the book. 

 

Ginsburgh has said that the commandment “Thou shalt not murder” does not necessarily apply to 

non-Jews. He has referred to Arabs as a “cancer” – a remark that led to him being charged, but never 

convicted, with incitement. Last year, a recording was released of Ginsburgh encouraging students to 

carry out a “strong retaliatory act” two days after Palestinian gunmen killed Rabbi Raziel Shevach in 

the northern West Bank. 

 

Ginsburgh and his students have responded to the controversy over his views by claiming that his 

concepts are taken from the Kabbalah and Chasidut. But the same could be said of both the False 

Messiah Shabtai Zvi and the morally corrupt Jacob Frank. A distorted mind can twist anything. 

 

This past week, two Right Wing members of the current Israeli government (I pray they won’t be in 

the next one), Education Minister Rafi Peretz and Transportation Minister Bezalel Smotrich, 

supported a gala held to honor Ginsburgh. In the event only Smotrich stayed for the award. This was 

much to the disgust of most Israelis from across the political and religious spectrum.” 

 

Rabbi Jeremy Rosen wrote his article three months after David Sheen’s “Messiah Mode” presentation in 

Zurich, 

Switzerland, 

and three and 

half years into 

the first U.S. 

Trump 

administration, 

during which 

time Israel’s 

empire visions 

of a greater 

Israel were re-

activated.   
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In Sheen’s Messiah Mode presentation, he explains that Yisrael Ariel 

[born, Yisrael Stieglitz], the chief rabbi of the Temple movement 

[founder of “The Temple Institute” in 1982] in Israel, “a straight 

Kahaneist,” Kahane’s former “number two,” who gave a recent 

presentation in Israel’s Knesset, not only wanted to “ethnically 

cleanse” Palestinians from ‘Israel,’ “he goes further, he actually wants 

it all, he wants the entire Middle East:”  

 

“I actually recorded him saying this. “We will conquer Iraq, 

Turkey. We will get to Iran, too. The mosques and the Christian 

spires and their crosses come down. If not, you kill all of their 

males, by sword. You only leave the women.” 

 

Sheen summarized the manner under Prime Minister Benjamin 

Netanyahu’s Likud party leadership in which he steered Israel’s 

Education Ministry to implement religious education programs over 

time, one of which was at the Bnei David military academy located 

at Eli in the Westbank. There, young Israelis are infused with 

instruction by “radical rabbis” who seek “to increase the influence of 

religious Zionists within the army.” 250   

 

Wikipedia 

explains that Eli 

Sadan, an 

“Israeli 

orthodox rabbi,” 

is the “founder and head of the [1988] mechina “Bnei David,” the first pre-

military preparatory program in Israel.” Sadan, at 19 years-old, like Yisrael 

Ariel, “served in the Paratroopers Brigade” in 1967. Sadan was a student of Zvi 

Yehuda Kook, the son of Abraham Isaac HaCohen Kook, who was “one of the 

fathers of the Religious Zionist Movement whose belief is that redeeming the 

Land of Israel and the establishment of the state of Israel will bring about the 

Jewish Messiah.” That belief is expressed in the term, Atchalta De’Geulah, 

meaning “the beginning of the redemption,” “the core idea of the Religious Zionist movement.” Zvi 

Yehuda Kook was “one of the main spiritual leaders of the Israeli settlement movement.” Other Jewish 

 
250 At Bnai David Academy, young Jewish settlers prepare to join Israel’s military elite, Le Monde, by Louis Imbert, June 5, 

2023. 

Wikipedia states that Yisrael Ariel 

“served in the Paratroopers Brigade 

unit that captured the Temple Mount 

in the Six-Day War,” and “ran as 

number two on the Kach list” for 

“the 1981 Knesset elections.” 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eli_Sadan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eli_Sadan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atchalta_De%27Geulah
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atchalta_De%27Geulah
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rabbis “opposed the concept of defining the State of Israel as an Atchalta De’Geulah.” Described in 

Wikipedia, Eli Sadan was a key player in the release of Natan Sharansky from Russia, the other being Irwin 

Cotler.  

 

Sheen provides religious instruction ideological 

quotes, translated from Hebrew lectures, by a 

series of four Rabbis at Bnei David, the “top 

military academy” in the state of Israel: Eliezer 

Kashtiel, Giora Redler, Yosef Kelner, and Eli 

Sadan.  

 

Eliezer Kashtiel: “Due to the abolition of legal 

slavery there are now deficiencies, since no one 

is responsible for the property [human 

property]. With the help of God, it [slavery] will 

return.”   

 

Sheen: “So who were going to be these slaves?”  

 

Kashtiel: “The Non-Jews will want to be our 

slaves. Being the slave of a Jew is the best. They 

must be slaves. They want to be slaves. Instead of 

wandering the streets, being foolish and violent, 

harming one another, now his life begins. All 

around us there are nations with genetic problems. 

Ask any simple Arab where he wants to be. He 

wants to be under the [Israeli] occupation. Why? 

Because they have a  

genetic problem. They don’t know how to run a country. They don’t know how to do anything. Look at the 

state of them. Of course, racism exists! Are we unaware that there are different races in the world? Is it a 

secret? Is it untrue? What can you do, it’s true. Yes, we’re racists … we believe in racism. Correct, there are 

races in the world, and the nations have genetic attributes, so it requires of us to consider how to help them. 

Racial differences are real, and this is precisely a reason to offer help.”  

 

Sheen: “This is the premier military academy in the State of Israel. Okay, but maybe this is just one off, 

you know, maybe this guy’s an exception to the rule. Surely this can’t be the bulk of what they’re teaching, 

right? So, we move on. Here's another rabbi, Giora Redler, and what he teaches it takes a different tack. 

What he’ll have to say is about the Holocaust.  

 

Giora Redler: “The Holocaust wasn’t really  

about killing the Jews. That’s not the Holocaust. 

All those excuses, that it was ideological or 

systematic – that’s nonsense. Because it was out 

of ideology, in a way, it was more moral than if it 

was just people just murdering. Humanism, the 

whole secular culture of believing in man – THAT 

is the Holocaust. The real Holocaust is to be 

pluralistic, to believe in man. THAT is called 

Holocaust. For many years already, God has been 

screaming that the Diaspora is over. But people 

don’t listen to him, and that is their disease, which must be cured by the Holocaust.”  
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Sheen: “Oh, so, Jewish people living anywhere in the world, other than the State of Israel, that’s a disease? 

And the cure for this disease is to genocide said Jews. Wow, that is about revisionist as you are going to get. 

That’s pretty sickening stuff. And then he goes on. 

 

Redler: “In relative terms, the logic of the Germans was internally consistent. Hitler said that a certain 

group in the population is the source of evil for all humanity. They cause evil to humanity, and therefore 

they must be exterminated. Let’s start with the question: Was Hitler right or not?”  

 

Sheen: “Seems like a pretty obvious answer, right? But you'll be surprised. He says: 

 

Redler: “He [Hitler] is the most righteous person possible. Of course he was right in every word he said.”  

 

Sheen: “He’s talking about Adolf Hitler. He goes on to explain: 

 

Redler: “There is the masculine world, that wages war, that is concerned with respect. And then there is the 

soft, moral, feminine world of turning the other cheek. And it’s the Jews that carry on that tradition trying 

… to ruin all of humanity, and therefore THEY are the real enemy. He’s on the wrong side, but otherwise 

he is 100% correct.” 

 

Sheen: “So, briefly, he’s saying Hitler is saying that the correct way to be is strong, to believe that might 

makes right. And if you in fact believe in mercy, and being merciful to the other, then that is the most evil 

thing that humanity can do. So, Hitler was incorrect in describing that feminine, merciful quality to Jews. 

But that attitude, to believe that might makes right, and that mercy is evil, that’s 100 percent correct, 

according to Rabbi Geora Redler. That is Israel’s top military academy. Okay David, surely you know these 

are just two exceptions to the rule. There must be more! Unfortunately, these aren’t the exceptions, these 

are the rules. So, we’ll hear from another rabbi at that Academy, Yosef Kelner. He has a topic on another 

lecture. He says: 

 

Yosef Kelner: “To not follow the Torah and Commandments is lack of morality and national treason.”  

 

Sheen: “So, if you’re a Jewish person and you don’t follow all the minutia of rules and regulations written 

in the Talmud, then you are a traitor to the Jewish people.”  

 

Kelner: “It’s called genociding a people.” 

 

Sheen: “That’s genocide, to be a secular Jew.” 

 

Kelner: “You are not a national criminal, you are an international criminal, it’s called crime against 

humanity. So now, can a nation protect itself from the traitors within? 

According to most, traitors are sentenced to a bullet in the head, everywhere. 

For those who betray them, every sanction is legitimate up to a bullet in the 

head.”  

 

Sheen: “So, slavery? Thumbs up! We need to bring it back. The Holocaust – 

Hitler was 100 percent correct, the most moral person possible. And if you’re a 

secular Jew you are sentenced to death, you deserve to die, if I’m summarizing 

the ideology of the top Military Academy in the state of Israel, paid for with my 

tax money.  Now, again, again you’re going to say, oh, this is some outlier. 

Surely this Academy isn’t important. Surely these people are condemned. Come 

on! This is the headmaster of the Academy, Eli Sedan.  



383 

 

Sheen: “And here he is a couple years ago receiving the Israel 

Prize, the highest prize in the country, receiving it from the 

Education Minister [Naftali Bennett, photo to right] at that 

time.”  

Wikipedia’s on-line file on “The Israel Prize” states that it is 

“regarded as the state’s highest cultural honor” in place since the 

1930s, an award history fraught with controversies. 

 

Sheen: “Prime Minister Benjamin 

Netanyahu is there congratulating 

him.” 

 

Sheen narrates an incident leading to 

the April 2019 Israeli election, where 

election candidates “wanted to come to 

this important Academy to be able to speak to the students” at the Bnei David 

Academy, but Rabbi Eli Sadan, “the headmaster, did not allow Bennett the 

Education Minister, and he did not allow Netanyahu, the Prime Minister to 

speak to the students.”  

 

Sheen: “The only politician he [Eli Sadan] allowed to speak to the students 

was his favorite politician and that’s this man [Rafi Peretz], previously the 

Chief Rabbi of the Israeli army. Netanyahu just made him the most recent 

Education Minister. This is our new Education Minister Rafi Peretz. And, Rafi 

Peretz, what does he do, now that he’s our Education Minister? Well, if you 

can imagine this, he gives a prize to, who does he give a prize to? 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Israel_Prize


384 

 

This man! He’s Yitzchak Ginsburgh. … 

This is probably the most racist rabbi in 

the country and quite sickening, and at 

that he, a decade 

ago, published a 

book called the 

Kings Torah 

[noted above]. 

This book … it 

asks, under what 

circumstances 

may a Jew kill a 

non-Jew? … This 

is the man who receives a prize from Israel’s Education Minister, for essentially publishing a Gentile 

murdering manual.” 

 

Sheen: “In the 

meantime, Rafi 

Paretz, the 

Education Minister, 

coming up on those 

last elections in  

April, he voted to 

merge his party 

with the party of 

Meir Kahane, or the 

followers of Meir 

Kahane. And you 

know, if I’ve 

already given you a 

long list of 

horrendous 

manifestations of racism in Israeli society, which are horrific enough in and of themselves, but then this 

step, to me, is a red line, is another beyond the pale moment. And it wouldn’t necessarily be obvious to 

folks in this room who maybe don’t have the same grounding in Israeli history. But once it did happen, 

once Peretz decided to merge his party with the Kahaneist party, to legitimize them, to mainstream them, to 

bring them back into the fold, and to give them a step into the next government, I said, okay, we need to 

understand what this means, how horrific this is. And we need to understand the movement of Meir Kahane 

and what he represents, and why this is so scary!” 

 

The slow burner to full burner Al Nakba / Apartheid 

that Jewish Zionist leaders and followers committed 

from the 1920s to 1948, and then institutionalized over 

the subsequent decades to today’s full-on genocide was 

rationalized through a host of propaganda fabrications 

(myths / falsehoods) to the world public through a 

multitude of Zionistische-well-funded communication 

apparati, in order to seek legitimacy for the new state 

of Israel’s theft-displacement-murder-hate-torture 

crimes against humanity, breaking international jurisprudence as sequentially described and tabulated, ad 

nauseum, at the United Nations’s organ-organizations and special rapporteurs.  
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“In 1989, Koors, the  

ailing international  

conglomerate that  

owned the [Jerusalem] 

Post (and is a  

subsidiary of the  

Histadrut, which is  

controlled by the Labor 

party) sold it to 

Hollinger, Inc., a  

Canadian newspaper  

chain, for $20 million.  

The Post was revamped 

to reflect the new  

owners’ right-wing  

views; it appointed as  

its publisher Yehuda  

Levy, a retired Israeli  

Army officer who had  

trained troops for Idi  

Amin in Uganda and whose only previous experience in journalism was as a spokesman for the Israeli 

Army in Lebanon after the 1982 invasion. A new editorial board was formed, which included 

Richard Perle and Robert Maxwell, the late Fleet Street publishing baron who was linked to the 

Mossad by investigative reporter Seymour Hersh in his [1991] book The Samson Option [about the 

secretive rise of Israel becoming a nuclear power]. In the wake of the changes, more than thirty 

journalists quit the paper, which has subsequently drifted to the right of the Likud on many issues. 

The paper’s editor in chief, David Gross, is a Tehiya supporter; [Yoram] Hazony has brought in half 

a dozen of his extremist friends from Princeton to work there. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The [Jerusalem] Post’s devolution was never so apparent as on the day when Hazony memorialized 

Kahane. “We found ourselves drawn to Kahane,” Yoram wrote in a bylined column [November 8, 

1990, Farewell from a ‘non-Kahanist’], “because, unlike any other leader we had ever met, he was 

willing to say what needed to be said: that an ignoramus was an ignoramus, that a phony was a 

phony, that there really were things in this world worth fighting for. By coming out and giving Jewish 

voice to the painful truths about our Jewishness, truths we had previously heard only from those 

openly opposed to Judaism, he returned to us the belief that Judaism could have truth on its side, 

that it could be something we didn’t have to be embarrassed about, that we should be proud to wear a 

kipa and make our stand on the world stage as Jews.” 

 

Although Hazony was never able to reconcile himself to Kahane’s predilection for violence, he 

praised the rabbi for inspiring, cajoling, and shaming tens of thousands of youths into being 

better Jews and Zionists. Kahane “changed our lives, thrilled and entertained us, helped us 

grow up into strong, Jewish men and women,” he wrote.” 

 

(Source: “Zealots for Zion,” by Robert I. Friedman, from Chapter 7, “Rule by the Best,” page 187 ff) 
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Part 10.  Operations Hypocrisy: The Raoul Wallenberg Centre for Human Rights 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“As my father would tell me when I was 

too young to understand the profundity of 

this message, he said that the pursuit of 

justice is equal to all the other [Judaic] 

Commandments combined, and this must 

be your life’s credo. … South Africa is 

the only post-World War II 

government that has institutionalized 

racism as a matter of law. Apartheid is 

not just a racist philosophy, it’s a racist 

legal regime. And for so long as it is 

necessary, from wherever I am, I will 

fight against this racist legal regime.” 
(Statement by Irwin Cotler (shown to the right), 

address at the 6th Annual Geneva Summit for 

Human Rights and Democracy, Feb. 25, 2014) 
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There was a dual purpose for Irwin Cotler publishing his special opinion piece on September 12, 2006, in 

the National Post about the September 2001 Durban, South Africa United Nations conference on racism 

(discussed in Part 7). The first had to do with looking back, taking stock, summing things up on a new 

variation of anti-Semitism, linking to it the 1975 U.N. ‘Zionism as Racism’ resolution. The second purpose 

had to do with looking forward, preparing the public relations way, as it were, for an upcoming second 

United Nations event, preliminary Durban II, the planning of which began in June 2006 by the U.N. 

 

These preparations were being studiously assisted by another pro-Israeli participant, Anne Bayefsky. 

Bayefsky, a professor of law at York University, who migrated to teach at Columbia University’s Law 

School in New York, where she would be stationed nearer to the United Nations centre, was a noted figure 

in the media press during the 2001 Durban conference. In November 2000, she authored a primer opinion 

article in the Canadian press critical of the United Nations, scolding the role of Canada in not properly 

defending the state of Israel. 251 At the Durban conference, Bayefsky represented the International 

Association of Jewish Lawyers and Jurists. On Thursday, August 30, 2001: 

 

Bayefsky and members of the Canadian Jewish Congress met a length with the Canadian delegation 

[which included MP Cotler]. “This conference against racism is turning into a forum for racism,” she 

said. “The UN was founded on the ashes of World War Two and six million Jews and here we are 

allowing the Holocaust to be doubted. We are counting on Canada to take a very strong stance.” 252  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
251 UN vote on Israel part of a pattern, National Post, November 3, 2000. 
252 ‘Zionism is Racism’ claim threatens UN conference, Vancouver Sun, August 31, 2001. 

February 2024 snaps taken from the 

International Association of Jewish 

Lawyers and Jurists website. Irwin 

Cotler is a lifetime honorary member 

of the Association.  
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Described in the press as a ‘leading human rights lawyer,’ Bayefsky was on 

assignment to monitor and critique the United Nations, her role as an 

academic and a specialized media point person. For this, an apparatus was 

created when Bayefsky, on leave from York University, joined the Hudson 

Institute think tank as a fellow, and with the implementation of a website 

boutique, the eyeontheun.com, “Eye on the U.N.” The Hudson Institute was 

later involved in a promotional political campaign for the Texas-based 

company Noble Energy and the development of offshore petroleum assets in the eastern Mediterranean Sea 

area in Israel’s, Gaza’s, and Lebanon’s jurisdictional territories.  

 

In 2003, Bayefsky initiated a now defunct website, Bayefsky.com, 

concerning an examination of all “The United Nations Human 

Rights Treaties,” for which she received financial support from the 

Ford Foundation, and research funds from the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation. Funding for a part of the 

website came from the Consultative Council of Jewish Organizations in London, U.K, from the Jacob 

Blaustein Institute in New York, and from the Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs and International 

Trade.     

 

On the About page from her Bayefsky website, were her qualifications:  

 

A Professor at York University, Toronto, Canada, and a Barrister and Solicitor, Ontario Bar. She is 

also an Adjunct Professor at Touro College in New York. Professor Bayefsky is the recipient of 

Canada’s preeminent human rights research fellowship, the Bora Laskin National Fellowship in 

Human Rights Research. She is currently a member of the International Law Association Committee 

on International Human Rights Law and Practice, and Editor-in-Chief of the Series “Refugees and 

Human Rights”, published by Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague. 

 

Professor Bayefsky has published extensively in the field of human rights. Her books include: The 

UN Human Rights Treaty System: Universality at the Crossroads, Transnational Publishers, 

(softbound), c. 2001; Kluwer Law International (hardbound), c. 2001; The UN Human Rights Treaty 

System in the Twenty-First Century, Kluwer Law International, c. 2000; (co-ed.) Human Rights and 

Forced Displacement, Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, c. 2000; (ed.) Self-Determination in International 

Law: Quebec and Lessons Learned, Kluwer Law International, c. 2000; International Human Rights 

Law: Use in Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms Litigation, Butterworths, c. 1992; Canada's 

Constitution Act 1982 and Amendments: A Documentary History, Volume I and II, McGraw-Hill 

Ryerson, c. 1989; (ed.) Legal Theory Meets Legal Practice, Academic Printing and Publishing, c. 

1988; (co-ed.) Equality Rights and the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, Carswell Co. Ltd., 

c. 1985. 

 

In the now defunct Hudson Institute website “EYE on the UN,” was website editor Bayefsky’s background: 

 

Anne Bayefsky is a Senior Fellow with the Hudson Institute and Visiting Professor at Touro College 

Law Center. From 2001 to 2004 she was a visitor at Columbia University Law School. From 2004 to 

2005 she was a visitor at Metropolitan College of New York. She is on leave from York University, 

Toronto, Canada. In January 2003 she launched www.bayefsky.com, a major human rights website 

dedicated to enhancing the implementation of international human rights legal standards in every 

https://web.archive.org/web/20060304191247/http:/www.bayefsky.com/
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state. Professor Bayefsky served with the Canadian delegation to the UN General Assembly in 1984 

and 1989, and the Commission on Human Rights from 1993 to 1997. She also served on a number of 

delegations to the 1993 Vienna World Conference on Human Rights, the 1995 Beijing World 

Conference on Women and the 2001 Durban Racism Conference. She was a member of the External 

Research Advisory Committee of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees from 1996-1998, and a 

member of the Advisory Panel of UNDP on the UN Development Report for 2000. From 1998 to 

2001 she worked in collaboration with the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights 

on a review of the UN human rights treaty system, authoring a major report on the reform of the 

treaty system in 2001. She is a member of the International Law Association Committee on Human 

Rights Law and Practice, and Editor-in-Chief of the series “Refugees and Human Rights”, published 

by Brill. 

 

Bayefsky’s EYE on the UN website was populated with numerous categories of issues and development 

critiques of the United Nations from 2005 to 2012. The thematic thrust of both her websites was to garner 

political support for the State of Israel. Not mentioned in her bio, from 2002 to 2004 Bayefsky was a 

visiting professor and Lady Davis Fellow at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. 

 

ProPublica, the American investigative journal, published an on-line collection of all annual copies of U.S. 

federal annual ‘Form 990’ tax filings by the Committee for Accuracy in Middle East Reporting in 

America Inc. (CAMERA). In the 2018 filing, it states that Bayefsky received a payment of $280,000 for 

consultant work from the Israeli NGO, CAMERA, established in 1982, which had “55,000 paying 

members and thousands of active letter writers” in 2005, 253 a number which increased to 65,000 by 2019. 

In the 2005 interview with director Andrea Levin, CAMERA conducts “systematic monitoring,” with 

“professional staff” that “review major print and electronic media in the United States,” which includes 

“television, radio, newspapers, and magazines, professional journals, websites, encyclopedias, travel 

guides, and so forth.” Levin was particularly critical of the Israel paper, Haaretz: “Our aim is to counteract 

the paper’s negative impact on how Israel is perceived in the world.”  

 

The on-line Mapping Project reports that CAMERA, was “founded in 1982” in response to media coverage 

of “Israel’s Lebanon incursion,” is “a member organization of the Jewish Community Relations Council of 

Greater Boston,” “functions as an attack organization for the Zionist right wing, targeting journalists, 

academics, students, politicians, and community organizers who make even mild criticism of Israel,” and 

that “the Boston chapter of CAMERA was founded in 1988 by Andrea Levin, with Charles Jacobs as 

its deputy director,” and that by 1991 the Boston chapter “became the organization’s national 

headquarters.”     

 

The SourceWatch website states that before the formation of Boston headquarters, CAMERA “had chapters 

in Washington, D.C. New York, Chicago, Fort Lauderdale, Los Angeles, Miami, San Francisco, 

Philadelphia, and Boston,” and that CAMERA was founded by Winifred Meiselman. “CAMERA is widely 

regarded as a pro-Israeli lobby group that as put by journalist and author Robert I. Friedman – “CAMERA, 

the A.D.L., AIPAC and the rest of the lobby don’t want fairness, but bias in their favor. And they are 

prepared to use McCarthyite tactics, as well as the power and money of pro-Israel PACs, to get whatever 

Israel wants”.”   

 

 

 

 

 

 
253 CAMERA: Fighting Distorted Media Coverage of Israel and the Middle East, An Interview with Andrea Levin, Jerusalem 

Center for Public Affairs, June 1, 2005. 

https://mapliberation.org/plain/entities/CommitteeforAccuracyinMiddleEastReportingandAnalysis(CAMERA).html
https://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/CAMERA
https://www.jcpa.org/phas/phas-33.htm
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The UN is profoundly bigoted against Jews 
CONFERENCE ON M1'I·SEMITISM 

The driving force is the undemocrat ic 
and despotic leadership of Arab world 
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places, the United Nations. No. it 
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decided thaI anU&mItism was 
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The Gazette 
July 4, 2004 
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The UN's human-rights farce 
ANNE BAYEP8ltY National Post, JUD£' 21, 2011 

The UN won't let 
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ANNE BAY£FSKY 
in Geneva 
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UN Secretary-General KDfi Annan led the way: 
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is hurting 

Palestinians 
DANIEL PIPES 
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second leader within a single month, 

the Islamist tenorist organization put on a 
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There was, for the longest time, serious U.N. publicity 

bashing going on by the Israeli lobby collective, which took 

on a new focus after the Durban conference in 2001.  
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In June 2006, the United Nations created a new operational wing, the Human Rights Council, which soon 

came under fire by Israeli lobby organizations, primarily by its two propaganda flagships U.N. Watch and 

NGO Monitor. The UN Human Rights Council resolved to organize a Preparatory Committee for a 

Durban Review conference, the first meeting of which was held in Geneva from August 27 to 31, 2007. 

After this preparatory meeting, the pro-Israel lobby began to develop strategies to politically counter the 

Durban Review conference to be held in 2009. 

 

A week after the August 2007 first Preparatory Committee planning meeting, the National Post newspaper 

featured a full-page U.N.-bashing article by Craig Offman and an accompanying photo equating the Israeli 

Star state flag to the Nazi symbol, Flawed Record on Rights, which featured opening salvo attack 

comments by Bayefsky: 

 

“The question is, what will Canada do about it?” asked Anne Bayefsky, a Canadian, who is a fellow 

at the Hudson Institute, a prominent New York think tank. Also a leading human-rights advocate and 

lawyer, Dr. Bayefsky edits the Web site eyeontheun.com, which monitors the world body. “Canada 

should register disgust that Durban is a vehicle for the enemies of human rights and democracy and 

should refuse to participate. It hands a platform to the worst kinds of extremists.”  

 

Bayefsky’s question, “what will Canada do about it,” was a message aimed at the new Stephen Harper 

federal Conservative Party administration which took office in early 2006, a message which provoked a 

quick and ready supportive response. 

 

Four months after the first Preparatory Durban II Committee meeting, the Canadian government announced 

it would be boycotting the United Nations Preliminary Durban II Geneva conference on global Racism. 
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Prime Minister Stephen Harper embarked on a new, stronger alliance policy with the State of Israel, 

unlike any previous federal policy, and this move by Canada was a convincing commitment. The headlines 

in the Canadian press were already calling Durban II “anti-racism.” The executive vice-president of B’nai 

B’rith Canada, Toronto Chapter, stated in the Toronto Star on January 25, 2008, “the federal government 

has demonstrated its leadership on the world stage by refusing to engage in the Durban II conference – a 

process that pays lip service to anti-racism, but in fact is a platform for promoting bigotry and hatred.”  

 

In columnist David Frum’s January 26 opinion article in the National Post, What’s at Stake at Durban II, he 

wrote, “In December, 41 Western countries voted to shut off funding for Durban II. These countries pay the 

bills – but the non-paying majority has the votes. This week, Canada gallantly announced it will not attend 

the Durban II “circus of intolerance,” in 

the scornful words of Jason Kenney, 

Secretary of State for Multiculturalism.” 

In John Robson’s column in the February 

1, 2008, edition of the Ottawa Citizen, 

How the United Nations Enables 

Hatemongers, “The UN High 

Commissioner for Human Rights has 

effectively endorsed the destruction of 

Israel. Which tells you all you really need 

to know.”  

 

The Canadian pro-Israel lobby was 

shaping the nation through the media, 

which in turn caused a chain reaction on 

the international front. In early February 

2008 came headlines that the United 

States was following suit to also boycott 

Durban II. And two weeks later came the 

headlines announcing Israel’s boycott. 

By framing the anti-racism narrative 

against non-western nations, and therefore against the United Nations, the Israeli lobby was diverting 

attention away from the atrocities committed against Palestinians in the ghetto of Gaza and the evolving 

crises in the Westbank, a continuation of deflecting arguments that Israel was an Apartheid State.  

 

Statements and identifications of Israel as an Apartheid state were ongoing since the 1960s. But the framing 

of that issue came into relevant focus in the early 1990s after the dismantling of the South Africa Apartheid 

regime, when Nelson Mandela, who acknowledged the plight of the Palestinians, equated that regime to 

Israel. In January 2024, Andrew Feinstein, a former South Africa politician, and “former colleague of South 

African human rights icons Nelson Mandela and Archbishop Desmond Tutu,” stated that “Israeli apartheid” 

is “far more brutal than anything we saw in South Africa:” 

 

While acknowledging differences between the situations in South 

Africa and Israel, Feinstein underscored the shared elements of racial 

discrimination, the creation of separate territories, and the use of 

brutal force against oppressed populations. 

Feinstein began by highlighting the discrimination faced by the 

Palestinian population in Israel, drawing a parallel with the decades 

of mistreatment of black Africans in South Africa. He argued that 

even Palestinian citizens of Israel are relegated to lesser rights than 

https://www.aa.com.tr/en/middle-east/israeli-apartheid-far-more-brutal-than-anything-we-saw-in-south-africa-says-former-politician/3102328
https://www.aa.com.tr/en/middle-east/israeli-apartheid-far-more-brutal-than-anything-we-saw-in-south-africa-says-former-politician/3102328
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even their Jewish counterparts – a stark violation of principles of equality under the law based on 

race, ethnicity, or religion. 

On the apartheid-era strategy of creating “little homelands,” or Bantustans, in South Africa, he 

compared it to Israel’s insertion of settlements and separation of territories in Gaza, the West Bank, 

Hebron, and Ramallah. Feinstein said the deliberate division hinders the possibility of a two-state 

solution, echoing oppressive tactics seen in the apartheid system. 

“And then most importantly, both Israel and South Africa have used brutal military force to oppress 

those populations that they see as somehow inferior to themselves, which is a system of racism. So, 

by all of those similarities, Israel is an apartheid system, according to the Rome statute of 

international law,” he said. 

“My former boss, Nelson Mandela, and my friend and political mentor Archbishop Desmond Tutu, 

they knew better than anyone I’ve ever met what an apartheid state is. And they were very critical of 

apartheid because apartheid Israel was a very close ally of apartheid South Africa –they helped each 

other become nuclear powers, to develop nuclear weapons,” said Feinstein. Israel has never 

acknowledged its status as a nuclear power, while South Africa officially abandoned its nuclear arms 

development program in 1989. 

While recognizing the significant similarities in the two situations, Feinstein did underscore one 

crucial difference. Unlike South Africa, which heavily relied on the black African community for its 

economy and workforce, Israel is less dependent on Palestinians for its economic stability, he said. 

“And that is one of the reasons why Israel has killed tens of thousands of innocent Palestinian 

civilians. They don’t want them. They don’t need them. And that has made Israeli apartheid far more 

brutal than anything we saw or experienced in South Africa,” he 

said. 
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The National Post newspaper was a favorite outlet and supporter of the Israeli lobby in Canada. Leading up 

to the Durban II event in 2009, the Post published two large page features, both recycling the photo taken in 

2001 at the Durban UN racism event. Bayefsky, quoted in the October 25, 2008, piece, said there was a 

“new dimension” in Durban 2. She categorized Durban 1 as “an assault on Israel, a demonization of Israel 

as racist and analogous to Apartheid South Africa,” and Durban 2 as “an assault on freedom of expression 

and other essential democratic rights and freedoms.” 

'An assault on freedom National Post 
Oct. 25, 2008 

of ex ress'"lon'" professor BYK'V~:'~::;;"h."Y',;'th""';'n and Middle Eastern countries push-

" ' :~~ f:::o~~!~':';:;::~~~~;; ::,""~z;: 
"It 's really setting up a war of Apartheid South Africa." Durban 2 Even Mr. Farber, a vocal supporter 

ideas, that has rough implications, looks as if it will have al l that 100 she of Canada's own hate-speech laws, 
between Islamic states and every- says. ~But in addition, Durban 2 is an calls the draft's speech codes "hugely 
body else .... Durban 1 was called an assault on free(\om ofexpreS-lion and troubling" as they appear to severely 
assault on Israel; a demonlzation olheressenliai democratic rights and tilt the balance of rights; an "attempt 
of Israel as racist and analogous to freedoms." to criminalize anything seen to be of-

ban 2, which in many ways makes it 
a greater threat than Durban 1," says 
Anne Bayefsky, a York University pro
fessor and human rights lawyer who 
attended last week's Geneva confer-

-

~~~~~~::~-:::~~~ fensive.~ 

Canada is doingthe right thing. Boycott 
Dur an II 

What about everyone else? 
BERNIE M . FARBER 

AND ERIC VERNON 

National Post 
Feb. 5,2009 
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10.1.  The April 19, 2009, Geneva Summit on Human Rights 

and Democracy Side Show 

 

There was, apparently, very little advertisement about a new ‘human 

rights’ coalition that was to meet the day before the Durban II, April 20-24 

event in Geneva, on April 19th. Hillel Neuer had contacted the National 

Post with the ‘scoop,’ and reporter Barbara Kay ran a piece about it on 

April 15, 2009, Seeing the Durban II farce for what it is. Neuer most likely 

reminded Kay in her private interview with him that the first day of the 

UN conference was Adolf Hitler’s birthday, which she then used as an 

opener of her opinion article, a reference obviously meant to demonize the 

United Nations and the Durban II Review Conference event. 

 

Few jobs can be more depressing than Hillel Neuer’s. Neuer is 

director of UN Watch, and NGO that monitors the HRC [Human 

Rights Council]. It is Neuer’s muckraking task to wheel out the 

council’s daily groaning barrow load of hypocrisy, so the world 

glimpses it before it is disseminated as anti-Western and anti-Semitic 

agitprop under UN letterhead. 

I spoke with Neuer recently in Montreal, his hometown. A McGill 

law school graduate with a specialty in human rights, Neuer has 

intervened on behalf of victims in Sudan, and is all too familiar with 

the shortcomings of the Human Rights Council.  

Naming and shaming is a frustrating job, but the payoff is access to 

the media: Neuer’s appearances on CNN, Fox News, in online 

magazines and even Al Jazeera keep the flame of truth alive. 

Neuer – and other human-rights activists like him – will not be observers at Durban II. On April 

19, the day before the Review Conference, a coalition of human rights, anti-racism and pro-

democracy activists will assemble at the International Conference Centre Geneva (CICG) to place the 

world’s most pressing situations on the agenda. 

This worthy counter-conference will feature true human rights heroes, the very people the 

oppressive countries that have co-opted the HRC are shamed by: Bo Kyi, Burmese dissident; Egypt’s 

Saad Eddin Ibrahim; Esther Mujawayo, Rwanda genocide survivor; Nazanin Afshin-Jam, founder of 

Stop Child Executions; and many more courageous survivors of brutal oppression. 

You can read all about it at www.genevasummit.org. This, not the farce at Durban II, is the true 

face of the struggle for human rights.   

 

Scott Barber’s full-page feature in the March 2, 2013, edition of the National Post, A Tale of Two Summits, 

stated that it was the “Geneva-based UN Watch,” the Israeli ‘human rights’ NGO watchdog, “that has the 

job of holding the United Nations to account,” through its newly created organization called the Geneva 

Summit on Human Rights and Democracy (GSHRD). UN Watch, an affiliate of the World Jewish 

Congress, was a major sponsor and most likely the founder of the GSHRD flagship, with its annual 

conference series inaugurated on April 19, 2009, in Geneva.  

 

The GSHRD’s website About page credits Hillel Neuer, the executive director of UN Watch since 2004, as 

the man who “headed” the GSHRD coalition. The About page states that the GSHRD “provides a global 

platform to courageous pro-democracy dissidents from around the world who put their lives on the line to 

demand fundamental freedoms in oppressive regimes.” The About page, in fact the entire GSHRD coalition 

operation history from 2009 onwards, avoids and omits mentioning or identifying Israel as an oppressor 

state, a similar mechanism to the defensive political function of UN Watch.  
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In his role of heading the GSHRD, the About page states “Concordia University Magazine said Neuer is 

“helping to shape history”.” 

 

Originally from Montreal, Neuer served as a law clerk for Justice Itzhak Zamir at the Supreme Court 

of Israel. He holds a B.A. in Political Science and Western Society and Culture from Concordia 

University, a B.C.L. and LL.B. from the McGill University Faculty of Law, a LL.M. in comparative 

constitutional law from the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, and a Doctor of Laws, honoris causa, 

from McGill University. Neuer is a member of the New York Bar and the author of several legal 

publications. 

 

According to the April 17, 2016, article in the Jerusalem Post, A Zionist at the United Nations, Neuer 

identified that the man who founded UN Watch in 1993 was “Morris Abram, the Jewish legendary civil 

rights attorney who worked closely with Rev. Martin Luther King Jr.” Neuer stated in the article, that in the 

late 1960s, Abram “represented the United States on human rights committees in the U.N., and eventually 

became the US ambassador to the U.N. in Geneva,” and “voted against the anti-Israel, biased resolutions in 

the 1960s-1970s.” Neuer, when asked why Israel was “singled out for condemnations and resolutions in the 

U.N.,” said “the U.N. onslaught against Israel has been entrenched since 1975, when the U.N. adopted the 

“Zionism as Racism” resolution.” Neuer said, “demonizing Israel is the new anti-Semitism.”   

 

The UN Watch’s archived website About 

page “notes that the disproportionate 

attention and unfair treatment applied by 

the UN toward Israel over the years offers 

an object lesson (though not the only one) 

in how due process, equal treatment, and 

other fundamental principles of the UN 

Charter are often ignored or selectively 

upheld.” It also states that “Professor 

Irwin Cotler” sat [and still sits] on its 

International Advisory Board, along with 

Per Ahlmark (former Swedish Deputy 

Prime Minister), Katrina Lantos Swett 

(president of the Lantos Foundation for 

Human Rights and Justice), Garry 

Kasparov, Lord David Trimble (member 

of the British House of Lords, former first 

Minister of Northern Ireland). The 

archived website states that “UN Watch is chaired by Ambassador Alfred H. Moses, former U.S. 

Ambassador to Romania and Special Presidential Emissary for the Cyprus Conflict.”  

 

In a recent February 20, 2024, article published by the National Post, Meet Hillel Neuer, the Montrealer 

Exposing Anti-Israel UN Agencies like UNRWA, Neuer said that “when [he] went on to McGill Law 

School” he “worked closely with Irwin Cotler, the activist director of the school’s human rights program.”  

 

Cotler, who was famously involved in campaigns to free Nelson Mandela and Natan Sharansky, 

served as Neuer’s mentor and helped shape his worldview. “I very much wanted to follow in his path 

https://nationalpost.com/news/world/israel-middle-east/hillel-neuer-un-watch-unrwa
https://nationalpost.com/news/world/israel-middle-east/hillel-neuer-un-watch-unrwa
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and be a defender of human rights and advocate for the Jewish people, the State of Israel, and to 

defend their rights,” Neuer told the Post. 

 

Neuer’s team officially registered the domain of their new website, genevasummit.org, on October 10, 

2008, six months before the Durban II Review Conference, which means, assumably, that planning for the 

new coalition group, the GSHRD, was underway before that date. The Canadian Jewish News reported on 

February 14, 2008, Durban II counter-conference a go, Grafstein says, that eight months previous, and a 

month after Canada announced it was boycotting Durban II, Canadian Senator Jerry Grafstein revealed that 

he was already planning a Durban II counter-conference to be held in New York City (see below).  

 

About the same time Hillel Neuer registered his 

new website, the Palestinian BDS (Boycott, 

Divestments, and Sanctions) National 

Committee released its 29-page October 2008 

final Strategic Position Paper draft report for 

the April 2009 Durban Review Conference. Adri Nieuwhof’s 

November 23, 2008, article published on the Electronic Intifada 

website, A Palestinian action plan to combat Israeli racism, wrote 

that the National Committee “has developed a well-documented 

position paper that is firmly rooted in the language of international 

law.”  

 

Building on the analysis of these UN bodies, the BNC position 

paper states that Israel has established and developed a regime 

of institutionalized racial discrimination that caters to the interest and advantage of the dominant 

group, the Jews, and maintains the inferior status of the indigenous Palestinian people and oppresses 

them systematically. This enables Israel to assert control over a maximum amount of Palestinian land 

with a minimum number of Palestinians through colonization, denial of refugee rights, and forced 

population transfer. The BNC suggests feasible, practical recommendations for civil society, NGOs, 

and the private sector to counter this regime and play a constructive role in realizing the rights of the 

Palestinian people. 

 

In advance of the April 2009 U.N. Conference, BDS’ November 29, 2008, press release, concerning its new 

strategic paper, stated: 

 

Palestinian and international civil society appreciates and affirms the recent statement of the 

President of the UN General Assembly, who courageously and unambiguously condemned Israeli 

apartheid saying: “it is important that we in the United Nations use this term [...]. It is the United 

Nations, after all, that passed the International Convention against the Crime of Apartheid, making 

clear to all the world that such practices ... must be outlawed wherever they occur... More than twenty 

years ago we in the United Nations took the lead from civil society when we agreed that sanctions 

were required to provide nonviolent means of pressuring South Africa to end its violations. Today, 

perhaps we in the United Nations should consider following the lead of a new generation of civil 

society, who are calling for a similar non-violent campaign of boycott, divestment and sanctions to 

pressure Israel to end its violations.” 

 

On the same and preceding day that UN Watch’s Geneva Summit on Human Rights and Democracy 

coalition held its mini parallel summit conference, another parallel forum was also held at a Geneva Hotel. 

BDS’s website news archives from April 20, 2009, Israel Review Conference comes to a Close as Durban 

Review Conference Begins, states that the “Israel Review Conference was organized by the Palestinian 
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BDS National Committee (BNC) in coordination the European Coordinating Committee on Palestine, the 

International Jewish Anti-Zionist Network, and the International Coordinating Network on Palestine.”  

The Israel Review Conference brought together over three hundred people from five continents, 

including human rights activists and experts from South Africa, Malaysia and several European and 

Middle Eastern countries. The first day of the conference included two main panels that dealt with the 

applicability of the crime of apartheid to the state of Israel, and the development of legal strategies 

for obtaining the accountability of Israel and other states for their obligations under international law 

to respect the rights of the Palestinian people.  

Practical recommendations were developed on the second day of the conference in workshops about 

the joint struggle of victimized communities for justice and equality; a global campaign against the 

Jewish National Fund as a major agency of Israel’s racial discrimination; popular initiatives for 

promoting prosecution of war crimes and crimes against humanity; and the growing global movement 

for Boycotts, Divestment, and Sanctions (BDS) against Israel pending compliance with international 

law.  

“Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions (BDS) is a nonviolent Palestinian-led movement 

promoting boycotts, divestments, and economic sanctions against Israel. … BDS is modeled 

after the Anti-Apartheid Movement. Its proponents compare the Palestinians’ plight to that of 

apartheid-era black South Africans. 

Many authors trace BDS’s origins to the NGO Forum at the 2001 World Conference 

Against Racism in South Africa (Durban I). At the forum, Palestinian activists met with 

anti-apartheid veterans who identified parallels between Israel and apartheid South Africa 

and recommended campaigns like those they had used to defeat apartheid. 

BDS believes that Israel is an apartheid state as defined by two international treaties, the 

1973 The International Convention on the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of 

Apartheid and the 1998 Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court. It says that while 

there are differences between Israel and apartheid-era South Africa, such as Israel’s lack of 

explicit racial segregation laws, the systems are fundamentally similar.  

One of the main differences between South African and Israeli apartheid, BDS argues, is that 

in the former a white minority dominated a black minority, but in Israel, a Jewish majority 

discriminates against a Palestinian minority in Israel and also keeps Palestinians under 

military occupation. It further contends that South African apartheid depended on black 

labor while Israeli apartheid is grounded in efforts to expel Palestinians from “Greater 

Israel”.  

BDS sees the Israeli legal definition of itself as a “Jewish and democratic state” as 

contradictory. According to BDS, Israel upholds a facade of democracy but is not and 

cannot be a democracy because it is, in Omar Barghouti's words, “a settler-colonial state”.  

The South African archbishop Desmond Tutu (1931–2021), known for his anti-apartheid and 

human rights activism, endorsed BDS during his lifetime. He came to this conclusion after 

visiting the Palestinian territories, comparing the conditions there to conditions in apartheid-

era South Africa, and suggesting that Palestinian goals should be achieved by the same 

means used in South Africa.”  
 

(Source: Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions, Wikipedia, retrieved on March 18, 2024) 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_International_Convention_on_the_Suppression_and_Punishment_of_the_Crime_of_Apartheid
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_International_Convention_on_the_Suppression_and_Punishment_of_the_Crime_of_Apartheid
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rome_Statute_of_the_International_Criminal_Court
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Racial_segregation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greater_Israel
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greater_Israel
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jewish_and_democratic_state
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Desmond_Tutu
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 Funding overlap between American Jewish Committee I UN Watch 
and NGO Monitor (2009-2013) 

American Jewish 
ColllIllittee 
$ 1,216,843 

CJM FOlllldation 
$50,000 

Lisa and Douglas 
Goldman Fund 

$50,000 

Ben and Esther 
Rosenbloom FOlUldation 

$56,000 

Jewish COllllllunity Foundation 
$330,000 

Klarman Family FOlUldation 

The Milstein Fantily Fowldation 
$28,000 

Newton and Rochelle 
Becker affiliated charities 

$70,200 

William P. Goldman & Brothers Foundation 
$3,000 

The Shillman Foundation 
$ 15,000 

Vanguard Endowment Charitable FlUId 
SIOO,OOO 

The Snider FOlUldation 
$20,000 

Koret Foundation 
$75,000 

Middle East Forum 
$130,000 

Information from the July 
2015 Spinwatch report, 
"How Israel attempts to 
mislead the United 
Nations," by Sarah 
Marusek and David 
Miller. It examines the 
complex sources of 
funding for Geneva-based 
NGO, UN Watch, and the 
Israeli-based NGO 
Monitor. Since the AJC 
(American Jewish 
Committee) "assumed 
full control of' UN Watch 
in 200 I , the report found 
$ 1,844,083 in funding 
from the AJC in the years 
2003-2007, and then 
"changed the way it 
reported its grantmaking." 
Neither UN Watch nor 
NGO Monitor "publishes 
a list of donors." The 
report was "able to 
uncover 18 registered 
chari tics that have 
supported UN Watch and! 
or NGO Monitor," shown 
above. 

MZ Foundation 
$220,000 

Abstraction Fund 
$10,000 

Network for Good 
$46,011 

Paul E. Singer 
Foundation 
$200,000 

"Although our research 
into the funders of UN 
Watch and NGO Monitor 
was limited due to their 
non-transparent nature, we 
were nevertheless able to 
create a broader picture 
of their larger funding 
network by factoring in 
the donations to AJC as 
well " 

The UN Watch executive 
director is Hillel Neuer, 
seen here standing ncxt to 
Irwin Cotler, still one of 
its international advisory 
board members, a photo 
shared by Neuer on his 
"X" feed from November 
18, 2024. The motto on 
the conunemorative 
poster of Cotler, " If you 
want to pursue j ustice ... " 
was taken from Cotler' s 
March 8, 20 I 0 address at 
the second Geneva Summit 
on Human Rights 
cOllference (see Pan 10 for 
the story on the Summit) . 
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Diagram based on information from Table 1 in the July 2015 Spinwatch report 
"How Israel allempts to mislead the United Nations." It shows the report 's limited 
finding of complex linkages for the funding sources and relationships of UN Watch 

and NGO Monitor, between the Foundation funders (yellow squares) and their 
"support for similar right-wing organizations" (black-outlined circles). -.""."'" ................ 
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Nole: Readers will have to research the names and acronyms of the foundations 
and organi zations named in this diagram. 
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It is not known if Hiller Neuer and his lobby network formed the Geneva Summit for Human Rights, and 

Democracy (GSHRD) coalition in answer to plans for other parallel summit meetings that were being 

planned for Geneva, whether that was, or was not, the basis for its strategy.  

 

As Canadian Liberal Senator Jerry Grafstein stated in February 2008, the GSHRD event was not the only 

counter measure the lobby organized for the 2009 Geneva Durban II conference. It had another parallel 

event up it’s sleeve, which was to be held in New York City, a major hub of American media and home to 

the largest concentration of American Jewry (summarized below). And advanced plans had been arranged 

for Irwin Cotler to make presentations at the Geneva and New York forums during the same week. 

 

A proposed counter-conference that would run parallel to Durban II continues to gather support from 

parliamentarians around the world, says Senator Jerry Grafstein, the Canadian lawmaker behind the 

alternative event. 

Grafstein has been calling on his contacts among parliamentarians around the world for their support 

for an anti-Durban conference that would run in the same city as Durban 

II – the follow-up to the 2001 United Nations anti-racism conference in 

Durban, South Africa – but would focus on anti-racism and anti-

Semitism. 

The parallel conference would serve as a corrective to the UN-sponsored 

gathering, which is likely to reprise the anti-Semitism and anti-Zionism 

that characterized the original Durban conference, Grafstein said. 

U.S. Congressman Alcee Hastings has agreed to join Grafstein as head of 

an organizing committee. 

MPs from a number of western democracies and other states have given 

verbal support to the parallel conference. “I’ve discussed it with 

parliamentarians in Europe, Africa, the United States, Australia and 

Canada, and so far the response has been positive,” Grafstein said. “They 

like the idea in principle.” 

Grafstein said he expects many will sign on to assist in assembling a 

program “of outstanding international speakers” and to offer suggestions 

that would help in organizing the event. 

The UN has shown repeatedly that it’s tilted against Israel, Grafstein continued.  

Louise Arbour, the UN’s High Commissioner for Human Rights, at first supported an Arab League 

human rights charter that equated Zionism with racism. Arbour reversed herself and criticized that 

aspect of the charter only after she was pressured to moderate her position, he said. 

In proposing an alternative conference, Grafstein said he was inspired by the 1936 “People’s 

Olympiad,” which was organized as a protest to the official Olympic Games being in Nazi 

Germany. That alternative competition, which was to have been held in Barcelona, was 

cancelled after Spain plunged into civil war. 

Grafstein said an alternative to the Durban II conference would permit human rights advocates to 

meet at a “balanced conference” and take advantage of the media presence and “so we can act as a 

restraint on UN officials. This time, they won’t get a free ride.” 254 

  

After two or so years of the Israeli government implementing military measures converting Gaza into an 

open-air prison – identified in 2003 as a “concentration camp” in Baruch Kimmerling’s book Politicide – 

on the Sunday morning of April 19, 2009, GSHRD conference chair Nazanin Afshin Jam, an ‘Iranian 

activist,’ introduced Irwin Cotler who chaired the first panel discussion, Racism, Genocide, and Crimes 

Against Humanity, assessing the Genocide Convention after 60 years.  

 

 
254 Canadian Jewish News, Feb 14, 2008, Durban II counter-conference a go, Grafstein says. 

Senator Jerry Grafstein 
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“He is Canada’s former Minister of 

Justice and Attorney General and a 

distinguished professor of international 

human rights law. As a lawyer for 

dissidents around the world, including 

Nelson Mandela and Andre Sakharov, he 

is known as counsel for the oppressed.” 

 

In his short address, available at the website, 

genevasummit.org, Cotler never mentioned the 

plight of the Palestinians. There was no panel 

discussion on the day’s 

proceedings devoted to 

the Palestinians. Cotler 

spoke about the 

Rwandan genocide, 

framing the context in 

“the aftermath of the 

60th anniversary of the 

Genocide Convention:” 

“on this anniversary of 

anniversaries, of the obligation to remember, 

and the duty, the responsibility to act, we 

should ask ourselves, what have we learned 

and what we must do.” Introducing the theme 

of genocide, he equated Iran’s threats against 

Israel as anti-Semitism and of inciting 

genocide: “Nazanin’s words reminded me of 

the fact that we are witnessing, yet again as 

we meet, a state-sanctioned incitement to 

genocide, whose epicenter is Ahmadinejad’s 

Iran.”   

 

“And that’s why I’m delighted at some 

40 international legal scholars, genocide 

experts, survivors of genocides, who 

have come together to endorse, in the 

spirit of the genocide convention and 

international law generally, a 

responsibility to prevent petition. To 

warn of the dangers of a genocidal, 

rights violating, nuclear Iran and the 

collective responsibility of the 

international community under international law to prevent it. 

 

The sixth and final lesson I would say here is the importance of remembering the heroic rescuers like 

Raoul Wallenberg, who demonstrated the possibilities of human resistance. That one person can 

stand up to confront evil, prevail and thereby transform history. We are meeting in Geneva, 

where Raoul Wallenberg’s brother Giban Dardel resides, and I want to make this comment to pay 

tribute to this Swedish non-Jew who saved almost more Jews in the Second World War than almost 

any single government.” 
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UN Watch (Exerp' from Spinwa'ch r<p<>n_ " How brael .".mp" '0 miol •• d the Uni,«! Nationo,M pa8" 11-14) 

The Geneva-based UN Watch, an accredited NGO that was granted special consultative status 
at the UN's Economic and Social Council, was established in 1993 by Morris Abram, former 
permanent US Representative to the UN in Geneva and honorary president of the American 
Jewish Committee. On 1 January 2001, AlC (EI N no. 13-SS63393) assumed full control of the 
organisation through an agreement with the World Jewish Congress." 

At the time, AlC noted that UN Watch's main focus was 'on monitoring the continuing 
discriminatory treatment of Israel in the UN system and attitudes toward Jews in the world body, 
as well as those matters which concern American interests'. '"" However, it has since obscured 
this mission among several others. Indeed, according to its website, 'UN Watch is foremost 
concerned with the just application of UN Charter principles.''' 

Since its acquisition by AlC, UN Watch has waged several campaigns against UN officials critical 
of Israel. It lobbied against UNRWA Commissioner-General Peter Hansen for his perceived bias 
towards Palestinians, accusing him of unprofessionalism for his 2003 statement that Jenin 
refugee camp 'residents lived through a human catastrophe that has few parallels in recent 
history'.'" Human Rights Watch had issued a report in 2002 charging that: 'during their incursion 
into the Jenin refugee camp, Israeli forces committed serious violations of internationa l 
humanit arian law, some amounting prima facie to war crimes.''' 

The NGO also took a hostile stance towards Jean 2iegler, who served as the UN's Special 
Rapporteur on the Right to Food from 2000 to 2008. In October 200S, it published a report on 
what it called Ziegler's 'Anti-American Bias', including his criticisms of Israel." 

UN Watch's own biases are clear: its Executive Director Hillel Neuer tweeted in 2014, during 
Israel's military campaign in Gaza, that the people of Gaza and Israel were suffering because the 
'radicallslamist ruler Hamas is turning Gaza into a giant suicide bomb',"' 

UN Watch's international advisory board includes several members who have expressed hostile 
attitudes towards Muslims and Islam." For example, SwiSS journalist Jean-Claude Buhrer 
responded to a controvers ial Swiss Muslim convert's support of Neo-Nazis by writing: 'Th is 
is tantamount to a marriage between the swastika and the (Islamic) crescent'." He also once 
suggested that using the concept of Islamophobia was an affront to freedom of speech." 

Former Chess champion Garry Kasparov, also a board member, recently penned an editorial in 
the Wall Street journal arguing that Islamists were waging a 'global war on modernity: setting 
'the time machine to the Dark Ages'."' ln a much earlier op-ed, he said that Palestinians refugees 
do not deserve the right to re turn because they willingly left in 1948 'as a result of the Arabs' own 
enmity for Israel'.- He then went on to compare their plight with that of German occupation 
forces in Eastern Europe after World War II. 

Other advisory board members are linked to anti-Muslim groups, like Lord David Trimble, former 
First Minister of Northern Ireland, who is one of the founding signatories of the Henry Jackson 
Society,"' as well as the Friends of Israellnitiative.-
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It was the chairman of the Israeli UN Watch, Alfred Moses, who made the closing remarks for the GSHRD 

conference. Nazanin Afshin-Jam introduced Moses as “a former partner and now senior counsel at the 

Washington law firm of Covington and Burling,” who “served as US Ambassador to Romania [Dec. 1994 

to Sept. 1997],” who was “President Clinton’s special emissary for the Cyprus conflict” [1999-2001], “and 

is an honorary National President of the American Jewish Committee.” 

 

“Let’s remember it was in the flesh of the Allies’ victory in World War II that human rights was 

reborn. It was a time of liberation, emotionally and politically. With the defeat of the Axis powers, 

once again, everything was possible. … The yearn for freedom continued. The creation of the Human 

Rights Commission in 1946 expressed that very yearning. The leaders, giants in their days, and 

persons who remained giants in our memories, were the heroes six 

decades ago, Eleanor Roosevelt, Rene Cassin, Reinhold Niebuhr. 

Later Rosa Parks, Martin Luther King, followed by Nelson 

Mandela, and yes, Aung Bo Chi and Bo Ti. Those who died at 

Tiananmen square and those who are with us in Geneva and will 

be with us; the Elie Wiesels, the Bernard-Henri Lévys. 

But in recent decades, the cause of human rights has been hijacked 

in many places by oppressors who profess support for human 

rights for others, where it suits their political purposes, but not for 

their own citizens, whose freedom they fear. … For too many, 

dreams of freedom have become nightmares of oppression. 

Our own indifference is an equal or perhaps even greater threat. Silence is not an option. Nor is 

inaction. We need to reemphasize the universality of human rights, that knows no borders, and is not 

faith or culture-based, but exists for all humanity. Humanity viewed as a family, without political 

borders, drawing on almost 4,000 years of human experience, giving meaning to human rights, that 

incorporates the rights of women not to be mutilated, that respects freedom of conscience and 

expression, that condemns torture and physical oppression, and bars discrimination based on 

ethnicity, religion, or gender. 

To be heard, we need to speak out. To avail, we need to engage. Let’s go forward — from this 

convocation, from the inspiring words you’ve heard today — renewed in our commitment, not in the 

future, to be indifferent to those who oppress others, to be more than vigilant, to have the courage to 

say, “No,” and to walk away. Only then will we be heard. Only then will we see a change in conduct 

here in the United Nations. I thank you.” 

 

As the honorary national president of the American Jewish Committee and former president of the 

American Jewish Committee (1991-1994), Alfred Moses was disinclined to provide acknowledgement or 

recognition of Israel as a colonial, oppressor state subjecting Palestinians to less than second class citizens, 

committing on-going crimes of land theft, among other crimes and violations of international law.     
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10.2.  The UN Durban II Review Geneva Conference Spectacle 

 

Monday April 20, 2009 – the day after the GSHRD parallel conference, and the first day of the U.N. 

Durban Review conference – opened with an organized spectacle. Near the beginning of Iranian president 

Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s speech, shouting Israeli protesters, dispersed throughout the seated hall, were 

escorted out of the auditorium. That was followed by dozens of state delegates walking out through the 

front exit doors, just in front of the Iranian president. The spectacle was featured by international media. 

The protest concept was based on a reversal of the August – September 2001 Durban I conference in South 

Africa, with now pro-Israel demonstrators 

labelling Iran as a racist state and demonizing 

the United Nations for allowing the Iranian 

president to speak.  

 

 

 

According to Michel Warshawski’s April 27, 

2009, article in the Alternatives International 

website, Israel won the Battle, Anti-Racism 

Lost, Warshawski was the “only Israeli Jew 

participating” at the UN conference in Geneva.  

 

Though Israel boycotted the Conference, 

it was nevertheless omnipresent: 1,500 young Jews organized by UN Watch, the Israeli Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs, the French Union of Jewish Students and B’nai-B’rith were sent to Geneva and 

literally conquered the place. Their aggressive presence and the omnipresence of Israeli Security 

guards created a climate of occupied territory, both in the UN venue and its close vicinity and in the 

city of Geneve, where several mass rallies were held, with the participation of prominent figures like 

Elie Wiesel, Nathan Sharansky and Alan Dershowitz, repeating the lying mantra on an “anti-Semite 

Conference”.  

 

10.3.  April 22, 2009 – Zionist Love Fest: The Second UN Watch Conference  
 

Israel’s UN Watch held a second event on Wednesday April 22, 2009. After praising the state of Israel, Roz 

Rothstein, the founder and ceo of StandWithUs, formed after the 2001 Durban I conference event in South 

Africa, introduced keynote speaker, American lawyer, Alan Dershowitz:  

 

Each one of you are here today because we and the world should be celebrating Israel. Out of the 

ashes of two millennia of statelessness and persecution the Jewish people rose up and restored their 

homeland. Against all odds they created modern Israel with the international community’s 

endorsement. Jews did not restore the land for the purpose of seeking revenge against their enemies. 

They sought life and hope and the right to live as a democratic nation at peace with her neighbors. 

Conference delegates leaving the auditorium as Iranian president 

Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s speaks. Most chose to exit not through 

the back doors, but through the two front exits, in front of the 

Iranian president. This was a pre-planned walkout event. 

Photographers and videographers were at hand to record the 

many moments of the spectacle which continued for about six 

minutes. 

Some of the Nation 

States boycotting 

the Durban Review 

conference. 
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Israel inspires the world. In just 60 years it created a robust democracy and a flourishing culture and 

economy. It is on the cutting edge of scientific achievements that help all people, including citizens 

from enemy countries. It is a world leader in humanitarian missions. It has upheld humanitarian 

values even as it fights bitter wars against the terrorists and nations that threaten it. The world should 

be celebrating this nation, not obsessively singling it out for condemnation. The fact that this is 

happening is a symptom of a sickness that we must continue to fight, unfortunately, together. 

Today we have the honour of welcoming one of the world’s champions of fulfilling the promise of 

‘never again.’ He is a champion of human rights and one of the most passionate and fearless 

defenders of Israel and the Jews. World-renowned, Alan Dershowitz, the Felix Frankfurter professor 

of law at Harvard Law School. … He speaks on Israel’s behalf and on behalf of real peace regularly 

on college campuses, on television and in debates. … In standing up for Israel Alan Dershowitz 

knows that he is standing up for human rights for all people. Professor Dershowitz, by example and 

by deed, continues to galvanize all of us.   

 

Alan Dershowitz: “I am thrilled to be here with the real champion of human rights, the person 

from whom I take my lessons every day. Irwin Cotler, who not only spoke here [in Geneva on April 

19], but he took a plane yesterday. He flew to the place of the murders, the sites of the killings, to 

Auschwitz. Spoke to young people there, got on the plane there and came back home here. I am 

pleased to be here with Natan Sharansky [also seated in the audience, who would also speak], one of 

the great heroes of the human rights movement, who not only like Irwin and I, talked the talk, but 

walked the walk. … These are my two friends, my two soul mates, the people that I work so closely 

with on human rights matters and have for so many years. 

 

Now, it’s too early to declare victory. But I think we can say with complete confidence that the 

enemies of Israel, and the enemies of human rights, have lost at Durban this time. Yes, 

Ahmadinejad’s message of hate was applauded by other bigots who sat in that room. Some were just 

diplomats. Diplomats who don't like not to clap, because they have to show their diplomacy. Others 

were villains. Others who clapped because they supported this horrible message, this incitement to 

genocide. As my friend Irwin said, a man like Ahmadinejad shouldn’t be speaking at the UN. He 

should be brought by the UN in front of a court, indicted for incitement of genocide, and sentenced to 

spend the rest of his life in a prison. We just want the world to understand that when you come face-

to-face with evil you cannot do what the president of Switzerland did. How dare he extend a hand of 

warmth to this evil terrible man.  and he went too far this time because he has said that he did it in the 

name of the United States. … Switzerland has disqualified itself. It has shown it does not know how 

to confront evil. It treats Ahmadinejad the way it would treat a reasonable and legitimate head of state  
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they cannot represent the interests of real democracies and real believers and human rights if they 

take that kind of a conciliatory attitude. Because of you ladies and gentlemen, because of you Durban 

2 has not been a repeat of Durban 1. Now you can’t cleanse Durban 1. It would be like having  

                         UN Watch Alternate Forum, Wednesday, April 22, 2009 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pierre Polievre: “For the U.N. to live up to its full potential 

and be a positive force in the world, its actions must reflect its 

stated ideals. For this reason, it is painful for me to find myself 

speaking here OUTSIDE of the UN conference, a UN 

conference that should have had so much promise, but which 

has degenerated into a soapbox for those who would demonize 

the democratic state of Israel, the BEACON of liberty and 

freedom in the Middle East. And, as Natan Sharansky has so 

rightly highlighted [before Poilievre’s speech], the only 

country in the region that actually respects the rights of Arabs, 

women, and other minorities. Furthermore, there is a growing 

concern and increasing evidence that Israel is being used by 

some as a thin cover for a new burgeoning form of anti-

Semitism. Our Prime Minister, Stephen Harper, has been a 

global leader in the fight against this modern anti-Semitism. … 

fueled by lies and paranoia, it is an evil so profound that it is 

ultimately a threat to us all. … Durban II perversely ignores 

actual racism and human rights abuses that happen all around 

the world. … We [Canada] were one of the leading nations in 

fighting Apartheid in the 1980s, and we stand strong against 

racism in all of its ugly forms.” 

 
 

Pierre Poilievre, Prime 

Minister Stephen Harper’s 

Parliamentary Secretary 
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[Alan Dershowitz, continued] 

Nuremberg Two after Nuremberg One. … The name Durban, unfortunately for the good people of 

Durban, has become a dirty word and has become a concept that cannot be cleansed by having a few 

words changed here and there, and a few sentences changed here and there. The right approach was 

the approach taken by Canada. We have a representative 

of Canada here today of the Harper government [Pierre 

Poilievre], and a representative of the opposition 

government, the former attorney general and minister of 

justice [Irwin Cotler], because in Canada, as in the United 

States, Israel is a bipartisan issue. It makes no difference 

whether you're conservative or liberal, whether you’re a 

Democrat or Republican. If you’re a person of decency you 

support Israel.  

We are being heard at this conference our case is being 

made we are having an impact and the reason we have 

made a difference is you. You have made that difference.  

The case for Israel can be made simply if people only 

accept the facts if people engage in nuance. No, Israel’s not 

a perfect country. The United States is not a perfect 

country. Canada is not a perfect country. There’s no such 

thing as a perfect country. But Israel is a democracy 

struggling to do the right thing. In 60 years, Israel has 

accomplished more for the world than almost any 

nation of Europe.  

Compare Israel and Switzerland. Comparable population. 

Switzerland has seven million. Israel has six million. 

Consider the number of lives saved by Israel’s medical 

technology. Consider the number of patents, the number of 

Nasdaq listings, the number of environmental innovations 

done by Israel in its 60 years and compare it to what other 

European nations have done in a hundred years. And 

imagine what the peace dividend would bring. Imagine if 

Israel could literally turn its peers into plowshares. Imagine 

what a dividend it would produce for world peace, for World Health, for world environmental 

concerns. If only the entire world had Israel’s human rights record. … If every other country in 

the world had Israel’s freedom of speech, Israel’s freedom of dissent, Israel’s Supreme Court which 

is open to all without restrictions, without standing case in controversy, just disability barriers. If 

only, if only the Human Rights Council had countries like Israel sitting on it. Instead, Israel can’t 

serve on that or other counsel. If only nations of the world had representatives like Natan Sharansky, 

representing it in being the face of goodness and freedom and liberty. … And when the best is called 

the worst, one has two turns one’s eyes to the accuser. …  

Why is the world so obsessed with Israel? … When you talk about human rights you can’t have 

special human rights for Jews. You know, they’re conducting an investigation now of Israel, of 

Israel’s war crime. Israel conducted itself better than any other nation in the world faced with 

comparable threats. Don’t believe me, listen to people like one of the leading experts on military law 

and military justice, Richard Kemp, a major colonel in the British Army. Israel, he said, “had very 

little choice other than to carry on with its military operation until it reaches the conclusion it needs 

which is to stop Hamas from firing rockets,” etc. Then he says, “from my knowledge of the IDF and 

the extent to which I’ve been following the operation, I don’t think there has ever been a time in the 

history of warfare when any army has made more effort to reduce civilian casualties and deaths of 

innocent people than the IDF is doing today in Gaza.” … You don’t judge a democracy by how an 
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18-year-old kid drafted in the Army deals with crisis during the fog of war, you judge a democracy 

by the way the senior people deal with the soldier after reports have been made. And the Israeli 

government and the Israeli army is well known for looking hard at reasons for failure.  

 

At the April 22, 2009, UN Watch forum, Irwin Cotler gave a 24-minute presentation before introducing a 

human rights panel. Most of his presentation is transcribed below. The reason it is included is because, in 

the context of the international Geneva conference Zionist ‘victory’ political moment, it reveals Cotler’s 

essential thinking and strategy about his defence of the state of Israel. And, secondly, his presentation 

includes one of the rare instances where he mentions the name of Palestinians. As Cotler ‘speaks the truth’ 

about human rights, we are confronted with his double standards as they relate to his avoidance of 

acknowledging the cumulative conducts by Israel as an occupying, colonial state, in its ongoing ethnical 

cleansing 255 of Palestinians. Considering the plenitude of documents filed by UN special rapporteurs and 

related documents at the United Nations, and the vast literature on the subject of Israel’s oppression of 

Palestinians up to April 2009, Cotler chose to limit his impartation on this wealth of informative literature. 

 

Irwin Cotler: “I am delighted to be here and to participate in the common cause which brings us 

together, which is the struggle against racism, against hate, against discrimination, against intolerance 

from any kind, from any quarter, or for whatever purpose. Against anti-Semitism, spoken of as a 

paradigm of radical evil. And against the crime whose name we should even shudder to mention, 

genocide. The fact that we even need to speak of it in the 21st century. … Shocking, scandalous, that 

in the 21st century we should not only be talking about but having to witness a genocide by attrition in 

Darfur. And, just as with respect to Rwanda, nobody can say that 

we do not know. We knew with respect to Rwanda but did not act. 

We know with respect to Darfur, but we are not acting. 

 

I’m referring in terms of the four implications. The implications 

with regard to the overall struggle against racism. The implications 

for the integrity of the United Nations. And here I want to join in 

my words with Dennis McShane, that if we did not have the U.N., 

we would have to invent it. And so whenever I speak in critique of 

what is happening at the U.N., I do so as a proponent of the U.N. 

that seeks its reform, not certainly it’s dismantling.  

The implications for the under-represented voices, the voices of the victims that we do not hear 

enough or listen to enough, let alone act upon, that we will hear immediately following my remarks. 

And the implications, perhaps most importantly, for the need for moral leadership in our time, 

particularly by governments, by intergovernmental institutions, by NGOs, by those who purport to 

speak on behalf of victims of inhumanity, and who are designated and delegated to speak on behalf of 

humanity. 

Let me turn now to those four manifestations. I’ll speak briefly to each. And bear in mind their larger 

implications for those four considerations that I mentioned.  

First. There is the state sanctioned culture of hate. I use expressly the word state sanctioned, because 

a culture of hate that is orchestrated by the state, that is planned by the state, that is sanctioned 

by the state, is much more pernicious and dangerous than hate that is carried out within a 

democracy by groups that can be held accountable and the like.  

I’m referring to, as I said, to state sanction cultures of hate, whose epicenter is Ahmadinejad’s Iran in 

a word denying the holocaust as it incites to a new one while engaged in the massive repression of the 

rights of its own citizens. That is why I always use the term Ahmadinejad’s Iran, to distinguish it 

from the people and publics of Iran, who are otherwise themselves the targets of Ahmadinejad’s 

 
255 I.e., the words and title of Israel/Palestine historian and author Ilan Pappe. 
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domestic repression and who are 

the targets of that selective 

discrimination and targeting of 

those victims.” 

 

“Let there be no mistake about it. 

Ahmadinejad’s Iran has been 

repeatedly violating the 

prohibition in the genocide 

convention against the direct and 

public incitement to genocide. 

Simply put, it has already 

committed the crime of incitement 

to genocide. And state parties, be 

it my country [Canada], or other 

state parties to the genocide 

convention, are obliged by law – 

this is not a question of a policy 

option – to prevent such 

incitement and to hold Iran 

accountable.  Yet, as I meet and 

speak with you today, there is not 

one state party, I repeat, not one 

state party to the genocide 

convention that has taken the 

modest step in terms of holding 

Iran accountable. The modest step 

of simply referring this culture of 

hate to any agency of the United 

Nations to hold Iran to account. … 

Ahmadinejad belongs, not 

because I say so, but because 

international law so obliges, 

Ahmadinejad belongs in the 

docket of the accused, not at the 

podium of the United Nations.  

 

The second encouraging 

development is that a group of 

international legal scholars, 

genocide experts, survivors of the 

genocide … have come together 

and have endorsed a petition 

called the Responsibility to 

Prevent Petition. This says 

precisely that state parties to the 

genocide convention have the 

responsibility under international law. And Louise Arbour, the former United Nations commissioner 

of human rights, was one of the signatories to this petition, has said that the responsibility to prevent 

this state-sanctioned incitement is of the highest legal order. It’s an overriding legal obligation. And I  
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[Irwin Cotler, continued] 

trust people will associate themselves with this petition, so that we hold Ahmadinejad’s Iran to  

account by law, under international law, and there will be no more podiums at the United Nations for 

Ahmadinejad.”  

“This brings me to the second reason for Elle Wiesel’s concern and anguish. And that is what he has 

otherwise called, and I’m perhaps paraphrasing by way of abbreviation, the laundering of anti-

Semitism under the cover of the struggle against racism. This adds to bigotry the hypocrisy of 

masking a legitimate concern with anti-Semitism and racism by indicting Israel with the two 

twin evils of the 20th century – Apartheid and Nazism – and saying that Israel embodies these 

two twin evils, and to do so as prologue and justification for the dismantling of the Jewish State. 

But let there be no mistake about it. If a state is an apartheid Nazi state, you don’t want to have a 

state like that in your midst. So, these indictments of Israel as an apartheid Nazi state are not simply 

idle rhetoric. They carry with them, in effect, an obligation on the part of all of us to do something 

against this Nazi apartheid state, and in effect to silence its supporters, because its supporters are 

deemed to be co-conspirators in the support of a crime against humanity, e.g. Israel, because that’s 

what apartheid is defined as in international law. And if you call it also a Nazi state, that means 

that the dismantling of this state becomes morally obligatory. Because certainly we could not 

have a state embodying such evil as part of the international community. Now, notice I am not 

speaking about critiques of Israel. Israel, like any other state, is responsible for any violations of 

human rights and humanitarian law, and the Jewish people are not entitled to any privilege or 

preference before the law because of the Holocaust or Jewish suffering. The problem is not, 

however, that anyone should seek to put Israel above the law, the problem is that Israel’s being 

systematically denied equality before the law in the international arena. Not that human rights 

standards are applied to Israel – which they must be – but that these standards are not applied 

equally to everyone else, thereby creating a situation of discrimination in the international 

arena. In the same way that we would say in any of the countries that we live in, you should not have 

any minority, any visible minority, any Aboriginal people, any group singled out for differential or 

discriminatory treatment in any of our societies. And in fact, by domestic law, it would be prohibited. 

Similarly, in the international arena. You cannot have any state – in this instance state X, Israel – that 

is singled out for differential and discriminatory treatment. What applies domestically applies also 

internationally. But it is gone even beyond simply, although that would be bad enough, the singling 

out of Israel for discriminatory and differential treatment. 
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[Irwin Cotler, continued] 

I want to at this point make reference to a phenomenon that occurred recently in the Israel-Gaza 

conflict. And that is the inflammatory misuse of Holocaust comparisons to describe the conflict in 

Gaza – and I’m going to abbreviate my remarks here on this point for reasons of time. But to describe 

it in a dual, demonizing indictment. And notice the nature of this duel, demonizing indictment. I saw 

it again here and outside the Palais de Nation. We've seen it in marches and demonstrations in 

different countries. ... On the one hand Jews are blamed for perpetrating a holocaust on the 

Palestinians as in the appalling statement – and just in order to protect her, I won’t mention her name 

– but the appalling statement recently of a Norwegian diplomat who said, and I quote, “the 

grandchildren of Holocaust survivors from World War Two are doing to the Palestinians exactly 

what was done to them by Nazi Germany.” And on the other hand, and many of you have perhaps 

been witness to this. I certainly have, and even 

in my own country, crowds are incited to 

another holocaust against the Jews, as in the 

chance of protesters who scream, quote, 

“Hamas, Hamas. Jews to the Gas.” The point 

is, that whatever one’s perspective on the 

Gaza conflict, and as I said critiques of Israeli 

policy and practice, like critiques of any other 

state, are legitimate. The comparison between 

Israel’s action against Hamas, a terrorist 

group, sworn by its own covenant and in its 

own words to the destruction of Israel, the 

comparison between that group and its 

intention to destroy Israel, and the comparison 

between Israel perpetrating a Nazi holocaust 

against the Palestinians, is as false as it is 

obscene. I say this not as a proponent for 

Israel but in the immediate aftermath of 

Holocaust commemoration that we 

commemorated here in Geneva, I say this as a 

voice for Holocaust Remembrance. Drawing 

false parallels – and this needs to be said 

because there are too many of these false 

parallels that are being drawn – drawing false 

parallels between the Gaza conflict and Nazi 

Germany is an affront not only to the living 

Holocaust survivors and their children and 

grandchildren, but to the six million deceased. 

These men, women and children did not die in 

any war or conflict. They perished in a deliberate eliminationist horror which is, Elie Wiesel put it, 

not all victims were Jews, but all Jews were victims. 

 

And so, I move on now to the third manifestation … the singling out of one member state in the 

international arena for discrimination and indictment. But when this is done, and this is the 

disturbing phenomenon, as I say the singling out is disturbing enough, but when it is done under the 

protective cover of the United Nations, when it is done by invoking the imprimatur of international 

law, when it is done under the banner of the struggle for human rights, it adds the idiom of bigotry 

to the idiom of false indictments. I will give you one example … The United Nations Council on 

Human Rights, to replace its, as Koffi Annan said, its discredited predecessor, United Nations 

Commission on Human Rights, which also engaged in this singling out of a member state. The  



414 

 

[Irwin Cotler, continued] 

United Nations Council on Human Rights – and here I speak as a law professor, and which I take 

seriously – because this is the repository of international law standard setting. This is to speak about 

the promotion and protection of human rights on behalf of all of us. This UN Council on human 

rights since its inception in 2006 has adopted some 32 resolutions of condemnation. 26 of those 

resolutions singled out one member state in the international community. That one-member 

state happens to be Israel. But the worst thing – and this leads me to the fourth and last 

manifestation – is that the major human rights violators have enjoyed exculpatory immunity. Not one 

resolution of condemnation against Iran. Not one resolution of condemnation against Darfur. And I 

can go on. And so, what should disturb us, those of us, and I suspect that includes almost everyone in 

this room that care about the integrity of the UN, that care about the authority of international law, 

that care about the struggle for human rights and the struggle against discrimination, should be 

concerned about what is being done in our name and what is not being done in our name. 

  

What I'd like to do at this point is 

close and lead into the panel now 

and the voices of the victims by 

giving you a case study of an 

encounter that I had as Minister 

of Justice and Attorney General 

of Canada with perhaps the most 

disenfranchised, or let us say, 

discriminated against a minority 

and in Canada. I’m referring to 

the Aboriginal people. Shortly 

after I was appointed Minister of 

Justice and Attorney General of 

Canada, I believe this encounter 

not only may tell us something 

about the last implication that I 

said of what is going on today, 

the need for moral leadership, it 

may lead us naturally into the 

next panel, and to listening to the 

voices of the victims. I was asked 

shortly after I was appointed if I 

would meet with a group of 

Aboriginal law students that 

came from Akitsiraq Law 

School, the first ever aboriginal 

law school in Canada, in Nunavut 

in the north. And I said I would 

be delighted to meet with them. And we met, and the encounter went as follows. I’m abbreviating 

from a longer discussion. They said, Professor Cotler, we’re not just law students, we’re Aboriginal 

law students. We come with a past, with a history, with a heritage, with a language, with a culture, 

with an identity, their own spirituality, with our own indigenous legal system. And we’ve been 

dispossessed from all that. We’ve been dislocated from our history, and our heritage, and our culture, 

and our language, and our own indigenous legal system. It’s not that we go to court because we want 

to nurture a grievance, we go to court to reconnect to who we are. We go to court to reaffirm our 

identity. We go to court to give expression to our own indigenous legal system. But tragically, in 

whatever we do we are accompanied by a great deal of pain, because we believe that the Canadian  
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people and the Canadian government do not understand who we are, do not understand where we’ve 

come from, do not understand where what we aspire to be, and we do not understand or are hearing 

our voices.  

And I told them I would share with them a paradigm which comes out of my tradition but could come 

out of other traditions as well. And as I say, connects to the voices of victims that we’re now going to 

hear. And the need for moral leadership. And I said, it’s where a group of students come to their 

Rabbi, and they say, “Rabbi, we love you.” And the Rabbi says, “do you know what hurts me?” (You 

can substitute here, if you will, Imam priest, whatever.) The Rabbi says, “do you know what hurts 

me?” And the students say, “Rabbi, why do you ask if we know what hurts you, if we tell you we 

love you?” And the Rabbi says, “because if you don’t know what hurts me, you can’t tell me you 

love me.” That, in my view, is a married paradigm or model for human relationships. It’s also a 

model as to how a government should relate to voices of victims, how a government should relate to 

the disadvantaged amongst them, domestically and internationally.  

 

And I just want to close at this point by saying that in the end of the day we will be judged. As Martin 

Luther King put it, he said what concerns me is not so much the actions of my enemies, though 

clearly that would be of concern, but the silence of my friends. And so and so it’s our responsibility 

to break down these conspiracies of silence, these crimes of indifference, and to act to act on behalf 

of justice and to act on behalf of these voices and give voice to these victims of inhumanity.”  

 

 

10.4.  The New York City Counter-Conference 
 

The acclaimed international human rights lawyer / advocate, Irwin Cotler, was in high demand for the 

Zionist pro-Israel Geneva counter-conference planning events, international, preparational events 

constituting heavy doner funding dollars. After numerous engagements in Geneva and in Germany over a 

span of four days, Cotler promptly flew back across the Atlantic Ocean to the continent of North America, 

to New York City, to attend another Geneva counter-conference event. In 2009, Cotler, at 69 years of age, 

was still a sitting Liberal Member of Parliament, and as such, attention to his constituents and to his 

country, his sworn and paid duties, was again temporarily diverted and switched to defending a foreign 

government, a settler-colonial government that was responsible for putting world Jewry in jeopardy. Cotler 

would argue that, on behalf of Canadians, he was representing their interests as it related to defending 

human rights. However, the problem with framing that argument is that the pro-Israel lobby network had 

planned and sponsored the events he was attending. Cotler, of course, did not attend the United Nations 

events in Geneva, because Canada was officially boycotting the event. 

 

It was reported on January 13, 2015, in the Ottawa Citizen, MP attends just 6% of votes, that “Liberal MP 

Cotler,” ranked among a handful of “Independent and former Bloc Quebecois MPs” who “were absent the 

most” from attending “votes in the House of Commons in 2014:”  

 

A handful of prominent MPs, such as Liberal Irwin Cotler and New Democrat Peter Stoffer, missed 

more than half the votes in the House of Commons in 2014; they said it was largely due to 

international and domestic parliamentary missions as part of their official critic roles. … But the 

House of Commons does not keep formal attendance records, so the [Ottawa] Citizen used MPs’ 

presence for votes as a very rough proxy. … Liberal MP Cotler, who missed slightly more than half 

the votes in the Commons [134 out of 269 votes], was absent mostly because of foreign conferences 

and other parliamentary duties as party critic for rights and freedoms, and international justice, said 

Michael Milech, who works in his office. Cotler, who isn’t running in the next election, usually 

travels to three or four events a month outside Ottawa. 
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                        New York Counter-Conference Summary, by Ellen Sloame 

 

Monday, April 20 (Conference Overview) 

1. Malcolm Hoenlein, Exec Director of COP. Geneva has become a “hall of shame”. Most participants are 

leading violators of human rights. 

2. Congresswoman Carolyn Maloney. A champion of women’s’ issues. Durban I witnessed the worst 

anti-Semitism since the Holocaust – and at a U.N. sponsored conference on racism! Instead of learning 

from history, Durban II denies it. 

3. Ambassador Richard Schifter, former U.S. representative to the U.N. Human Rights Commission. In 

Geneva, the anti-Israel rhetoric of Durban I was reaffirmed. Israel is the “canary in the coal mine”. We are 

all in danger. Until 1970, the Soviet bloc was outvoted by others. Then, Castro built a network of countries 

that would work against the U.S., linking up with the Arab League and the Organization of Islamic States. 

In 1973, the Burundi initiative brought sub-Saharan African states against Israel to the U.N. China have 

become increasingly powerful in the antidemocratic movement. Paradoxically, China has a pro Jewish 

culture. (For the Ambassador’s complete speech, see Jewish Week) 

4. Hon. Jerry Grafstein, Canada Senate. Silence is not an option. It translates into acquiescence at the 

U.N. 

5. Eric Fusfield, B’nai B’rith International. There has been a distinct rise in anti Semitism in Europe 

during the past 8 years. 

a. increasingly radicalized Muslim and Arab community that has easy access to Arabic stations for 

propaganda, as well as increase in sales of Mein Kampf and Protocols of Elders of Zion. 

b. political gains of the far right. 

c. traditional anti-Semitic culture. 

d. anti- Israel political left. Israelis are portrayed as overly aggressive. In the immediate post WW2 

era, sentiment worked in Israel’s favor – no more. 

e. generational shift. Holocaust is merely an “historical anecdote”. The main center of gravity is in the 

Muslim world. They believe that Zionism is more egregious than Nazism, yet they claim that A-S 

does not exist there. 

 
 

Tuesday, April 21 (gender discrimination in the workplace and political arena) 

Panelists: 

1. Shifra Bronznick. We have not closed the gap yet. Issues – parental leave, job shares, flex time 

2. Dr. Sharon Rabin-Margialoth, Professor of Labor and Employment Discrimination Law, Herzliya 

Center. In Israel, there is a disparity in pay of women and men. Yet, often women did not negotiate after 

the starting offer and men did. In U.S. 1963, Equal Pay Act – need to demonstrate that they are doing the 

same work. 

3. Marie Wilson, The White House Project. How many women participate in public life? What do they 

bring to the project? What keeps women out of leadership? The perception of “woman” and “leader” has 

not always meshed. There remains ambivalence. Generally, women are in charge of household and child-

rearing. It should be equal. 

4. Phyllis Chesler, Professor of Psychology and Women’s’ Studies CUNY, author. 

a. Israel is not an apartheid state, but Islam is the largest perpetrator of religious and gender apartheid. 

Historically, Muslim countries have persecuted non-Muslims – Christians, Baha’is, etc., who live in 

terror in Muslim countries that are now almost Juden-free. In Israel there are many skin colors and 

religions, absorbed at great expense there. 

                 b. Muslim countries are inherently misogynistic. 

                 c. Honor killings: How is it different from western style domestic violence? 

Action – we need to work with Muslim feminists, some of whom are secular; we need to prosecute; 

we need to start funding shelters The Saudi lobby is much stronger than the Israeli lobby. Their 

money is paying for madrassas, suicide bombers, education in the U.S. 
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The five-day, Durban II Counter-Conference in New York City, April 20-24, was held at Fordham 

University Law School, “under the auspices of the American Association of Jewish Lawyers and 

Jurists,” 256 the American branch of the International Association of Jewish Lawyers and Jurists, of which 

Cotler was / is an honorary member. As stated earlier, the brainchild for this pro-Israel parallel event, 

planned since January 2008, was Canadian Senator Jerry Grafstein, who spoke on the first day of the 

conference, Monday April 20, under the theme “silence is not an option.” The New York counter-

conference was not well attended. It was reported that “less than 40 people were in the Fordham Law 

School auditorium for Monday’s session.” 257 

 

According to a summary of the conference by Ellen Sloame Fawer, 258 a member of Jewish Women 

International, the New York Counter-Conference was “co-sponsored by more than 20 organizations,” which 

included Scholars for Peace in the Middle East (SPME) and the World Council of Conservative 

Synagogues (Masorti Olami). Fawer wrote that the conference was chaired by Ken Marcus, representing 

the SPME Legal Task Force, with chief coordinators Andrew Apostolou (Foundation for the Defense of 

Democracies) and Samuel Edelman (SPME Executive Director). Fawer also stated that Cotler was an 

“SPME contributor.” SPME’s website lists 12 contributory articles by Cotler from 2004 – 2011. 

 

In a January 2, 2005, article published on-line by the Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs, “Fighting Anti-

Israelism and Anti-Semitism on the American University Campus: Faculty Grassroots Efforts,” Manfred 

Gerstenfeld interviewed Dr. Edward S. Beck, the co-founder and president of the non-profit organization, 

SPME. Beck said that SPME was:  

 

“… modeled after the defunct body of American Professors for Peace in the Middle East. Some of its 

veterans are among the more than 500 SPME members at over 200 campuses world-wide. These are 

mainly, but not exclusively, Jewish and non-Jewish academics from the United States. SPME has 17 

chapters at institutions such as MIT, Cal Poly, Columbia University, and Louisiana State University.” 

 

Described earlier, SPME’s model predecessor, American Professors for Peace in the Middle East, was a 

Zionist project and platform created in 1967, including its 1973 offspring, Canadian Professors for Peace in 

the Middle East, which Cotler had formerly chaired. SPME was Zionist, but different, more focussed. It 

was on steroids. Alongside a group of newly born Israeli lobby platforms in 2002, it and they were created 

in the wake of, a political outcome of, the September 2001 U.N. Durban I conference in South Africa. 

 

Although anti-Israeli activity on campus was evident in the 1980s and 1990s, the resolutions at the 

notorious World Conference against Racism in Durban in August 2001 led to an upsurge in such 

efforts and also to the founding of three academic watch organizations in 2002. The largest of these 

organizations is the U.S.-based Scholars for Peace in the Middle East, which is run by the 

academic community itself. Campus Watch, also U.S.-based, is part of the well-established Middle 

East Forum and focuses on the anti-Israeli biases of Middle East courses and the academics who 

teach them. In the UK, Academic Friends of Israel has dealt with counteracting academic boycott 

attempts, particularly by the staff unions. Subsequently established organizations include Engage, 

also in the UK, which has concentrated on the anti-Israeli attitudes of left-wing academics; and in 

Israel, Israel Academia Monitor and IsraCampus, which highlight the anti-Israeli biases and actions 

of Israeli academics. The continuing growth of anti-Israeli activity on campus since 2002 has given 

 
256 SPME Co-Sponsor and Participant in Fordham University Durban II Counter-Conference, April 28, 2009, by Ellen Sloame 

Fawer, Samuel Edelman and Kenneth Marcus. Source: Scholars for Peace in the Middle East website, www.spme.org. 
257 Jewish Telegraphic Agency, April 24, 2009, How the UN was ‘highjacked’ by anti-western countries. 
258 SPME Co-Sponsor and Participant in Fordham University Durban II Counter-Conference, April 28, 2009, by Ellen Sloame 

Fawer, Samuel Edelman and Kenneth Marcus. Source: Scholars for Peace in the Middle East website, www.spme.org. 
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all these watch organizations much to do. In this new environment, watching and monitoring may no 

longer be enough, and a more explicit and central campaigning role may now be necessary. 259 

 

Ad to that 2002 list, the birth of Roz Rothstein’s StandWithUs platform in the United States, CAMERA, 

The David Project, and later Students for Peace in the Middle East platforms. The opening sentence in 

Leslie Wagner’s 2010 essay, “watching academics for evidence of anti-Israeli bias is largely a twenty-first 

century phenomenon,” forgets to name the Israeli Zionist lobby network as responsible for the 

phenomenon. Wagner sources the international university campuses “anti-Israeli hostility” ills to the 1975 

United Nations ‘Zionism is Racism’ resolution.  

 

 
259 Abstract, At Issue: Watching the Pro-Israel Academic Watchers, by Leslie Wagner, in Jewish Political Studies Review, 22:3-4 

(Fall 2010). 

                       New York Counter-Conference Summary by Ellen Sloame 
 

Wednesday, April 22 (religious intolerance and discrimination) 

1. Michael Salberg, Anti-Defamation League. “The rising threat of anti-Semitism (A-S) worldwide.” 

Recalled Durban I when Israel was equated with South African apartheid, which the High Commissioner 

of Human Rights, Mary Robinson ignored, the total absence of support. 

Problems now – Mearsheimer and Walt [their book, “The Israeli Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy”], Jimmy 

Carter, rise of the position that A-S is related to the Middle East conflict, Gaza escalated repugnant 

expressions of A-S, political use of state-sponsored A-S writ large in Venezuela by Hugo Chavez which led 

to a synagogue being vandalized. Durban II is illegitimate in its inception and execution. We need to 

educate our own community. There are generations who don’t have a sense of the danger. 

2. Kenneth Marcus, “Anti-Semitism on the Campus.” 

Universities should be centers of tolerance but are the sites of some of the worst expressions of A-S. Blood 

libels and other accusations are issued under the guise of opposition to Israel but are often really aimed at 

“Jewish” students. There have been numerous disturbing incidents across the United States since 2001, 

including particularly significant incidents at the University of California at Irvine, Columbia and San 

Francisco State. This semester, the problem has been particularly severe at several North American 

universities. The U.S. Department of Education’s Office for Civil Rights announced a new policy to 

address this problem in 2004, but it has not appropriately addressed the policy over the last few years. 

3. Samuel Edelman, Ph.D, executive director, Scholars for Peace in the Middle East. “Durban I has set the 

agenda for Anti-Israel, Anti-Semitic activities on college campuses.” 

Prior to Durban I, A-S was primarily a right-wing situation. After, it was another world – like Germany in 

the 1920s and 1930s when college professors started it. Israel has been called a racist country and a lie 

repeated over and over becomes truth. Although “Zionism =Racism” was withdrawn in the 1990s, its 

legacy continues. “Israel is racist” – is easy to grasp and=2 that is where propaganda begins. Impact was 

first on European campuses, then Canada and Latin America. Ford Foundation and Saudis supported 

Durban I. NGOs had the largest impact on campuses “Apartheid Israel” was the most important piece of 

propaganda that came out of Durban I. Impact on Durban II attempt to get the International Court to take 

on Israel. Conclusion – we did not respond effectively to Durban I. 

4. Ali Alyami, Ph.D, Center for Democracy and Human Rights in Saudi Arabia. “Religious intolerance and 

human rights violations in Saudi Arabia.” America is the last hope for humanity, but we are a target. Saudis 

support A-S. Wahabiism is the biggest threat to democracy, Jews, and Muslim women. It has no civil 

society, no human rights. Women cannot deliver babies without a man’s permission; they cannot drive. 

There are no elections, no free press, no freedom of worship, although they are forced to pray 5 times a 

day. There is no rule of law- only sharia, no free flow of information. How can the U.S. have SA as an 

ally? They are enemies of democracies. Israel should reach out to Arab moderates and intellectuals. 

5. Andrew Apostolou, Freedom House. “Discrimination against religious minorities in Iran and Iraq.” 

Outlined all of the violations of human rights against religious and cultural minorities in Iran which have 

been ignored by the UN at Durban II. 
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                            New York Counter-Conference Summary by Ellen Sloame 

 

Thursday, April 23 (racism and genocide) 

1. Dr. David Luchins, Touro College “The origin of, and the successful struggle to repeal “Zionism = 

Racism.”  

1975 – We ignored the warning signs, Moynihan was told that it was much ado about nothing, He and 

Chaim Herzog pleaded with the Jewish community and were told it did not matter. 1991 – Moynihan said 

that “Israel was chosen as a metaphor for western civilization; that those who could not defeat her on the 

battlefield chose to delegitimize her”. The effort to repeal Z=R says more about the U.S. than about the 

U.N. Supporters included Gerald Ford, Hubert Humphrey, George Schultz, Jeane Kirkpatrick. 

Most of the world holds U.N. in higher regard than we do. In most of the third world, there is a shared 

struggle against colonialism and racism. – Which is what the world thinks of Israel. 

2. Rabbi Richard Jacobs, Westchester Reform Temple, American Jewish World Service. 

Genocides – Rwanda – 100 days in 1994. 800,000 Tutsis murdered in the fastest, most efficient killing 

spree. 

Cambodia – 1970s – over 2 million murdered. 

Bosnia – 200,000 Muslims killed or tortured in concentration camps. 

Darfur – people who share a religion, a culture, a country. How did it get to this? Not just guns and 

machetes are killing, also lack of food and water. What can we do? Educate, donate, advocate, instigate, 

divest. U.S. has now sent a special envoy. Ambassador Susan Rice is a strong advocate for military action 

there. 2008, International Criminal Court issued a warrant for arrest of Pres. Al-Bashir’s arrest. He then 

expelled humanitarian aid groups, yet the Arab League welcomed him as a brother! 
 

 

Friday, April 24 (“a look at Durban II and freedom of speech”) 

1. Daniel Carmon, Deputy Ambassador of Israel to U.N. Israel/U.N. relations. Many countries are good 

bilateral friends of Israel, but in the U.N. they have conflicting interests. Ahmadinijad should be a wake-up 

call for all democracies. 

2. Irwin Cotler, Former Minister of Justice in Canada. We need to struggle against all injustices. we knew 

what was happening in Rwanda but didn’t act. 4 generic themes need to be affirmed. 

1. Danger of state sanctioned genocide, a culture of hate. Remember that the Holocaust began with 

words. 

2. Danger of indifference and inaction. those who are indifferent are on the side of the perpetrators. 

3. Danger of immunity 

4. U.N. is supposed to be for human rights, yet 26 of 36 resolutions singled out Israel. There were 

none against Iraq, Sudan, China, etc. 

The road to Durban I was viewed with great anticipation. It was supposed to be against racism, but it 

turned against Israel, a festival of hate. 

1. Government forum – scurrilous document which described Israel as apartheid. 

2. NGO forum became the centerpiece of a culture of hate. 

3. Public square – 100’s marched, calling for the dismantling of Israel. 

The road to Durban II 
1. Governmental level – even more reprehensible 

2. NGOs marginalized. Survivors’ voices were heard, but there were calls for boycotts, divestments, 

sanctions against Israel. 

3. Yom Hashoah became an antidote to racism. There were 3,000 at a remembrance ceremony and 

their voices resonated. 

3. Charles Small, Ph.D, “Yale Initiative for Interdisciplinary Study of Anti-Semitism.” Assault on world 

Jewry by Islamicism, not Islam which contributed to humanity, science and culture. Iran, Hamas, 

Hezbollah – are honest and clear about their intentions. An unholy alliance gaining strength. 

4. Michael Meyers, NY Civil Rights Coalition. Mainstream black leaders became marginalized by “black 

power” and Black militants. 
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Leslie Wagner states in her essay that 

by 2010 almost forty American 

campuses had their own SPME 

chapters, an international organization 

boasting “a mailing list of nearly 

twenty-eight thousand across 3,500 

campuses worldwide.”  

 

SPME prides itself in being run 

by academics for academics, and 

its strength is that it is inside the 

campus rather than outside. 

While it cannot claim to be a 

fully democratic body, it is more 

open and participative than other 

watch organizations. It has an 

impressive Board of Directors of 

over twenty members (though 

the board itself seems to be 

responsible for appointing new 

members). 

 

In a 2007 book edited by Manfred 

Gerstenfeld, Academics Against Israel 

and the Jews, is a chapter by Edward 

Beck, “Scholars for Peace in the 

Middle East (SPME): Fighting Anti-

Israelism and Anti-Semitism on the 

University Campuses Worldwide.” Beck states that by 2007 SPME 

was pursuing chapters in western European campuses of Germany, 

Italy, France, Austria, and the U.K., and in Australia.  

 

Following the printing of the investigative book by academics John 

Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt, The Israeli Lobby and U.S. Foreign 

Policy, Beck comments that SPME was applying its organized 

muscle to attack and counter-challenge the two authors. SPME was 

also weighing in against academics such as: Norman Finkelstein, 

who had written the fascinating book, The Holocaust Industry, which 

“put to use Jewish suffering for political and financial gain;” Joseph 

Levine of Ohio State University; Marc Ellis of Baylor University; 

Hellen Cullen of University of Massachusetts; Joshua Schreier of 

Vassar College; Nicholas De Genova of Columbia University; and 

Edward Said of Columbia University. 

 

One of SPME’s goals was to counter the Boycott, Divestment and 

Sanctions movement launched in 2005 against the State of Israel. 

SPME’s website Mission statement: “This movement, now 

widespread on university campuses around the world, constitutes a 

threat not only to Israel, but to the very integrity of academia as a 

forum of free and responsible scholarly inquiry and research.”  
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10.5.  2014: The Sixth Annual Geneva Summit for Human Rights and Democracy 

 

Because the first parallel human rights counter event on April 19, 2009, was deemed ‘successful,’ UN 

Watch and its sponsors decided to continue convening UN parallel events in Geneva through its Geneva 

Summit for Human Rights and Democracy (GSHRD) coalition. The stated public relations strategy of its 

GSHRD backers was to provide a continual “balance,” a counter measure, to the United Nations otherwise’ 

‘biased’ and ‘limited’ perspectives on human rights, thereby offering a ‘controlled’ balance that side-

stepped attention from, discussion and debate about the State of Israel, a topic which the UN Watch accused 

the UN for needlessly obsessing over. UN Watch would provide a ‘rational’ approach to the international 

subject of human rights, which the UN and its ‘stacked Arab league state members’ were incapable of 

providing. Their spins were, and continued to be, sown.  

 

A year before Irwin Cotler’s 

political decision step down as MP 

in his Mount Royal riding in 

Montreal, a seat he held since 1999, 

he was on the speaker’s list for the 

sixth annual GSHRD meeting in 

Geneva, on February 25, 2014.  

 

Weeks earlier, Prime Minister 

Stephen Harper and a large 

delegation of Canadian politicians 

and other parties paid a special 

solidarity commemoration visit to 

Israel, an expensive visit covered by 

Canadian tax dollars.  

 

Seven or more years had passed 

since Gaza became a concentration 

camp / open-air prison, bounded on 

all terrestrial sides by a continuous 

armed wall / fence, and on the 

Mediterranean side by navy patrol 

within a restricted sea border. 
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The following is much of Cotler’s oral presentation at the sixth annual GSHRD meeting in Geneva (copied 

from the GSHRD website): 

 

Irwin Cotler: “I’m delighted to be here, to join, as Hillel [Neuer] said, to join the moral heroes of 

our time, and barring the Olympic metaphor — the “gold medalists of moral courage” — and to 

participate in the common cause which brings us together: the struggle against hate, against racism, 

against atrocity, against false imprisonment, against impunity, against injustice. And this, as part of 

the larger struggle for human rights and human dignity, for international justice in our time.” 

“In 1981, I was invited to be a 

guest of the anti-apartheid 

movement in South Africa; 

invited to give a lecture at the 

University of Witwatersrand on 

the topic “If Sharansky,” (who 

was then in prison), “Why Not 

Mandela?” The problem was that 

Mandela was a banned person. 

The mere mention of his name 

could subject you to a criminal 

offense. But the courageous 

Union of South African students 

nonetheless wanted to go ahead 

with that topic.  

And I was asked to meet with the 

then-foreign minister of South 

Africa, “Pik” Botha. When I 

entered his room — and I had no 

idea why I would be invited to 

meet with him. When I entered 

his office, he pointed to a picture 

on the wall, and he said, “You 

know who that is?” and I said 

“Yes, that’s Anatoly Sharansky.” 

He said “Right. I could not 

understand how someone could represent this great defender of human rights, Anatoly Sharansky, 

against our enemy, the communist Soviet Union, and speak in the same breath about the communist 

Nelson Mandela”.”  
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“I said “well both Sharansky and 

Mandela are fighting for the same 

thing. They’re both fighting for 

freedom. They’re both fighting for 

human dignity.” Pik Botha tried to 

give me a lecture in how apartheid 

was an exercise in pluralism, the 

separate but equal, etc. And at the end 

of the discussion, I said to him, 

because he kept pressing how the 

Soviet Union was a human rights 

violator, I said “You’re right, the 

Soviet Union is a human rights 

violator. But South Africa is the only 

post-World War II government that 

has institutionalized racism as a 

matter of law. Apartheid is not just a 

racist philosophy, it’s a racist legal 

regime. And for so long as it is 

necessary, from wherever I am, I 

will fight against this racist legal 

regime.” 

 

“In 1990, Nelson Mandela emerged after 27 years in a 

South African prison, much of it in solitary confinement 

and the like. Emerged to not only preside over the 

dismantling of apartheid, but to become the president of a 

democratic, egalitarian, non-racial South Africa. As I said 

at the time of the conferral of honorary Canadian 

citizenship on Nelson Mandela — he visited Canada in 

1990, one of the first countries he visited after his release, 

addressed the Canadian parliament in 1998, made an 

honorary citizen in 2001 — that Nelson Mandela 

embodied the three great struggles of the 20th century.”  
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“The struggle for freedom, the struggle for equality, the struggle for democracy, symbolized and 

anchored in his personal struggle and in the anti-apartheid struggle. He represented tolerance, 

healing, reconciliation, and spoke of the importance of education as the most important 

transformative of agent for a culture of peace. His emergence after 27 years in prison, not only to 

dismantle an unjust regime, but to build and govern a renewed nation, a rainbow nation, is the 

ultimate expression of hope and antidote to cynicism.”  

“I returned to South Africa two 

years ago and was asked to meet 

with Botha again. I found 

something that was astonishing. 

Botha revealed to me that he had 

become the first South African 

minister to call for Mandela’s 

release. That he had become a 

minister in Mandela’s 

government. That he had become 

a member of the African National 

Congress. This to me was yet 

another profound example of 

Mandela’s capacity to 

convert adversaries into 

allies; to convert prison 

wardens into the struggle 

against apartheid; an 

amazing capacity to 

build bridges. And, as 

his lawyers in South 

Africa would say to me, 

without any hate, 

without any rancor, 

without any sense of 

revenge, after being 27  
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years in a South African prison. And he bequeathed a great legacy of how to stand up against 

injustice, of how to confront state sanctioned cultures of hate, but not to hate, yourself. Of how to 

unify a rainbow nation, of how to institutionalize a post-apartheid South Africa as a model of 

constitutionalism. If you want to see a model bill of rights, go to South Africa. If you want to see 

a model independent constitutional court, go to South Africa. This is part of the Mandela legacy.” 

 

 
“The United Nations Committee on 

the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights 

of the Palestinian People (CEIRPP) 

was established in 1975 by General 

Assembly resolution 3376. The General 

Assembly requested that the Committee 

recommend a programme of 

implementation to enable the Palestinian 

people to exercise their inalienable rights 

to self-determination without external 

interference, national independence and 

sovereignty; and to return to their homes 

and property from which they had been 

displaced. At the beginning of each 

calendar year, the Committee elects its 

Bureau and adopts a Programme of 

Work. Assisted by the Division for 

Palestinian Rights, the Committee 

organizes international meetings and 

conferences, conducts an annual training 

programme at United Nations 

Headquarters and several other capacity-

building activities, cooperates with civil 

society organizations worldwide, 

maintains publications and an 

information programme, and holds each 

year, on or around 29 November, a 

special meeting in observance of the 

International Day of Solidarity with the 

Palestinian People. The Committee 

reports to the General Assembly on the 

implementation of its Mandate through 

its Annual Report.” 
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“But his most important legacy may be the importance of 

defending political prisoners. Think about it. If Mandela 

had not been freed, the whole history of South Africa 

would have been different. The whole inspiration that we 

take from Mandela for us today would have been different.  

Because the political prisoners symbolize and bring about 

the larger struggle for human rights in our time, and in the 

cases of Sharansky and Mandela, not only were they the 

soul and substance of those struggles, but they transformed 

human history by their involvement in those struggles.  

And so, since then I’ve devoted the last 25 years to working with 

the great political prisoners of our day, whether it be Professor Saad 

Eddin Ibrahim in Egypt; whether it be some of the great Iranian 

political prisoners, like Nasreen Sotoudeh; whether it be political 

prisoners still in Africa, such as Isaac Dawit in Eritrea — and 

Eritrea is one of the places where prisoners are not only suffering, 

but have in fact disappeared. It has been called a prisoner state.”  
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“And so, it’s our responsibility at this point, as I’ve learned from the work with political prisoners, 

and as Mandela’s life has taught us, to speak on behalf of those who cannot be heard. To testify on 

behalf of those who themselves are unable to bear witness. 

To act and advocate on behalf of those who are putting not 

only their livelihood, but who have put their lives on the 

line, as Mandela did again and again. As each of the moral 

heroes with us today have been putting their lives on the 

line, again and again. And as Martin Luther King Jr. so 

eloquently said, and as the political prisoners in their 

struggles have proven, and I quote, “At the end of the day 

the arc of the universe will bend towards justice.” And we 

can come out of the shadows of darkness into the torch of 

freedom inspired by these great moral heroes of our time. 

Thank you.” 

Discussed in Part 17, Cotler’s repeated ‘claims to fame’ in his 

written and oral presentations, and those repeated in the media, 

about his participatory role in liberating South Africa from 

Apartheid and legal representation of Nelson Mandela had 

already come under question and investigation. 

 

 

10.6. The Raoul Wallenberg Centre for Human 

Rights 

 

The Israeli lobby’s creation of the Geneva Summit for Human 

Rights and Democracy (GSHRD) coalition as a political Zionist 

parallel offensive strategy against the United Nations Durban II 

Review Conference in 2009, with succeeding annual conference 

events, would ultimately lead Irwin Cotler in founding a parallel 

Canadian-based organization in about 2015, the Raoul 

Wallenberg Centre for Human Rights (RWCHR).  
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Cotler initiated the RWCHR, which he would head, to dovetail with his departure from political life in late 

2015, the surrendering of his Liberal Party MP seat of Mount Royal. He was now free to focus all his 

attention on the business of supporting the state of Israel within his human rights advocacy platform, 

including his linked devotion to refining the legal definition of the ‘New Anti-Semitism.’ 

 

The Raoul Centre announced in a 

September 8, 2023, media release 

“that Irwin Cotler, our Founder 

and International Chair, was just 

awarded the Israeli Presidential 

Medal of Honor, one the country’s 

highest civilian awards. It 

recognizes those who “have made 

an outstanding contribution to the 

State of Israel or to humanity.”  

 

In the Raoul Centre’s 2020 annual report, there is no reference to Palestinians, but there is mention of 

political prisoners in Saudi Arabia. In the introduction of the annual report, Cotler writes: 

 

After retiring as an Emeritus Professor of Law at McGill University and long-time Member of 

Parliament, I founded the Montreal based Raoul Wallenberg Centre for Human Rights (RWCHR), 

with Nobel Peace Laureate Elie Wiesel, which, in the past five years, has become one of the global 

leaders in the pursuit of justice. 

 

In particular, this includes the struggle for the preventing and combating of mass atrocity and 

genocide; the struggle against the resurgent global authoritarianism and need for democratic renewal; 

advocacy for the global empowerment of women; indigenous people and racialized minorities; and 

for its work on behalf of political prisoners worldwide, which has already achieved notable 

achievements and international resonance in the release of political prisoners, including Biram Dah 

Abeid, the imprisoned leader of the anti-slavery movement in Mauritania, now recently elected to the 

Mauritanian Parliament after his release, though still subjected to threat, harassment and intimidation. 

 

The Centre also established … the inaugural Elie Wiesel Lectureship in Human Rights, with 

distinguished guest lecturer, the Honourable Justice Rosalie Abella of the Supreme Court of Canada; 

and a recent initiative for the promotion and protection of democratic freedom established in 

partnership with the Parliamentarians for Global Action. 

 

The RWCHR is a unique international consortium of parliamentarians, scholars, jurists, human rights 

defenders, NGOs, and students united in the pursuit of justice, inspired by and anchored in Raoul 

Wallenberg’s humanitarian legacy – how one person with the compassion to care and the courage to 

act can confront evil, prevail, and transform history. 

 

Raoul Wallenberg arrived as a Swedish diplomat in the Swedish legation in Budapest in July 1944 and in 

six months saved 100,000 Jews. … The Wallenberg Centre is organized around five pillars of pursuing 

justice, each of which reflects and represents Wallenberg’s humanitarian legacy. 
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Part 11.  The Federal Riding of 

Mount Royal 
 

Irwin Cotler was often asked what led him to 

run for federal politics in 1999. He always 

answered that it was never his intention, that it 

was through the insistence and encouragement 

of others. There may be clues that he had 

possible motive or was preparing to do so. 

 

The English language Montreal Gazette 

newspaper began running ‘special’ features by 

Cotler following the November 4, 1995, 

assassination of Israeli prime minister Yitzhak 

Rabin. “Rabin was assassinated on Saturday by 

a Jewish extremist angry that he was giving land 

to the Palestinians as part of the Middle East 

process,” wrote reporter Katherine Wilton on 

November 7, 1995, in “Leaders Hail Rabin’s 

Dream.” Wilton, however, was uncritical of 

Israel’s wrongdoings: i.e., Rabin wasn’t “giving” land, he was ‘returning’ what was stolen. A 17-year-old 

Karen Iny said to the reporter on the evening of November 6 at the crowded Rabin memorial held at 

Montreal’s Shaar Hashomayim Congregation synagogue: “This has torn me apart. Jews have always been 

taught never to kill.” During the memorial, tensions arose, some visibly angry that Rabin’s ‘peace process’ 

was returning stolen lands to Palestinians. A young 18-year-old Aaron Stevens from Vanier College said, 

“it’s not right to give up land for peace.”  

 

McGill University professor Irwin Cotler, a personal friend of Rabin, pleaded with the audience not 

to let Rabin’s death start a “war between Jews.” “When I visited Israel this summer, I found a nation 

simmering with groundless hatred,” Cotler said. “Let his legacy be one of peace, a peace for which he 

fought so hard. We can discuss and debate, but no war between Jews.” … After several tributes and 

some Hebrew prayers, the audience broke into a stirring rendition of Hatikvah, the Israeli national 

anthem. As the song echoed throughout the synagogue, mourners hugged their loved ones and wiped 

tears from their eyes. When they filed out into the cool night air, the crowd began singing The Song of 

Peace, which Rabin had sung before being gunned down after a peace rally. 

 

The first feature article by Cotler ran on May 25, 1996, Secret memo to Peres shows Israeli race too close 

to call. Cotler had been self-trained as a reporter and editor of the McGill University student newspaper 

some thirty years prior. The discourse was drifting away from Cotler’s periodic opinion contributions and 

recognition as human rights defender. As stated in the opinion article bio: “Irwin Cotler is a professor of 

law at McGill University, where he has written and lectured extensively on Middle East affairs; this year he 

co-taught with Jordanian diplomat Waleed Sadi a course on the legal aspects of the peace process.” He was 

now a Montreal law professor morphed into a political 

reporter on the state of Israel. This was a new and unusual 

turn. Cotler was tailoring political commentary for the 

large Jewish Canadian audience in Montreal, who would 

later vote for him in 1999, and as an advertising platform 

for the State of Israel. The May 25 article was on the 

emergence of far-right governance in a race between Prime 

Minister Shimon Peres and “Likud challenger Benjamin 
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(Bibi) Netanyahu.” Cotler’s wife, Ariela Cotler, was “a former parliamentary adviser to Israel’s Likud 

party.” 260 

 

Cotler’s next ‘special’ article was printed four days later, May 29, ‘Sleepy’ Israel election campaign comes 

to life.  

 

For weeks, politicians and pundits alike had described Israeli electoral politics as “post-ideological” 

between the Peres-Labor slogan of “peace with security and the Netanyahu-Likud slogan of “security 

with peace.”  

Likud posters and pamphlets warned of the “mortal danger” of a Peres-Labor victory – a victory that 

would see Jerusalem divided, the Golan returned to Syria, an independent “PLO-Hamas” state 

created alongside a shrunken Israel and the emergence of a “post-Zionist, part Judaism” Israel that 

would mortgage its heritage and destiny. For their part, Labor warned of the “mortal danger” of a 

 
260 “Israel forces honored,” in Montreal Gazette, April 20, 1988. 
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Likud victory – a victory that would sabotage the peace process, jeopardize Israel’s security, 

undermine Jewish and democratic values and betray the Rabin legacy. 

Some 700,000 Russian Jews, the “wild card” in this election, were confronted with a newspaper 

advertisement in Russian-language newspapers in Israel calling upon them to vote for Peres, and 

seemingly endorsed by Natan Sharansky and his Russian-immigrant party. The advertisement has not 

been exposed as a fraud and it is unclear what effect this “duplicity,” as Sharansky put it, would have. 

 

That opinion article was followed by yet another, and much longer article two days later, on May 31, The 

Israeli Revolution: Probable election of Netanyahu, increase in small parties’ influence will bring huge 

changes to Israel’s politics. Cotler’s title reference “revolution,” referred to a “new Israeli election law, 

involving separate ballots for the direct election of prime minister and for party representatives in the [120-

seat] Knesset,” which was “designed to enhance the power of the two main political parties, Labor and 

Likud.” Likud got 31 seats, and Labor 33 seats, making up just over half of Knesset seats. This meant that 

the remaining parties would have to form a coalition government. Cotler revealed his preference for a 

Zionist Israeli state: 

 

The Russian Immigrants’ Rights party (Yisrael Ba’aliya) led by former Russian dissident Natan 

Sharansky, accomplished something that no Israeli party ever achieved. It won seven seats, even 

though it wasn’t even registered as a political party until January this year. 

The election results provided a sharp rejoinder to the political voices speaking of a “Post Zionist” 

or “Post Judaism” Israel, and which appeared to threaten the very raison d’etre of a Jewish state; 

indeed, the “Jewish-Zionist” motif – the commitment to a Jewish national renaissance – was an 

organizing theme of each of the religious parties that dramatically increased their representation in 

the Knesset, or that won election for the Knesset for the first time, such as Sharansky’s party and the 

“Third Way.”   

 

Six weeks later, June 18, 1996, the Gazette gave Cotler a full-page opinion article, “Ten Tribes: recent 

election helped draw battle lines in struggle for Israel’s soul.” Cotler’s choice of the word “soul” in his title 

– a ‘soul’ degenerating for decades – came from his narrative of the “largely Ashkenazic national-religious 

Zionist party named Mafdal,” with its “electoral slogan – “Zionism with a soul”.” He wrote that the nine 

seats Mafdal recently obtained in the Knesset was “held out as a rebuke to the “post-Zionist, post-Jewish” 

ideology of “post-modern secularists.” He said that “it is believed that this sensibility also attracted non-

religious adherents concerned with the Jewish-Zionist character of the state.” He also commented upon an 

“unprecedented and dramatic transformation” of “the “Israelization” or “Zionization” [note that he equates 

the two as the same] of the ultra-orthodox (Haredi) vote:” 

 

Historically, the Haredim had only an introverted, narrow, religious agenda. They had largely been 

anti-state and anti-Zionist and regarded the state of Israel – and its leadership – as “usurpers” of 

divine authority and the messianic dream. This election, however marked a dramatic turning point. 

That 90 percent of this ultra-orthodox community would even vote for – let alone fervently support – 

a secular Zionist like Benjamin Netanyahu – thrice married with a publicized extra-marital affair – is 

nothing short of revolutionary. It marks the emergence of the ultra-orthodox as a potent new Zionist 

tribe. 

 

In a July 15, 1996, Gazette article by Irwin Block, Carrying the Torch: Nazi land seizure is focal point of 

rights’ campaign, is the ultimate irony of Cotler’s role as advocate for the state of Israel. Cotler was 

representing “Polish citizens Ewa Szpieberg and her brother Marek” in their pursuit to obtain compensation 

after the Nazis confiscated their property “before World War II on the basis of racist laws depriving Jews of 

most rights.” Ewa’s husband, Michel Brochetain, “enlisted the help of Irwin Cotler … who sees the denial 

of ownership of the land to Brochetain as a gross human-rights violation.” “This is more than the 

question of just compensation,” Cotler said … “What is involved here is the exploitation of, and 
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enrichment from, stolen property belonging to victims and survivors of the Holocaust.” What Cotler said, 

as a strategy to achieve justice in the end:  

 

“If you engage in a critical mass of advocacy involving the mobilization of shame against a human 

rights violator, my experience has been that it may be a little drop at a time, but in the end it works.”  

With the help of students and faculty at the McGill law school, as well as local and international 

human rights groups, Cotler says he hopes to “make it unpalatable for the human rights violators to 

continue to engage in those violations. It will be a good learning experience to appreciate how you 

make representations with respect to the restitution of stolen property. The violators will find 

themselves the object of continued exposure and scrutiny on the Internet. We also plan to challenge 

advertisements inviting foreign investment in Poland. Finally, if this doesn’t work, we are going to 

explore the possibility of legal action.” 

 

Substitute the polish victims with the Palestinians’ stolen lands and there is your “human rights violator.” 

 

The Gazette resumed Cotler’s 

contributory role on April 25, 

1998, tucked within a special 7-

page celebratory feature on the 

state of Israel 50th Anniversary. 

Cotler’s article, Israel and 

Human Rights, highlighted a 

quote of his in bold large font: 

“Israel was to be, in the words of 

its founders, “a light unto the 

nation”.” The article could very 

well be Cotler’s attempt at a 

mini magna carta, a primarily 

myth-making defense for the 

Zionist state of Israel. It 

constructs a bizarre idea, that the 

birth of the state of Israel is 

conflated with the birth of 

human rights, that the two are 

somehow intertwined. 

 

Israel’s 50th anniversary 

takes place at a historic 

juncture in the world of 

human rights; for 1998 is 

also the 50th anniversary of 

both the Universal 

Declaration of Human 

Rights and the Genocide 

Convention. While Israel 

and world Jewry appear to 

be commemorating Israel’s 

anniversary in seeming 

indifference to – if not 

ambivalence about – the 

commemorative human-
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rights celebrations, and the human rights community is seemingly indifferent to – if not ambivalent 

about – Israel’s 50th anniversary, there is a clear symbolic, if not symbiotic, relationship between 

Israel and human rights. 

For if the commitment underpinning the Genocide Convention is “Never Again,” then Israel is a state 

born of that commitment; and if the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was designed to be the 

Magna Carta of humankind, Israel was to be, in the words of its founders, “a light unto the nation.”  

The Jewish revolution – symbolized by the state of Israel – and the human rights revolution – 

symbolized by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, were as one in 1948. Fifty years later, we 

find ourselves at a critical moment in this historic juncture – a Dickensian moment of the best of 

times and the worst of times, of revolution and counterrevolution.  

 

On the one hand, we are witnessing an 

explosion in human rights, where 

human rights has emerged as a secular 

religion of our time; where things 

thought impossible – the withering 

away of the Soviet Union, the 

dismantling of apartheid, the march 

of democracy from Central Asia to 

Central America – have not only 

happened, but have sometimes been 

forgotten, or are in danger of being 

forgotten. 

Soviet totalitarianism has withered 

away, and Zionism, the object of that 

totalitarianism, has prevailed, the 

exodus of former Soviet, Syrian and 

Ethiopian Jews resonates not only as 

humanitarian metaphor, but as a human 

miracle; the “Zionism as Racism” 

[U.N. 1975] resolution is repealed, and 

Israel returns to diplomatic history; 

Israel and the PLO agree on a “historic breakthrough” – a joint Declaration of Principles followed by 

the Oslo Accords – a framework for an Israeli-Palestinian peace; and Israel enters into a historic 

peace treaty with Jordan, and diplomatic exchanges develop with much of the Arab world. 

I suspect many readers at this point might well be thinking: If things are so good, why do they appear 

to be so bad? And indeed, we are witnessing a counterrevolution in human rights, where the violation 

of human rights have not only not abated, but have intensified. … the UN, founded as an alliance 

against racism and anti-Semitism, becomes a forum for the dissemination of hatred against Israel and 

the Jewish people; Iran decrees an international “fatwa” against Israel, and Israel emerges not only as 

the “Jew among the nations,” but as the “Salman Rishdie” of the nations for radical Islamic 

fundamentalism; Holocaust denial – 50 years after the Holocaust – emerges as the cutting edge of 

anti-Semitism, old and new; Israel itself is divided and tribalized in an increasingly balkanized and 

adversarial society. 

And so it is then, on the eve of Israel’s 50th anniversary, a state founded as a metaphor for human 

rights is increasingly characterized as a human-rights violator; a state whose birthright was 

anchored in the UN is not singled out by this very organization for differential and discriminatory 

indictment. … But I want to suggest that we ignore human rights at our peril, and the peril of our case 

and cause. For a Jewish commitment to human rights is not only a statement of what we must do, but 

who we are; and that the belief in the justice of one’s cause is a people’s strongest strategic asset. 

Indeed, I perceive a growing ambivalence – a moral confusion – a sense of moral ambiguity about 
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Israel’s case and cause. In the 

diaspora, many North American 

Jews are increasingly distancing 

themselves from Israel; while in 

Israel, the society is becoming 

increasingly polarized between 

those who, on the one hand, 

believe that Jews can trust only 

in themselves and work for 

themselves, that “human rights” 

is the enemy and only Jewish 

rights are important. And those, 

on the other hand, who speak 

only in terms of human rights, 

and then, in terms of Palestinian 

rights; who believe that the Jew 

is the “oppressor” and the 

Palestinian the “victim.” That, in 

a word, everything is wrong, and 

that “our enemies might be right 

in what they say about us.”  

 

Cotler then compiled six “lessons and perspectives for the 50th anniversary of both Israel and the human 

rights revolution,” ending with a summary of “the famous three-pronged dictum of the great sage Hillel.”  

 

1. Israel is not simply a snapshot at age 50 … Israel … is the first nation of humankind. In a word, the 

Jewish people are a prototypical aboriginal people, just as the Jewish religion is the prototypical 

aboriginal religion, the first of the Abrahamic religions. 

2. Israel then is the homeland – the aboriginal homeland – of the Jewish people, across space and 

time. … its birth certificate originates in its inception as a first nation, and not simply, however 

important, in the ratification by the United Nations and the international community. 

3. The state of Israel – as a political/juridical entity – overlaps with the “aboriginal Jewish 

homeland;” it is, in international legal terms, a successor state to the biblical or aboriginal Jewish 

kingdoms. But that aboriginal homeland is also claimed by another people – the Palestinian Arab 

people – who see it as their place and patrimony. … the equities of claim mandate the logic of Israeli-

Palestinian partition – a logic which in moral and juridical terms requires that a just solution be 

organized around “the principle of least injustice,” and that it includes recognition of the legitimate 

rights of the Palestinian people. 

4. The internal existential divides besetting Israel at 50 should not mask the existential raison d’etre – 

and moral imperative – of Israel itself. In a word, Nazism also succeeded, not only because of its 

pathology of hate and industry of death, but because of the powerlessness of the Jew, and the 

vulnerability of the powerless. Israel, then, is an antidote to Jewish powerlessness, the raison 

d’etre in the most powerful existential sense, for Jewish self-determination. In the words of 

Professor Uriel Simon – and Israeli dove – “Jewish morality has only been respected when it has an 

army behind it.” 

5. This is not to say that Israel should be above the law, or that Israel should not be accountable for 

any violations of human-rights law. On the contrary, Israel, like any other state, is responsible for 

any violations of international law, and the Jewish people are not entitled to any privilege or 

preference because of the Holocaust or the sufferings in Jewish history. But the problem is not 

that Israel seeks to be, or that any should seek on Israel’s behalf that it be, above the law, but that 

Israel has been systematically denied equality before the law in the international arena; not that Israel 
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should respect human rights 

– which she must – but that 

the human rights of Israel 

are also deserving of 

respect. 

6. Nazism almost succeeded 

not only because of the 

ideology of hate and the 

technology of terror, but 

because of the crime of 

indifference, the conspiracy 

of silence. Indeed, we have 

witnessed an appalling 

indifference in our day to 

the unthinkable – ethnic 

cleansing – to the 

unspeakable – genocide – 

and worst of all – the 

preventable genocide in 

Rwanda. … Let there be no 

mistake about it: to avert 

one’s eyes from evil – to be 

indifferent – is to be an 

accomplice to evil. For 

indifference begets 

acquiescence, and acquiescence becomes complicity. 

 

Cotler’s point number 6 about ethnic cleansing and genocide was already in the making before and after the 

50th anniversary. He ends with the following paragraph: 

 

For whatever 1998 may be, it is not 1938. There is a Jewish state as an antidote to Jewish 

powerlessness and a vehicle for Jewish self-determination; there is a Jewish people with untold 

resources, moral and material; there are men and women of good will – non-Jews – prepared to join 

in standing up and being counted for common cause of Israel and human rights at 50. 

 

About a year later, Cotler made comments on the tragedy of genocide during a March 23, 1999, 

presentation at the McGill Armenian Students Association’s third annual symposium on 20th century 

genocides. Cotler said: 

 

“Fifty years later, the lessons [following the adoption of the Genocide Convention] not only remain 

unlearned, but the tragedy is being repeated.”  

Cotler said tremendous human rights victories over the last decade, like the dismantling of apartheid 

in South Africa and the dissolution of the former Soviet empire, have had their impact dulled by the 

continued flouting of international law by various governments around the globe. 

“What we are witnessing today is a contradiction between the elaboration of human rights principles 

on the one hand, and the violation of those same rights on the other. A host of states are now seeking 

exemption from the application of human-rights norms on the grounds of particularity in their culture, 

region, religion or ideology.” 

Almost as insidious, Cotler said, is the attempt by countries like Canada and the United States to 

maintain a neutrality over the issue of human rights, especially when it comes to dealing with 

economically important nations. Besides finding western governments at fault for cozying up to 
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states that have trampled on human rights, Cotler also criticized other governments around the world 

for seeming to be genuinely uninterested in the continuing atrocities. 

“We are witnessing and appalling indifference to the unthinkable ethnic cleansing and unspeakable 

genocides happening today,” Cotler said. “It is their silence, their indifference, and indeed their 

complicity that made these genocides possible. This teaching of contempt, this demonizing of the 

other, this is where it all begins. What is needed to combat this is a human rights sensibility, one that 

is anchored across cultural respect and diversity.” 261 

 

On July 4, 1998, the Gazette published another Cotler commentary, Wake-up call on human rights. He lists 

10 features from the annual report of the International Helsinki Federation of Human Rights, with its 

affiliate the Canadian Helsinki Watch Group. There were six case studies from the United States, Russia, 

Slovakia, Belarus, Turkey and Kyrgyzstan “on 

state non-compliance with Helsinki standards 

and international human rights norms.” These 

included “discrimination against minorities”, 

“xenophobic and exclusionary attitudes and 

policies against refugees and immigrants”, 

“systematic racial discrimination in the 

criminal justice system”, “trafficking in hate 

speech”, “institutionalized violence in public 

institutions”, “torture in detention”, “violence 

against women”, “treason of the intellectuals” 

(crime of indifference, conspiracy of silence), 

impunity of perpetrators, “atrocities against 

the most vulnerable among us – children.” 

 

On December 21, 1998, Cotler’s commentary, 

Texas justice and Stanley Faulder. The bio 

description at the end of the article states that 

Cotler was vice-chairman of the federal body, 

International Centre for Human Rights and 

Democratic Development. The Gazette 

reported on May 3, 1997, that he had recently 

been appointed to the Centre as a board 

member. He was later promoted to vice chair. 

Cotler presents a summary defense case 

against the execution, through lethal injection, 

of Canadian Joseph Stanley Faulder. 

 

The denial of Faulder’s right, as a 

Canadian and non-U.S. national, to 

consult, and avail himself, of the support 

of Canadian consular services, the whole 

in breach of the Vienna Convention on 

Consular Relations and international 

treaty law. … The Faulder case might 

have an impact on more than 70 foreign 

nationals who are now on death row in 

 
261 Genocide. Sins of Silence, by Basem Boshra, The Gazette, March 24, 1999. 
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the U.S., most of whom were denied their consular – and counsel – rights under the treaty. 

 

On April 27, 1999, the Gazette published Cotler’s Reverse Strategy: NATO should try to achieve its 

objectives by suspending the bombing. Cotler’s proposed intervention strategies on NATO bombing of 

Yugoslavia (which continued from March 24 to June 10, 1999), as a remedy to bring President Slobodan 

Milosevic to the bargaining table to prevent further ethnic cleansing of Albanians. On June 25, U.S. 

president Clinton stated that “NATO stopped deliberate, systematic efforts at ethnic cleansing and 

genocide,” and “compared the events of Kosovo to the genocide of Jews in World War II.” 262 Cotler wrote: 

 

In the continuing debate about the wisdom of the NATO bombing campaign, one underlying question 

continues to assert itself: is the NATO action legal to begin with? Indeed, in a country where 

international law has emerged as an organizing idiom of foreign policy – and inhabits the Canadia 

psyche – the debate about the bombing’s legality may well influence the debate about its wisdom. … 

Today the now-refined doctrine [“of humanitarian intervention”] authorizes – and some would argue 

even requires – intervention if the following conditions are met: 

* There is evidence of widespread and systematic war crimes and crimes against humanity, such as 

ethnic cleansing involving mass expulsions, murders, rape and forced detentions. 

* The United Nations Security Council has determined that this international criminality constitutes a 

threat to international peace and security. 

* All appeals to the human-rights-violator state to cease and desist from its criminal conduct have 

been unavailing. 

* All remedies – economic, political, diplomatic – have been tried and found wanting. 

* The use of force is proportionate to the objectives sought to be secured. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Photo from Middle East Monitor, in the on-line April 4, 2024, article, “Dismantle Israel’s ‘Anatomy of Genocide: bring back UN 

Special Committee Against Apartheid.” “A view of burned and destroyed Al-Shifa Hospital due to Israeli attacks…” 

 

 
262 Source, Wikipedia, “NATO bombing of Yugoslavia,” accessed on April 6, 2024. 
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Cotler recommended that NATO discontinue its bombing campaign under the auspices of a temporary and 

five-point conditional ceasefire. Those five conditions were as follows: 

 

1. The immediate cessation of acts of violence and repression. 

2. The withdrawal of Serbian military, paramilitary, and police forces from Kosovo. 

3. The entry and deployment in Kosovo of an international protection and peacekeeping force. 

4. The safe return of all refugees and displaced persons, and unhindered access to them by 

humanitarian aid organizations. 

5. The establishment of a political agreement on Kosovo in conformity with international law and the 

UN Charter. 

 

Cotler’s sensible recommendation for an intervention peacekeeping force is the mirror image of a recent 

recommendation by U.N. Special Rapporteur Francesca Albanese, in her March 25, 2024 “Anatomy of a 

Genocide” document. She recommends that a UN peacekeeping force be sent to Israel, the ‘blue helmets,’ 

to intervene in Israel’s genocide: “In the short term and as a temporary measure, in consultation with 

the State of Palestine, deploy an international protective presence to constrain the violence routinely 

used against Palestinians in the occupied Palestinian territory.” 

   

The editor of the Gazette agreed with Irwin Colter’s appraisal in a May 5, 1999, editorial, Try Another 

Strategy. “NATO should make it clear that the choice is Mr. Milosevic’s: either agree to put an end to the 

human-rights nightmare in Kosovo or face the consequences.”  

 

The Gazette published another Cotler commentary about Yugoslavia on May 8, 1999, Laws of War apply to 

all sides. His analysis is similar to atrocities presently occurring in Israel. 

 

The systematic and widespread policy and practice of ethnic cleansing in Kosovo – forcible 

confinement, disappearances, torching of villages, mass deportations, murder, rape – constitute not 

only standing violations of the laws and customs of war, but crimes against the civilian Kosovar 

population. The perpetrators of these international crimes, including Serbian leader Slobodan 

Milosevic, are personally liable for these “Nuremberg” offences. 

 

The Gazette would publish four more commentaries by Cotler in May 1999, all of which were about 

politics in Israel concerning the May 17 state election. These were the last of his contributions before his 

public notice to run in the by-election for the federal riding of Mount Royal a few months later. 

 

The first commentary, Irony in Israel, was published on May 15. Cotler summarized that many prominent 

people were disenchanted with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. “Yossi Peled, a decorated war hero 

with strong grass-roots support, left to join [Ehud] Barak, saying “Netanyahu cannot be trusted,” while 

Yasha Kedmi, described as a legendary figure among Russian Jewry – a pivotal constituency – also joined 

Barak, while characterizing Netanyahu as “a danger to Israel”.” In Cotler’s bio, which appears at the end of 

the article, it states that “he serves as international legal counsel to both Israeli and Palestinian human-

rights organizations.”  

 

As evidenced in the last three articles by Cotler, most likely due to his relationship as legal counsel with the 

Palestinian organization, 1999 may have been the only period when he was giving some contextual mention 

and some public recognition to Palestinians in the occupied colonial state of Israel. Were his concerns 

merely contractional, or were there fragments that stemmed from his heart? That honeymoon would appear 

to soon change and diminish when Cotler became a Member of Parliament, and particularly, following the 

events of the international U.N. Durban I racism conference in South Africa in September 2001. 
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The second commentary came the following day, May 16, Whose Jerusalem? Israeli politicians say they 

will keep the city undivided and under Israeli sovereignty, while Palestinians assert their own claim. Within 

days of the state election, One Israel party leader Ehud Barak used the occasion to politicize a 1996 

campaign slogan, “Jerusalem as soul of the Jewish people.”  

 

The celebration Thursday [May 13] of Jerusalem Day – the annual Israeli commemoration of the 

city’s unification following the Six-Day War … Barak … spoke of Jerusalem as the “historical 

embodiment of the Jewish people” that “sustained the Jewish people throughout the ages” and 

emphasized that an indivisible Jerusalem under Israel’s sovereignty was a “red line” of his policy of 

“peace with security” (Netanyahu’s slogan in the 1996 election). … Netanyahu’s election ad 

Thursday … spoke of Jerusalem “as the soul of the Jewish people.” 

 

Only a half a kilometre from the Jerusalem remembrance ceremony, the Palestinian occupants of 

Orient House in East Jerusalem were celebrating a victory Thursday. Netanyahu had vowed to close 

Orient House, but his attempt to do so last week was rebuffed by the Israeli Supreme Court. And 

Palestinians had their own ceremony inaugurating Orient House in East Jerusalem as the de facto 

Foreign Ministry of the Palestinian Authority in its incipient Palestinian state. … Indeed, in what 

appears to have been an unprecedented claim, Palestinian media spoke of the Palestinian right to all 

of Jerusalem, while adding that any Israeli claim to any part of Jerusalem was “null and void and 

illegal under international law.” 

 

The third article appeared on May 19, “Israel’s political earthquake.”  

 

The election truly was an earthquake in the Israeli political culture. [It was] the first time an election 

was a referendum on the character of the political leader. It had the quality of a political 

impeachment. As Ha’Aretz newspaper correspondent Yoel Marcus put it, “The vote was not about an 

issue, but rather about the man.” Indeed, the announcement that Benjamin Netanyahu was engaged in 

electioneering on a private radio station on election day – in violation of Israel’s election laws 

prohibiting election propaganda on the day of the vote and in defiance of a cease-and-desist order by 

the judicial elections chief – was regarded as the latest act contemptuous of the public trust. 

 

Three Israeli-Arab parties not only won an unprecedented 10 seats, but the Palestinization of the 

Israeli-Arab identity and political agenda represents yet another cultural revolution. The “Palestinians 

of Israeli citizenship” have not only intensified their demands for individual rights, but they have 

sought recognition of their “national rights” – recognition as a national political minority and not just 

as individual Israeli Arabs. And they have demanded that Israel cease to be a Jewish state and become 

a “state of all its citizens” – a demand joined by the post-Zionist or post-Jewish Israelis. 

Once again, the battle lines are being drawn in the tribalized political culture. Behind the political 

earthquake is a struggle for the soul and substance of Israel. 

 

The fourth and final article, Two sets of ‘red lines’, appeared on May 29.  

  

Israel’s May 17 election has been called the most non-ideological, non-issue-oriented one in the 

country’s history. Existential peace-and-security issues have dominated virtually every Israeli 

election. But this one emerged largely as a referendum on the character of Prime Minister Benjamin 

Netanyahu. “Few Israelis voted over who will divide Jerusalem, or where the border with Syria will 

be drawn,” wrote Dan Margalit, one of Israel’s foremost political commentators. “This election was 

about (Netanyahu’s) personality, not about his policy.” … Polls have shown that a majority of Israelis 

regard these “wars of all against all” as the greatest existential threat confronting Israel today. For the 

first time, existential threats of internal hatreds appear to trump the existential threats of external 

dangers. 
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… The organizing theme of Prime Minister-elect Ehud Barak’s first public speech to celebrate his 

victory was the theme – and imperative – of national unity. As Barak put it, symbolically invoking 

Jewish sages, “the Jewish temple was destroyed by internal Jewish division and hate.” His mission, 

then, is to be “prime minister of all people – religious, secular, Sephardic and Ashkenazi, Jewish and 

Arab, native and immigrant.” But the speech also included a reference to the “four red lines” of 

Barak’s peace-and-security doctrine, something that did not go unremarked in the Palestinian and 

Arab world. What emerges is a serious, if not threatening, disparity between threshold Israeli and 

Palestinian “red lines” as follows: 

 

1. There could be no Israeli return to the 1967 borders, which he called “indefensible.” … 

Palestinians have been invoking the 1947 United Nations Resolution 181 and have called for an 

Israeli retreat not only to the borders of 1967, but to the borders of 1947. For the Israelis, Resolution 

181 – which in 1947 envisaged both Jewish and Arab states – is now a “dead letter,” in Barak’s 

words. … But the memories of 1948 – and 1967 – still haunt the Oslo peace process. For Israelis, 

1948 was their War of Independence; for the Arabs, the 1948 war was their Neqba (Arab for 

destruction), and the beginning of the “occupation.” For Israelis, the Six-Day War in 1967 was their 

War of Survival against an Arab world that had publicly proclaimed its intention to destroy Israel; for 

the Arabs, the 1967 war was an Israeli act of aggression, resulting in a continuing – and enlarged – 

occupation.  

 

2. “A united Jerusalem must remain under Israeli sovereignty – period.” Palestinians, on the other 

hand, have ratcheted up their “red line” on Jerusalem – and not just East Jerusalem – as the capital of 

their incipient Palestinian state. 

 

3. “Most of the Israeli settlements in the West Bank would come under Israeli sovereignty.” 

Palestinians counter with the claim that the settlements must “either be dismantled or come under 

Palestinian sovereignty,” again, in direct counterpoint to the Israeli position. 

 

4. “There can be no foreign army west of the Jordan River.” The Jordan River, then, must be Israel’s 

security border, even if the political border would be different. Palestinians have countered that their 

independent state must be able to have an army to protect itself, and therefor the Israeli “security 

border” is unacceptable.  

 

While Netanyahu rejected the idea of an independent Palestinian state as a “mortal danger” to Israel, 

Barak acknowledges that such a state is “inevitable,” the only question being the circumstances under 

which it is created and the borders to be negotiated. 

 

Gazette columnist Jennifer Robinson wrote a brief response on June 11, 1999, to Cotler’s May 29th article, 

Barak imitates Netanyahu. She inferred that Cotler was downplaying the seriousness of the issue, failing to 

pinpoint the nature of Israel’s treatment of the Palestinian people, namely the resemblance to South African 

apartheid: 

 

It is strange that in the same issue of your paper there was news about Israel’s continuing to expand 

Jewish settlements on more seized Arab land. … Many respected observers of the Middle East 

find in this formulation a remarkable resemblance to Bantustans in apartheid-era South Africa. 

It is the mindset that has resulted in the collapse of the Oslo Accord. The euphoria over Ehud Barak’s 

victory is beginning to face with each passing day. It may not be politically correct to say that there is 

only a change in style, not substance, between the newly elected Mr. Barak and the outgoing 

Netanyahu regime. 
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11.1. The By-Election 

 

For over three years running the Montreal Gazette newspaper had been featuring Irwin Cotler’s opinion 

pieces, many of which had to do with human rights topics. This was the same profile the newspaper, and 

other newspapers, used in its headlines and commentary for his candidacy in the Mount Royal riding by-

election.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cotler 
running 

THE GAZETTE, MONTREAL, WEDNESDAY. SEPTEMBER 22, 1999 

Fighter for rights 
in Mount 

Royal 
COTLER Cotler also campaigned tirelessly for other pris· 

oners of conscience, including Andrei Sakharov 
and South Africa's Mandela. As a conl,tltutlonal· 

and Comparative-law scholar. Cotler has 
litigated every section of the Canadian 
Charter of Human Rights and Free· 
doms. including areasof ft-eespeech, re
ligion, women's and minority rights 
and prisoners'nghts,. 

He acquired political experience in 1008·72, 
serving as principal adviser toJohn Turner. then 
1ederaljustl.ce minister and attorney·general. 

Once de9CI'ibed by a magazine as a "counsel for 
the oppressed," Cotler made his international 
name when he campaigned for the liberation of 
Jewish dissident Scharansky in 1978. Scharansky 
was serving a 13-year sentence in a Soviet jail for 
treason and anti-Soviet agitation. In 1979, Qltler's 
aggressive efforts carned him expulsion from the 
countr)< 

In 1992, he was ap))Ointed an Officer of 
the Order of Canada, cUed for his extra
ordinary contribution to the cause of 
human rights. This month. Cotler be
came the first academic "t o receive the 
medal of the Bar of MontreaJ, inreeog-

PHILIP AUTHIER 
TheGazetle 

Human rights expert 
enters federal politics 

Gazette, September 22, 1999 

Irwin Cotler says he 
was drafted by voters 

in Mount-Royal 

B\' SAItAII BINDEl( 

MONTIIEAL· After more than 
30 years of defending political 
prisoners abroad , Irwin Cotler 
wants to bring his fight home. 

Mr. Cotler, who has advised dis
sidents such as Andrei Sakharov 
and Nelson Mandela, says he now 
wants to represent Canadians. 
The 59-year-old lawyer is run

ning for the Liberals in one of 
four byelections called over the 
weekend for Nov. 15. 

Mr. Cotler was named to the Or
der of Canada in 1992. His move 
into politics to run for the Liber
als surprised many. 

He has criticized the Liberals on 
human rights issues such as the 
ineffective prosecution of war 
criminals living in Canada and 
Ottawa's refusal to stop trading 
with countries where serious 
rights violations are a problem. 
Mr. Cotler refused to say if he 

has been a card-carrying Liberal 
for long, but allowed that his 
views as a small-I liberal dovetail 
with the party's on many issues. 

He said he is a supporter of"cre
ative federa lism - not cheque
book federalism - which would 
allow Quebecers to feel both 
Quebecois and a part of Canada." 

nition of his "outstanding contribution 
to the cause of justice." 

JOHN MAHONEY, GAZ£TTf 

irwin Cotler speaks last night at 
Mount Royal Liberal association 
meeting that acclaimed bim Its 
candidate In federal by-election. 
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THE SUNDAY 

BSERV 
THE OTTAWA CITIZEN, SUNDAY, DECEMBER 5, 1999, PAGE AI4 

To right human wrongs 
Newly elected MP Irwin Cotler 
has championed human He is interested in committee work, 

particularly Justice and Foreign Affairs, 
and plans to bring his broad-based ~so
cia! rights basket" to caucus discussions 
every chance he gets. 

rights worldwide, but it 
may be tougher for him 
to do so in the Liberal 
caucus, Mike Trickey 
sUfIlllses. 

Mr. Cotler has attained international 
stature after 30 years of fighting for the 
release of polit ical prisoners and taking 
up the struggle for human rights around 
the world. 

He has represented famous Soviet dis
sidents Nathan Shcharans and Andrei 
Sakharov an Sou! A rica 5 e son 
Mandela. He has been arrested on the 
steps 0 oscow 5 com I rary or 
publicizing the plight of hundreds of 
Jewish refuseniks and he has taken on 
the authoritarian regimes of Suharto's 
Indonesia and Peronisl Argentina. Cur
rently; he is representing jailed Russian 
environmentalist Alexander Nikit in, 
whom the Russians have charged with 
treason (or divulging state secrets after 
his work with a Norwegian organization 
studying the ecological disaster created 
by Russia's decaying nuclear Northern 
fleet. 

Through it all, the 59-year-old McGill 
University law professor has been fa
mous for speaking out when he saw in
justice and human rights abuse. Ob
servers wonder if the voice that could 
not be silenced by Soviet power might be 
shushed by Prime Minister Jean Chre· 
tien, who runs a tight Liberal ship. 

"Our system is such that they try to 
squelch or silence ordinary members 
who want to oppose certain policies," 
says Warren A1lmand, a Liberal MP for 
u yelm before he left poli tics in 1997· 

"Irwin is a very principled guy but he 
is going to be faced with some situations 
that will cause him problems and he's 
going to have to decide whether to go 
along or stand up against it. It's not go· 
ing to be easy. They used to put me 
through ~e .~r~ger.': 

Mr. Cotler points out that he had to 
take out party membership before he 
could be nominated and says he has not 
talked with Mr. Chretien o r anybody 
else about beroming a cabinet minister. 

In many ways he's not interested. He 
plans to continue to teach once a week 
at McGill and says he has an obligation 
to his constituents. 

On the day's major overseas confla
grations, he is critical o f Canada'S reti
cence in criticizing human rights of
fenders and the government's predilec
tion for talking ahead of acting. 

He proposes formation of a Distant 
Early Warning system that provides 
government with information about 
where the next killing fields will be. He 
is on record as long as a decade ago 
warning about the coming conflicts in 
Kosovo and Rwanda - conflicts that 
seemed to catch the Canadian govern
ments of the day by surprise. 

He says being inside government 
might provide him with a better chance 
to get his message heard. 

"That was a factor in my decision to 
run. Here, I can see Lloyd Axworthy 
every day in Parliament and in caucus 
and can make representations.~ 

He supports Mr. Axworthy's human 
security agenda, but the Foreign Affairs 
minister can expect to hear cri ticism 
from Mr. Cotler if he perceives double 
standards. 

Mr. Cotler has been critical ofNAro's 
bombing campaign in Serbia, saying 
that while the organization was justified 
in its intervention to stop the slaughter 
of Kosovars, it was also guil ty of crimes 
against humanity when its bombs struck 
hospitals and schools in Serbia. As well, 
he is annoyed that Canada bas not been 
more outspoken in its cri ticism of Rus
sia's military campaign in Chechnya 

Mr. Cotler will face h is most intense 
scrutiny in his comments and actions 
regarding Israel. 

A hero to Soviet Jews resettled in Is-
rael, including Mr. Shcharansky, who is 
now Interior minister in Ehud Barak's 
government, Mr. Cotler is viewed with 
less enthusiasm bv Arabs. 

tan Watson, anotner lormer LlDe ra 
MP and senior adviser to t.he National 
Council on Canada-Arab Relations, says 
he hopes Mr. Cotler will use his high 
profiJe to help the government push Is
rael to implement a series of UN resolu
tions on repatriating occupied territory 
to the Palestinians. 

HE PLANS TO BRING HIS 

'SOCIAL RIGHTS BASKET' 

TO CAUCUS DISCUSSIONS. 
~Mr. Cotler was a leader In geumg 

Shcharansky out of Russia and as soon 
as he got into Israel he started saying the 
Palestinians had no place there. Mr. 
Cotler can congratulate himself that in 
getting Shcharansky to Israel he has 
helped to create an additional problem 
in the Middle East. 

"He Is:-nowever, an IDtelllgent ana 
competent person. I hope he publicly 
positions himself in favour of true bal
ance." 

Mr. Cot er says n.e ~as tolO \VIr. 7nc~a
ransky that Palestinians cannot be de
prived of their rights in Israel and notes 
that he has represented Palestinian po
litical prisoners and is the international 
legal counsel for the Palestinian Human 
Rights Monitoring Group. 

But he understands that everytnmg he 
says and does now is going to be viewed 
through the prism of partisan politics 
instead of it being seen as his own per
sonal view. 

"I think the government might under
estimate the concerns that exist among 
the citizenry with respect to the struggle 
for human rights and human dignity. 

"I think this is something I can use to 
give amplification to that voice and.l 
hope, to modestly make a difference. 
We'll know down the line whether I'm 
right." 
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Make the world better, students told 
Gazette, November 12, 1999 

KAREN SEIDMAN al candidate In Monday's federal by- less respect simply because they are a else said a word - it wasn't their busi· 
Gazetu EduootilJn Reporter election in the ridingof Mount Royal. different race. colour or religion; don't ness, either. ~lf another person is the 

What could a high·ranking politi, 
cian, ahighly touted political candidate 
and a roomful of kids have in common? 

A desire to make the world a better 
p~ ... 

At least, that was the message that 
came screaming through the gymnasi· 
um of Jewish People's and Peretz 
schools yesterday morning as Grade 5 
and 6 students celebrated Remem' 
brance Day in the company of federal 
Intergovernmental Affairs Minister 
Stephane Dionand McGill University 
law professor and human,rlghts ac
tivist Irwin Cotlel: who isalso the Liber-

Cotler and Dion, who stood with the be sUent or indifferent in the face of victim of an injustice, it is your bust· 
children for a minute of silence at 11 evil or injustice;andalways remember ness,"Dion said. 
a m., offered enough inspiration to the you have the opportunity to make this When question period came. nothing 
students 10 carry them well through worldgood.decentandrespectful. could have prepared Cotler for the 
their coming high-school years, Dion had a simUar message for the grilling he got from the well-Wormed 

Cotler reminded the kids of an old children. MWhen you see something I().and ll·year~lds. 
children's rhyme: sticks and stones wrong, get Involved,"hesald. Shouldn't the governmentiower tax· 
can break my bones, but names can Dion lold a story of a man in Ger· esratherthanspendsomuch?Wbydid 
never hurt me. As an adult, be said, he many in the 193Os, when Hitler was in you decide to run? Will you Ilave trou-
came to rea.lize that wasn't true at alL power. When the Gestapo came to take ble getting elected? 

"The NI!Zi evil didn't begIit with guns the Jews away, the man said It wasn't Cotler said he hopes the people in the 
or tanks," he said. "It began with the his business, When they came to take riding are as aware of the election as 
teaching or hatred, discrimination and the socialists, he said It wasn't his bust, the students are. He said his goal Is to 
excludingolhers who are different" ness. When they took the communists, fight for socialjustice and to try to ad· 

Remembrance Day; he said, offers he said it wasn't his business. And vance the struggle for human rights 
three lessons: don't treat people with when they came to take him, nobody and dignity: 

To... IUoMSOM, CP 

Prime Minister Jean Chretien (left) takes a break 
from his national-unity crusade to introduce newly 
elected Liberal MP Irw in Cotler. from Mounl Royal 
riding, to the House of Commons yesterday. 
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Part 12.  The ‘Illegal Occupation’ of Cotler’s Constituency Office, April 2002 

 

 

-. . ~ -
THOMAlCOIX.'" ~ 

PalestlnJans walk through rubble In the Jenln refugcc camp durin, a tour or the camp organ1zcd by the Israell army )'t'Stcrday. PnlcsUnialli say 
there was a massacre here and Israe' says no such thIngoc:curred. Ne'lher slde can substanUate Its claims. The Gazette, April 17, 2002 

Search for bodies, answers 
Truth at Jenin camp lies in rubble lrelYlng c:U';;t"~s':n ~ I~:s,:,!:,~~ C'o'entuaUy "''ere broughl or nuttle their 

way 10 hospltnl for "nil 

A 12 MIDEAST CRISIS , NATIONA l, POST. TU.:~VAY."' P KII. 2. ~002 

'I smel became the first count1y to be the o~ject qf a country-specific 
indictment 'While all the other mqjor human rights violators have 

enjoyed exculpatory immunity.' - MP bwin Cotler 

A~TI - IEMITISM 

UN PROMOTES 
SYSTEMIC 

HATRED OF 
JEWS,MPSAYS 

' We are wi tncsslnl. (I n ~w "nti
J~",i~hnL'5IS, unll lh~t is R dramHI
ie transformation , gr(lullul!d in 
th e c:ln .~~ ic R! anti-Semitism. bul 
d islinguishahle from it," Mr, 
COlIer said. "It is II globlJl phe
nomenun, and that is the singling 
out of Israel and the Jell-ish pe0-
ple for differential ~l1d di§cnmi· 
~OIary I reflt,~n c nt in the int ~ rl\a 
lIonalarena, 

Traditionsl an ti-Semitism d£' , 
nied JI.'WS the right 10 Ih'e as 
~uaI IllClnbl..'Tli of society, bul l1e 
new anti-JewishneS5 denies the 
right of the Jewish pe<lple to li\'e 
as nn equal member ofthc fftm ily 
ofnations. 

Mr. Cotler is p;lrlirulllrly ron
cemed by theS}lltemicdiscrimilUl
m n ngniJY;t Israel nt the United r-;'o· 
lions ~nd Ulh~r inlllrlldlionall:lOll · 
je". where the Jewish I UlIe is sin· 
gled OIl! for different tlt'<lonent, 
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On Thursday April 18, 2002, a 

group of “seven students,” “four 

men and three women,” “Jews and 

Palestinians,” entered and occupied 

Irwin Cotler’s Cote de Neiges 

constituency office in Montreal 

City. They were arrested two hours 

later after “locking themselves in a 

room” during their “sit-in.” 263  

 

Montreal police eventually 

broke down the door with a 

battering ram and arrested 

the seven, who had arrived 

with sleeping bags and food, 

apparently anticipating a long 

stay. … The seven … are to 

face charges of trespassing. 

… The group did manage to 

hang a banner from Cotler’s 

office window for a few 

hours. It read: “Canada 

supports Israel’s violation of 

human rights.” The group … 

said they wanted Cotler to 

explain Canada’s attitude 

toward the treatment of 

Palestinians by Israel. … 

Cotler, an internationally 

known human-rights activist, 

was in Ottawa at the time. 

 

Only two names of the seven 

students were identified in the 

Montreal Gazette newspaper. In fact, it 

was only the Gazette that covered the 

story, with no photographs showing the 

inside or outside of the constituency office. 

There were two photos of women being 

taken away by Quebec City police.  

 

 

Aaron Mate, of Jewish ethnicity, a then 23-

year-old Concordia University student, a 

later journalist and pundit with the on-line 

Grayzone, son of Canadian physician and 

trauma specialist Gabor Mate: 

 

 
263 Pro-Palestinians target MP Cotler, The Gazette, April 19, 2002. 
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We are a group of Canadian citizens of Jewish origin and 

Palestinian origin who are opposed to what our government 

is supporting in Israel. While our government has taken 

some important stands in condemning Israeli atrocities in 

Israel, I feel as a citizen and constituent of Irwin Cotler that 

our country has not done enough to oppose what’s going 

on. We want Cotler to answer some of our demands and to 

either say “Yes, you are right, I will uphold those standards 

of human rights that I held in the past,” or “I will not”.” 

 

Gazette reporters Philip Authier and Elizabeth Thompson, 

assigned to the story, contacted Cotler on April 19 at the 

Parliament buildings in Ottawa. Cotler, who was in Ottawa on the 

day of the occupation, and had the night to contemplate and 

rehearse a call from the press, stated the following: 

 

“It was ironic that the sit-in was held on the anniversary of the adoption of the Canadian 

Charter of Rights and Freedoms.” “He said the demonstrators “chose not to engage in the exercise 

of their right to free speech but sought rather to illegally occupy the offices of a member of 

Parliament, to effectively undermine and assault the principles of the democratic process, to seek, if 

you will, to intimidate our freedom of speech as parliamentarians and the underlying values of a free 

and democratic society”.” “Cotler said it was also ironic the demonstration took place the day he 

delivered a statement in the House of Commons, calling on both sides to take action to end the 

conflict. Cotler called on Israel forces to withdraw from Palestinian towns and on the Palestinian side 

to end incitement, terror and the glorification of suicide bombers.” 264 

  

Two and a half months later, MP Cotler would present a paper on July 1, 2002, at the 

Institute for Contemporary Affairs in Jerusalem about the “emergence of a new wave 

of anti-Semitism masquerading as anti-racism.” 265 

 

Canadian Zionist Joseph Gabay, the “president of Quebec division of the Canadian 

Jewish Congress,” who was tipped off about the incident and arrived at the scene on 

the day of the arrest outside Cotler’s constituency office, “described their sit-in as 

“another sort of terrorism, not as damaging as the one Israel is living today, but 

 
264 Pro-Palestinians target MP Cotler, The Gazette, April 19, 2002. 
265 Described in Part 7 of this report. 

Aaron Mate, September 2002  

(photo from The Gazette) 

Gabay 
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another way to do things, to do things with force”.” “These 

(demonstrators) are people who contest Israel’s right to defend itself.” 266 

 

 

 

 

April 16, two days before the sit-in, the Montreal Gazette published MP Cotler’s opinion article, Arafat – 

terrorist or partner for Peace?, strongly criticizing Yassar Arafat’s Fatah Party’s methods of terrorism. “Is 

he a participant in terror as Israeli government leaders and former prime ministers Benjamin Netanyahu and 

Ehud Barak all claim? Statements made by Yasser Arafat, as he has done before, condemning acts of terror 

by both sides do not suffice. They belong in the “wink, wink” category.” Cotler provided a list of seven 

questions that Arafat needed to answer for his actions, “to finally determine whether he can be considered a 

partner for peace or repudiated as a participant in terror.” Cotler ignored criticizing the state of Israel.  

 

Four days before the sit-in, Cotler attended the Jewish National Fund of Canada’s (JNF’s) annual Negev 

glamorous dinner event at the Four Seasons Hotel in Vancouver, British Columbia. The event was captured 

in Vancouver Sun Malcolm Parry’s April 16, 2002, gossip column, Mourning Wosk family misses banquet 

honour:  

 
266 Pro-Palestinians target MP Cotler, The Gazette, April 19, 2002. 
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JNF Pacific Region president Bonnie Belzberg opened and closed the event, which was chaired by 

Susan Hector. At its conclusion, former Israeli paratrooper Ran Bagg, who is now Jerusalem’s 

emissary to B.C., said the night’s net take was $300,000. That sum will help develop the Ne’ot 

Temarim reservoir and impound fresh water that would otherwise be lost by running into Israel’s 

undrinkable Dead Sea. 

 

The late father [Morris Wosk] and living son [Rabbi Yosef Wosk, “who directs interdisciplinary 

studies in Simon Fraser university’s continuing education department”] would no doubt have listened 

intently to a keynote speech by Mount Royal MP and McGill university law professor Irwin Cotler. 

His pacing further accelerated by the need to catch a “red-eye” flight home, Cotler electrified 

listeners by enumerating the “culture of hate” that surrounds Israel’s legal rights to existence. 

Saying “the year 2002 is not 1492,” Cotler told listeners that “classical” anti-Semitism against Jewish 

individuals has declined worldwide. However, he warned, its successor – anti-Semitism directed by 

other states at a Jewish state – means Israel has become the Salman Rushdie of nations” and 

subject to “regular Sept. 11s.” He concluded: “Ultimately, this is not a Jewish cause but a just 

cause.” 

 

On April 20, two days after the sit-in, the Ottawa 

Citizen and the Montreal Gazette published Cotler’s 

lengthy opinion article about the sit-in. Instead of 

answering the big question which Aaron Mate posed in 

the media two days prior, on whether Cotler would 

finally state and apply standards of human rights upon 

the state of Israel, Cotler deflected and equated the 

incident as a promotion for anti-Semitism. 

 

Those who occupied my office did not appear to care about my statements [made in the House of 

Commons the day of the occupation], or to peacefully discuss and protest against Canadian foreign 

policy in the Middle East, which in yet another irony has been characterized by many Jews as being 

too critical of Israel. Rather, this incident in my constituency office raises larger issues that go beyond 

even the very serious matter of protesting a grievance by occupying an MP’s office and intimidating 

its employees. The larger issue here is the concern raised by, and the danger of, the importation of 

hatred from the Middle East conflict into Canada. And so, after Sept. 11 [2001] many of us spoke out 

against the singling out of any visible minority – particularly Muslims – for differential and 

discriminatory treatment.  

 

Many of my colleagues and I are increasingly witnessing, and receiving reports about, a growing 

number of anti-Semitic acts and innuendo, but nonetheless, disturbing and hurtful, anti-Semitic 

assaults on Jews and Jewish institutions … Most disturbing, however, is the silence that has 

accompanied these anti-Semitic manifestations and outbursts, which have Canadian Jews feeling as if 

they are back in the eerie atmospherics of the 1930s. … As Edmund Burke put it, “the surest way to 

ensure that evil will triumph in the world, is for enough good people to do nothing.” It is time for the 

good people of Canada to speak up and make it clear racism and hate have no place in our society. 267 

 

On April 24, the Gazette published Aaron Mate’s pointed and salient letter, “Cotler has no moral ground to 

condemn protest.” Aaron identified himself as a member of the Jewish Alliance Against the Occupation.  

 

I was disappointed by Irwin Cotler’s reaction to the occupation of his office, in which I was involved. 

The seven people who peacefully occupied his office and the rest of us who supported them outside, 

 
267 Importing Hatred: Tensions in the Middle East are Boiling over in Canada, The Gazette, April 20, 2022. 
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a group of people that included Canadian citizens of all backgrounds, including Jews like myself, did 

so to call attention to Mr. Cotler’s systematic support for Israel’s gross violations of Palestinian 

human rights. We went there simply to ask him why the elementary principles of human rights 

that he has admirably supported in the past in other places do not apply to Israel’s illegal 

occupation of Palestinians territory. 

 

His attempt to portray himself, in the pages of the Gazette, as “balanced, fair and sensitive” on the 

Israel-Palestinian conflict is contradicted by his own record. One notable example is his October 

2000 condemnation of our government’s support for a UN resolution condemning Israel for unlawful 

and excessive use of force against Palestinians. 

 

Mr. Cotler has also stated – in opposition to the opinion of virtually the entire international 

community – that the provisos of the Fourth Geneva Convention, a staple of international law, 

do not apply to Israel’s illegal occupation and settlement-building in the occupied territories. 

Mr. Cotler’s condemnation of our act as an assault on the democratic principles of our society raises 

an important point. The fact that we live with such a level of privilege and freedom that we are able 

to publicly express our opinions does not preclude us from the moral responsibility to call attention to 

injustice, for example, by occupying, for a few hours, the office of one who has consistently 

supported a real occupation that has endured, with devastating consequences, for the past 34 

years. 

 

Until elected 

politicians like Mr. 

Cotler stop supporting 

the abuses and 

apartheid-like 

conditions that are 

being imposed upon 

Palestinians, they 

have no moral ground 

to condemn those of 

us who cannot sit idly 

by and let injustice 

persist.  

 

In the context of Cotler’s pro-Israeli apologetics made and recorded since the late 1960s to 2002, numerous 

of which are discussed and presented in this report, Aaron Mate’s letter is one of the rare instances found in 

the media for calling Cotler out, which properly addresses his double standards and hypocrisy as a human 

rights lawyer and advocate. Equally significant, it was someone from his own ethnicity, part of a Jewish 

movement committed to oppose Zionist Israel’s occupations legacy. 

 

The day before, April 23, the Gazette published Zev Tiefenbach’s opinion article, “Why I occupied Cotler’s 

office.” Zev identified himself as the “co-ordinator of a soup kitchen.” Zev was the second member of the 

seven who were identified in the Cotler constituency office occupation, “to address and raise awareness of 

the brutality of the Israeli occupation and Canada’s complicity in it.” 

 

Joseph Gabay, a high-ranking official in the Canadian Jewish Congress, typified the occupation of 

Cotler’s office as “another sort of terrorism.” In the post-Sept. 11 lexicon, “terrorism” has become 

part of an over-simplified, emotionally reactive vocabulary. … if our peaceful act of occupying a 

boardroom is “another sort of terrorism,” how would Gabay characterize the violent Israeli 

occupation of towns and villages that have left a twisted carnage of bodies and buildings? Perhaps, 
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Gabay should expand his vocabulary to include the term “state terrorism.” Our occupation was meant 

to address this state terrorism. 

 

I was taught by my grandparents that “never again” should not be applied only to the Jews but to all 

of humanity. I was taught that the terrible lessons they learned in the Holocaust were lessons that 

needed to be passed from country to country, so that, indeed, the entire world could speak out and 

prevent future massacres. 

 

Cotler, in his comment piece, said that our actions “effectively assault the very values that underlie 

this free and democratic society. … I am sad that the pro-Israeli pundits, who work for the Canadian 

Jewish Congress and the B’nai B’rith, characterize our peaceful actions follow in the tradition of 

Ghandi and others, as “forms of terrorism” and yet sit by as Israeli troops conduct “round-ups” of 

Palestinian males and continue their program of destroying Palestinian towns, villages and culture. 

This time around, I hope that the simple rhetoric of the Canadian Jewish Congress and Irwin Cotler 

do not cause us to lose sight of the “state terrorism” that Israel is now engaged in against a civilian 

Palestinian population. Further, I call upon other citizens to rise up against the silence of their 

governments, so that “never again” can really mean “never again.” 

 

On Wednesday April 17, the day before the sit-in in MP Cotler’s constituency office, supporters of Israel 

marched “from Phillips Square to Place du Canada” in Montreal, to “celebrate Israel’s 54th year.”  
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On Monday, April 22, four days after the sit-in, there were two rallies held outside of the Parliament 

buildings in Ottawa, the first one in support of Israel and Israeli Jews, and the next in support of Palestine 

and Palestinians.   

 

 

 

 

ORDOIo! liCK. G,o,UTTI 

Thousands of l\1ontrealers marched from Phillips Square to Place du canada )'eSterd8.l\ to take part in a rally and an emotional outpouring to celebrate Israel's 64th lnd pendence Day. 

Marchers 
celebrate 
Israel's 
54th year 

LEVO N SEVUNTS 
TheGautt, THURSDAY, APRIL 18, 2002 

Celebrations of Israel's Indepen· 
dence Oe,y turned lnto ft display or raw 
emotions as Ihousands or Montreal 
Jews marched Ihrough downlown 
streets yeslerday 10 show their suppan 
for Israel and celebrate Its 54th an· 
nlvel'9al')t 

Phillips Square. where the crowds 
aathered ror a march tOWIU'tI Place du 
Canada, WtlS 8 8(IfI of wh lte-and·bluc lJ. 
meU f1ngI dotted with po5ll'rS dfl'lOUllC
ing terrorism, lhe Palestinian Authorl· 
Iyand lUi chalrman. Vasser Amral, 

AI the eastern eclHe or Phillips 
Square,lho sen of bluc-Alrlped MIl&en 
Dllvld tar was flanked by l'ew Pales· 
tlnlon nnp nnd n row or about three 
dOlen blaek,robed ultra·Orthodox Ha· 
.idle Jews holding sign denounelna 
Zionism and Ihc smle of Israel. Metal 
hnrrlcad'" arranged Inlo a rough 
Jqunre pnnned Iht! IWO crowds. with 
rlot police In Ihemlrttlle, 

While the mluorl1y of participants 
sang nnd dnrn:ed 10 Jewish folk mUilc 
blasted fh)m loud8peuken or Illtcned 
10 PRsslonnle Pl'«heS by leaders or 
the Montreal Jewish commwlif$lhere 
wu • MSty .Id, .. sbow on the sidelines. 

The IShl of Un Idle Jows8Iandlna 
side by Altle with Pl\lesllnlan nettvlslJ 
spanlnl t.rad mark ehec:kered!lCru'\'8 
louched A raw OOr'\'C In lOfI'I(l"peopIe. 

Jewish dissidents to protest 

OJntlnUitdfrom f'Ol/rfA I 

Misrael 1.1 involvcd In RcomMllhllt, 
unfortunately. I, not very popular In 
the oycs of the world." Gabay Mid. 
Rddlna he believes ~1'ftC11 Prime 1o1ln1l
ter Ariel Sharon had no choke bullo 
go Into Palesllnian arms 10 !it'ftrch I"tK' 
lerrorlsts who have been Rcllng 
Agal~ thelllncli jlOI,uL'tlion. 

be made public. HUI every lime her 
ilNlUP holds an event , they t!nc:ountcr 
angry Jews 'A'OO MdOO'1 understand 
thaI "i'C am pro-lsrnel." she MkI, 

"They say ".c' resclf,hatlnilJcwL bul 
thnl ', noIit,"itllVl'llAld. "They don'l 
undcnumd 1h.11 'A'e a", pro-ISI'1W!I. And 
lhc')' wish Ili1lwouldjusc ROIt'Al\)t" 

She5Rid hcrgroup hal invltl'd Jews 
10 join lhem lit lod~' rally. but said 
aM' COUldn'1 'il) If other pe<JIIW ..... 111 
jOln lhem R1.~ 

""' ""~."'" ".~"n'~ ,,;..~ protfC1I>-e o;OI"don around a a:roup 01 anll.7JQnl$l llaSld:"" Je'II"';":';::;)l.tn. 

Hut IJCOj)Je like i-:deel Hllvel. or lhe 
dl!J8cnlill8Jewlsh Allillnoc Against the 
Occupatlon, MY supporting Shllroo 
melln. l upportlnll polldCl thai are 
dcvaslallngtuboilh ISI'fI(!II.aod l'aies
tlnimll. 

"The pilIit 1""0 .. et!k , wc"'c been 
heRring hornn upon horron. .. 

The croup. wh Ich IwI about 40 rn:!m· 
tiers. 5ItY' the currenl vlulenctlln I~' 
Middle ""'Sl could be l'ndl..'(llf IImtt'! 
nWl. ... odool d thocx:cupk.od h.'fTltork'!l. 

(;111)11) cli~mlJ>S(>d IhI ' l(I'OUIIU mllr· 
glnnlnnd snkllhey l'1.'I'"-~'flllln Innn l
!('!!Iifnal ~I ut Mooll"l'lll' Jewish 
populillion MWcltn'lnRdemocnIlkao
rit.'(ylllld I~ 1Wl\~lherlJthlloexpn!M 
IhL'I1\.o;dl'1: " hc!lo"kl 

The fJ(' h.'tJIII~1 mkl'll SlCPliIO pro
'kk' k'CUrl l) In lhi' rail); Monurn.1 po-
11('(' will nl"Ihl' ~IlI, lIlIlKHw5mlln 
... "kl)~'SIt-rd;'1 Factions trade insults M'o\'care_sand ",,,f(!Cllho,1 a111tM! 

Jewish vuiuellhal we believe In IU"C 
just belnw ck"'lroyed by the oa:UINI 
IkJo," Mid KllveI., who 'A' 11I be ItllodKy', 
countl.."I'dmIonsI11I1 kill. 

Hm'1.'llItld 1t',lmllortunl fbi" dWellI 
illN views In Itwo~ ~ht'OO1munlt) 10 

+ MonlfJur IfMudm"": moll oddms Is 
",bmudm "IW¥fJ:rltf'JMlthnnua 
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12.1. Five Months Later – Netanyahu and the 9/11 First Anniversary Tour Events 

 

The Montreal Gazette newspaper, acquired from Conrad Black’s Hollinger Inc. in 2000 by former staunch 

Zionist media mogul Izzy Asper (along with an accompanying list of over 60 Canadian newspapers) – who 

sponsored and accompanied Netanyahu’s Canadian tour – reported on September 3, 2002, that the 

Coalition for Just Peace in the Middle East was organizing “a peaceful protest in opposition to his [Israeli 

Benjamin Netanyahu’s] speech,” and that Concordia University students’ “intention of this demonstration is 

to stop Netanyahu from speaking.” The article also reported that similar protests were organized for at least 

two other (in Winnipeg and Toronto) of Netanyahu’s four Canadian speaking engagements.  

 

Reporting on the first day of the Concordia University incident on the 

derailment of Netanyahu’s speaking engagement, the newspaper media 

stated that Montreal City’s Concordia University’s Jewish student’s group, 

Concordia Hillel, was responsible for inviting former Israeli Prime Minister 

Benjamin Netanyahu to come and present a speech at noon at Concordia on 

Monday September 9, 2002. In subsequent, detached paragraphs the Gazette 

reported that it was also the “Canada-Israel Committee and the Winnipeg-

based [Izzy] Asper Foundation” which sponsored the event. Later accounts 

included other sponsorships of the four Canadian speaking events “to 

promote an anti-terror campaign”: State of Israel Bonds and the Canadian 

Friends of Hebrew University. Given the prominence of the speaking 

engagements, it was most likely not the Jewish student’s idea to invite the 

hawkish, power-hungry right-wing Israeli Zionist warmonger and murderer. 

 

Netanyahu’s four speaking engagements in Canada were to drum up his 

political supporter base and to bolster media attention, and for him to earn about $250,000 in American 

currency. The Chicago Jewish Star reported on February 8, 2002, that Netanyahu was charging as high as 

“$60,000 per talk,” and was “represented by the Washington Speakers 

Bureau in Alexandria, Virginia, which does not list a fee for him.” 268 The 

Canadian events were a mere prelude, a warming-up, a staging ground, for 

his real purpose, which was to make an international splash in Washington, 

D.C. on September 12th, the day after the 9/11 anniversary, and three days 

after Concordia, where he brazenly advocated the U.S. invasion of Iraq.  

 

Before narrating on the events of September 9th, is the consideration, the 

real possibility, that Netanyahu’s decision, or that of his handlers, to come 

to Concordia, the first of his four speaking events, was to create a scene. 

Under this scenario, the subsequent Concordia protests gave him what he 

craved: the ability for his colonial Zionism and for his supporters the 

political opportunity to once again call out his critics as terrorists and 

antisemites, and to bring the hammer down on dissident Concordia 

University. If this was his intention, it most certainly succeeded. 

 
268 Terrorism Talk at NU Cancelled. 
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Upon entering Concordia University, with 
special security in tow, Netanyahu, eyeing 
the emotion of the crowd ahead, whispers 
into the ear of one of his security men, and 
is then re-routed to a waiting van, and 
whisked away. 

"You know damn well 
they are not going to 
stop me, or anyone 
else, from speaking!" 

Segments from the 
National Filmboard 
2004 documentary, 

"Discordia. " 
"Okay, Netanyahu is coming. 
We were , like, we are going 
to shut him down. He can't 
come on our campus." 
(Samer Elatrash) 

DISCORDIA 
A NaTIonal film aoarel of Canado 

P..odu<l.on 

_nIb ... 

~ 2004 "'oho",,1 ',1m aoo,d 01 Conodo 
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There had been at least one other similar event 

in recent years that torpedoed a Netanyahu 

delivery. It occurred in Berkeley, California on 

November 29, 2000, weeks after the U.S. federal 

election and the controversial rigged Florida 

voting results which allowed George Bush Jr. to 

take the presidency helm, where and when 

“Netanyahu cancelled both of his remaining 

speeches in the Bay Area on Wednesday, a day 

after hundreds of rowdy protesters forced him to 

cancel a lecture Tuesday night:”  

 

More than 2,000 people with tickets 

waited in vain to enter the Berkeley 

Community Theatre on Tuesday as the 

noisy mob waved signs and howled 

slogans through bullhorns. The 

Tuesday address was cancelled 

about 8:15 p.m., with organizers 

saying Netanyahu’s safety could 

not be guaranteed. 

Netanyahu was to have spoken 

tonight in San Mateo and 

Thursday in San Rafael. 

Although Berkeley is known as 

the home of the Free Speech 

Movement, one person in the 

crowd said she didn’t care. “I 

don’t believe in free speech for 

war criminals,” Lori Berlin said. 
269 

 

About 1,000 protesters shut down a 

planned lecture by former Israeli Prime 

Minister Benjamin Netanyahu Tuesday 

evening, forcing police to retreat behind 

the gates of the Berkeley Community 

Theatre.  

Laurie Polster of Berkeley said she was 

there to protest against the Israelis 

occupying the Palestinian homelands. 

Netanyahu, she pointed out, could once 

again be Israel’s Prime Minister. Polster, 

with the Coalition of Jews for Justice, 

held up a sign that stated: “Jews for 

justice in Israel and Palestine.” 

One woman, who asked not to be identified, said the Israeli-Palestinian situation is similar to the 

early days of the Vietnam War. “You can’t just sit at home and watch young boys throwing rocks and 

being met by helicopters,” she said. 

 
269 Netanyahu forced to cancel speech, The Lompoc Record, November 29, 2000. 



455 

 

About a dozen different organizations showed up, carrying signs saying “Peace and justice for 

Palestinians” and “Israeli repression made in the USA.” 270 

 

The Canadian Zionist 

organizations tasked to 

comprehensively monitor 

media and politics, 

especially university and 

college campuses, 

concerning Israel – such 

as Honest Reporting 

Canada, on which 

Rosalie Abella’s 

husband, professor Irving 

Abella, was a director 271 

– had decades of 

collected files on 

everything and anyone. 
272 These Zionists well 

understood, and would 

have reported to Mossad 

headquarters in Tel Aviv, 

that Concordia 

University campus was a 

political ‘hotspot.’ 

 

On the day after 

Netanyahu’s Concordia 

speech was cancelled, 

The Gazette quoted 

Netanyahu’s criticism of 

the students protest as 

“anti-Canada, anti-

freedom and anti-free 

society,” and they were 

“supporting Saddam 

Hussein, they’re supporting (Yasser) Arafat, 

they’re supporting (Osama) Bin Laden.”  

 

On page 2 of The Toronto Star newspaper, it 

combined two stories, one headlined “Arafat 

condemns terror aimed at Israelis,” next to 

“Protesters, police battle before Netanyahu 

visit,” providing the Canadian reader the 

impression that terrorism was at work at 

Concordia.    

 
270 Protesters halt Netanyahu speech, Oakland Tribune, November 29, 2000. 
271 Stated in Part 1 of this report. 
272 Refer to Part 5, where Toronto Zionist John Devor tells United Church Reverend A.C. Forrest: “We have a file on you, and it 

goes back twenty years.” 
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The Tuesday, September 10th edition of The Montreal Gazette provided a “Timeline: How the Protest 

Turned ugly.”  

 

• At 9:35 am, September 9th, Montreal police “film protesters from the roof of Concordia’s 

McConnell building,” and “about 50 police cars and vans are lined up on Mackay, de Maisonneuve 

and Bishop” streets.  

I'Bad day for democracy': Tremblay I 
I Middle East protests nothing new for students at Concordia I 

Speech d~Eailed by riot 
IsrneiSfonner people", '" 

. . . t =unplcof 
pnme mIniS er • the \\\l1St 

angered by "thugs Icind of 
militarq ' ifl 
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September 10, 2002 
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• At 10:30 am, “in his fifth-floor suite at the Ritz Carleton Hotel, former prime minister Benjamin 

Netanyahu sits down” for a private meeting “to talk to the editorial board of The Gazette,” the paper  

of which Israel [Izzy] H. Asper owns through his Canwest Global corporation, 

and who most likely helped organize the private editorial meeting with 

Netanyahu. Don MacDonald of The Gazette authored an article the next day 

on Netanyahu’s take on invading Iraq: “take preventative action against Iraq 

before it acquires a nuclear bomb:”  

“We’ve been given a wake-up call by Sept 11,” he told the Gazette 

editorial board. “We can quash the Taliban regime and Al-Qa’ida and 

then press a collective snooze button while the other parts of this 

network – Saddam, Iran and others – are arming themselves with these 

weapons of mass death and then we’ll get another wake-up call – or we 

can take action.” “Netanyahu said toppling the Iraqi regime and 

introducing democratic reforms would send shock waves through the 

Arab world. It could lead, notably, to the collapse of the regime in 

neighbouring Iran and make it more difficult for terrorist organizations 

to attract recruits, he predicted.” “This part of the world doesn’t respect power; it worships it. 

And the most important thing in winning this war on terror is winning,” he said. “The more 

you win, the easier the next victory comes”.” 273 

Those last sentences are the exact sentiments of Netanyahu’s warmongering, murderous ambitions. 

• At 11:10 am, “behind heavy security, Netanyahu meets the media for a press conference in a 

second-floor meeting room at the Ritz. He says he will not be cowed by the protesters and that he 

plans to speak.” 

• At 11:50 am, “after his press conference, Netanyahu prepares to leave the Ritz.” 

 

The timing of Netanyahu’s private interview with The Gazette’s editorial board coincided with Prime 

Minister Chretien’s meeting in Chicago with U.S. President Bush the same day, where the topic of the U.S. 

possible invasion of Iraq was one of the main talking points. At the meeting, Chretien asked the Bush for  

evidence of Iraq’s possession of nuclear weapons, which 

the Bush failed to provide. As seen here in these two 

news articles, some of the print media, such as the 

Southam newspaper chain, owned by Izzy Asper, was 

manipulating polling information to seduce Canadians to 

support the invasion of Iraq. Contrarily, a poll conducted 

by Leger Marketing had arrived at the opposite 

conclusion, with many Canadians now agreeing with that 

poll, and then asking questions about the ‘other’ poll. 

 
273 Act now, ex-Israeli PM urges. 
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After being whisked away in a bullet-proof, security surrounded, limousine around noon September 9th, 

Netanyahu, via Izzy Asper, arranged “a hastily called news conference” 274 to cash in on the Concordia 

demonstration, to get as much influenced media mileage as possible by feeding reporters with misleading 

narratives: “Its mad zealotry run amok. They’re supporting Saddam Hussain, they’re supporting (Yasser) 

Arafat, they’re supporting (Osama) bin Laden.”                  

 

The bullet-proof limousine then dashed off to 

the Montreal airport where Netanyahu boarded 

a private jet (Was it Izzy’s jet? With Izzy on 

board?) that shot off westward to Manitoba’s 

capital Winnipeg City, for his next planned 

speaking engagement scheduled for 8 p.m. at 

the Pantages Playhouse Theatre. The event 

was hosted by the [Izzy] Asper Foundation, the 

Jewish Federation of Winnipeg, and the Jewish 

Appeal. The September 9th edition of the 

Winnipeg Sun reported that “members of the 

Canadian Palestinian Support Network, Jews 

for a Just Peace, and the Structured Movement 

Against Capitalism” planned to “demonstrate against the former Prime Minister’s visit.”  

 

On September 10, the Winnipeg Sun newspaper, Noisy protesters greet Netanyahu, failed to report on what 

Netanyahu said in his speech, or what others stated, at the private ticket-only Theatre event, nor on the 

‘who’s who’ in attendance, such as if Izzy Asper had been there. Outside, about “100 protesters, many of 

them pro-Palestinian,” and “Jews for Just Peace.” The Calgary Herald, referenced above, did report that 

host Izzy Asper had attended the Winnipeg event, where both he and Netanyahu “likened the protesters in 

Montreal to Nazi thugs intent on destroying human rights.” The Herald article also included a brief 

quote from Netanyahu’s speech: “Understand that you have to uproot totalitarianism and replace it with 

something else … We must introduce democracy into the Arab world.”  

 

Both Netanyahu and Izzy Asper hurled themselves back to 

Ottawa the next morning for a pre-arranged, private meeting 

with Prime Minister Jean Chretien, that is, before the two 

scheming Zionist figures went on to two more events.  

 

 
274 Violent protest mars Netanyahu’s visit, Calgary Herald, September 10, 2002. 
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After the Asper / Netanyahu private meeting with Prime Minister Chretien on the morning of September 

10, a subsequent private meeting was arranged, via Asper, with the editorial board of the Ottawa Citizen 

newspaper, highlights of which Southam Newspapers reporter Mike Trickey featured for the next day’s 

Canadian syndication. That narrative, leading with the title, “PM apologizes to Netanyahu for riot.”  

 

“Netanyahu told the editorial board … he believes the riot Monday [at Concordia] was more than 

student activism. “What you saw in Montreal was not merely the presence of homegrown, 

irresponsible radicalism that is centred in that university,” he said, adding that he saw the same “glint 

of hate” in the eyes of the demonstrators that he sees in the eyes of Islamic extremists”.”  

 

“… the former Israeli prime minister said there was no doubt about whether Canada was a friend of 

Israel. “Yes, decidedly. Without a doubt. There’s obviously a different diplomatic and political 

tradition in Canada, but I think Canada has definitely been a friendly country. It has been subjected to 

a barrage of Palestinian propaganda of slanders, of vilification, by a slick PR campaign by 

(Palestinian leader Yasser) Arafat who is no more than (terrorist leader Osama) bin Laden with good 

PR. But there are other voices in Canada because it is an open society, so it is possible for the truth 

to come forward. Even if there are attempts such as at Concordia University by Palestinian 

supporters to prevent it from coming out, the truth does eventually come out in a free society like 

Canada.” 

 

On the contrary, it was the long history of racism, apartheid, forceable 

displacement of Palestinians, military occupation and attacks, murders, 

incarcerations, land, water and resource thievery by Israeli Zionism, under 

unified policy support by American politicians and institutions, that were 

responsible for fueling Middle East tensions and divisions. 

 

In contrast to the Montreal Gazette, the Ottawa Citizen – also previously 

owned by the Southam chain which in 2002 was under Izzy Asper’s 

ownership – did not provide a list of its editorial board members. Scanning 

the issues of a few months of the Citizen in 2002 (July – Sept.), nowhere are 

all the board members’ names mentioned as a group, nor mentioned in their 

meetings with numerous parties. And, in questions posed by the editorial 

board to parties being interviewed, the name “The Citizen” is only 

mentioned, not the individual editorial board 

member asking the question. Over those three 

months, I did find the individual names of board 

members Kate Heartfield, Leonard Stern, Scott 

Anderson, Gordon Fisher, Robert Sibley, and Adam 

Radwanski (who is a contributor to the editorial 

board). Even though it has been a long custom in the 

print media to keep editorial staff contributions 

anonymous, I think it is a disservice to the public, to 

journalism profession, that the names of editorial 

board members are primarily never identified with 

their statements and questions. 
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On September 12, the Citizen’s editorial board featured a full-page interview from that private meeting, 

“Netanyahu’s plan for peace.” Not once in that long interview did the board publish a single criticism of 

Israel’s contraventions of international law, listed at nauseum for decades by the United Nations, 

academics, and human rights groups. Nor did they include any questions directed toward Netanyahu about 

Israel’s secret nuclear arsenal and related international contraventions. It’s as though the editorial board was 

blind to the nefarious history of Israel’s leadership and military incursions since its inception in 1948, and 

of its prior ambitions. It certainly wasn’t independent journalism. That control of ‘the narrative’ published 

in the feature editorial article wreaks of an uncanny sounding board influence of Zionism over the Citizen’s 

‘investigative’ editorial staff. 

 

With the daily horrible imagery and accounts of the recent, ongoing Israeli genocide inside Palestine, and 

the chilling statements and lies by Israeli leadership and soldiers on the merciless targeting and slaughter of 

thousands of children, in 2002 Netanyahu sought to steal the world’s sympathy when he stated the 

following in his interview with the editorial board: 

 

“If you hold any baby, a Jewish baby, a Muslim baby, a black baby, a white baby, in your arms, the 

immediate feeling that you have is to protect it, not to blow it up. You have to achieve a certain 

transformation in the hearts and minds of people to make them gleefully and wilfully obliterate these 

human beings.” 
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There remained two final speaking engagements that day on September 10 in eastern Canada before 

Netanyahu’s flight to Washington D.C., where he propagandized the invasion of Iraq. First was a luncheon 

event in Ottawa City before a sold-out crowd of some 600 people. The second, was an evening event at the 

Toronto Centre for the Performing Arts, where “over 1,800” people convened at the sold-out reception. 

Both Izzy Asper’s and Netanyahu’s stirring statements were featured in numerous media articles. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Asper compares 
protesters to Nazis 

By A LLAN THOMPSON 
orrAW/\ BUREAU 

OTTAWA - Media mogullzzy Asp
er says Montreal demonstrators who 
prevented Benjamin Netanyahu from 
speaking Monday were just like the 
Nazi brownshirts who trampled free
dom in Hitler's Gennany. 

"The minority of a rabble, a rioting 
group of essentially thugs, lawbreak
ers, deployed a technique known only, 
introduced really. 70 years ago by 
Adolf Hitler and his brownshirts," 
Asper said yesterday at a luncheon in 
a downtown hotel. where he intro
duced fonner Israeli prime minister 
Netanyahu. The brownshirts were an 
early Nazi militia. 

Asper I the executive chainnan of 
CanWest Global Communications. 
which owns the National Post. Global 
television network and the Southam 
newspaper chain in Canada. said the 
protesters were an example of "the na
ked face of hatred. the ugly side of. in 

Toronto Star 
September 11 . 2002 

effect, the dictatorial practices." 
Asper's personal charitable organi

zation, The Asper foundation , is one 
of the key sponsors of Netanyahu's 
four-city Canadian speaking tour. 
Asper anended a private meeting ear
lier yesterday at 24 Sussex Drive be
tween Netanyahu and Prime Minister 
Jean Chretien. 

Asper heaped scorn on the pro-Pal. 
estinian demonstrators at Concordia 
University who forced the caneeUa: 
tion of Netanyahu's speech Monday 
when they overran campus security 
and occupied the building where the 
former prime minister was scheduled 
to address several hundred students. 

Netanyahu told his Ottawa audi
ence of 500 yesterday such "militant 
zealotry" has been exported to Cana
da from the Middle East and said he 
urged Chretien to try to stamp it out. IILL __ 

Less than two dozen pro-Palestinian 
demonstrate", gathered peacefuUy 
outside yesterday's luncheon. 

Asper, 
West Global and head of the As
per Foundation , which has con
tributed S103-million in recent 
years to projects in Israel and 
Ca nada, addressed the audience 
before Mr. Netanyahu spoke. 

He compared Monday's protest
ers to Nazi BrowIlshirts. 
"In Montrea l, you saw the fa ce 

of hatred," he said. 

Protester David Battistuzzi, a Pales· 
tinian activist, said Netanyahu had no 
right to speak at Concordia_ 

"There's no free speech for hate 
speech," said Battistuzzi, 24, a former 
Concordia student 

"This man said in 1989 Israel 
'should have taken advantage of the 
Tiananmen Square massacre to expel 
the Palestinians from Israel. ' 

"He's a violent man ___ this man is 
a war criminal." 
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12.2. Super Salesmen Selling Zionism: “Soldiers for Truth” 

 

The Zionism salesmen duo took to the stages on September 10, fomenting fallacies extraordinaire. They 

whipped up a special dish of frenzies for the two audiences that day, creating soundbite snippet fodder for 

Izzy’s and non-Izzy’s media outlets. The shameless, opportunistic salesmen held nothing back. 

 

In Ottawa Bureau’s Allen Thompson’s syndication, Asper compares protesters to Nazis, he reported while 

introducing Netanyahu to the luncheon event of some 600 members from the Ottawa Jewish community 

“media mogul Izzy Asper” said “Montreal demonstrators who prevented Benjamin Netanyahu from 

speaking Monday were just like the Nazi brownshirts who trampled freedom in Hitler’s Germany:” “The 

minority of rabble, a rioting group of essentially thugs, lawbreakers, deployed a technique known only, 

introduced really, 70 years ago by Adolf Hitler and his brownshirts.” Asper went 

on to say, “the protesters were an example of “the naked face of hatred, the ugly 

side of, in effect, the dictatorial practises”.”  

 

Keeping up with the theme, “Leo Adler, director of national affairs for Friends 

of Simon Wiesenthal Center,” said “Concordia University has, to put it bluntly, 

been turned into a terror site.” 275 

 

The National Post reported on September 11 at the Ottawa luncheon, Netanyahu 

warns Ottawa of ‘Zealotry’, that Netanyahu was “surprised to hear that he was 

the cause of Monday’s violence” at Concordia 

University’s Henry F. Hall Building. “How can I 

provoke it, when I didn’t even speak? This is the 

microcosm of what we are facing every day in Israel.” 

After seeing the “fewer than 20 protesters” outside the 

Ottawa luncheon, Netanyahu reflected, “That glint of 

hate, that mad zealotry, is the same that I saw in the eyes 

of those rioters in Montreal yesterday. It is something 

that once it begins to infect democratic societies, it 

spreads, it grows.” 276 Contrarily, his criticism is an 

accurate commentary on the wayward pitfalls of 

Zionism. On September 14, National Post columnist 

Gillian Cosgrove, in her political gossip piece, railed 

against “the neo-Nazi behaviour of those pro-Palestinian 

rioters,” referring to the “eloquent” former Prime 

Minister of Israel: 

 

“Netanyahu quoted Mark Twain to show that, 

some 150 years ago, Jewish settlers had begun to 

plant green pastures in unoccupied desert scrub 

land that is now a garden claimed by the 

Palestinians. … Netanyahu went even further 

back in history. Those skeptics who fear that 

modern Israel will go the way of the Masada – 

where Jews were slaughtered fighting the Romans 

– did not realize that this time around, “Rome is 

with us.” (Rome, of course, is the United States.) 

 
275 No Peace under current Mid-East mindset, opinion, by George Jonas, The Province, September 12, 2002. 
276 Netanyahu speaks as Toronto rallies clash, Vancouver Sun, September 11, 2002. 
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The only prominent non-Jewish guests were Joe Volpe, a Liberal MP, and Norman Gardiner, 

chairman of the Toronto Police Services Board (whose presence was loudly applauded. Others seen 

in the crowd included George Cohon, CEO of McDonalds; Lawrence Bloomberg, co-chairman of 

National Bank Financial; Brent Belzberg, president and CEO of Harrowston Corp., Michael 

Bergman, chairman of Second 

Cup Ltd., Stanley Hartt, 

chairman of Saloman Smith 

Barney Canada; Mayor Mel 

Lastman; Larry Tanenbaum, 

president of Kilmer Van 

Nostrand Co.; and Lawrence 

Waller, executive vice-

president of Israel Bonds 

(Canada).” 

 

Because of the national headlines and intense criticism of the September 9 Concordia University incident, 

the University decided to “suspend all student activities related to the Middle East, including an appearance 

by a controversial, anti-Israel writer,” stated reporters Dan Rowe and Mike Trickey of the National Post. 277 

The reporters go on to say, “The administration has asked the student union to call off a lecture tomorrow 

[September 12] by author Norman 

Finkelstein, a U.S. professor who is 

known for his anti-Israeli views.” 

Allison Lampert of the Gazette, in 

her September 12, 2002, column, 

Concordia forum focuses on 

tolerance, wrote that “U.S. professor 

Norman Finkelstein” had 

“antagonized Jews with his anti-

Zionist writings.” 

 

In stark contrast to the 

inflammatory language of 

other news journalists, the 

September 13 Gazette 

editorial by Janet Bagnall, 

Stifling free speech at 

Concordia, was congenial, 

conciliatory, and 

informative:  

 

Norman Finkelstein, 

U.S. academic and 

author of Image and 

Reality of the Israel-

Palestine Conflict, 

had been invited by 

the Concordia 

Student Union to 

speak as part of the 

 
277 Netanyahu Warns Ottawa of Zealotry, National Post, September 11, 2002. 



464 

 

student’s orientation festival. … The administration’s decision on Monday to impose an open-ended 

moratorium on anything to do with the Middle East is cowardly, short-sighted and counterproductive. 

Students have been criticized for inviting the two controversial speakers to Concordia, given its 

history of clashes over Middle East issues. But there was nothing stupid about inviting Netanyahu, 

the hawk who vows a “no-Palestinian-state-ever” policy, and Finkelstein, the son of Holocaust 

survivors who supports the Palestinian cause, to speak the same week. 

Would Finkelstein have attracted an equal number of protesters last night? We won’t know. Certainly, 

he has angered a number of Jews with his 2000 book, The Holocaust Industry: Reflections on the 

Exploitation of Jewish Suffering.    

 

On the thorny theme of invading Iraq, at the two speaking events Netanyahu bridged the Concordia protests 

together with ‘Islamic terrorism’ in west Asia, the Middle East.  

 

“The root cause of terrorism is totalitarianism. You have to replace terrorism with democracy. You 

have to replace the regime.” Netanyahu said the forces of democracy sunk Afghanistan – a “carrier of 

terrorism” – and they will “sink another carrier very soon,” and that “(Yasser) Arafat and his 

colleagues, they will all have to go.” Netanyahu said Israel and the West are confronted by “an attack 

on our very civilization by people who seek to reverse the last 1,000 years of history. In their 

particular twisted view of Islam, they 

think that Islam should have been 

resurgent and the West submissive. It 

is a crazed ideology.” 278 

 

Southam reporter Mike Trickey’s 

syndication stated that “[Prime Minister] 

Chretien and a series of foreign affairs 

ministers have been at pains not to take 

sides in the Israel-Palestinian conflict and 

have expressed reluctance to give the U.S. 

the support Netanyahu says it deserves for a 

war against Iraq.” 

 

After meeting with Chretien and 

hearing again of Canada’s desire that 

the U.S. should go to the United 

Nations to get approval for military 

action against Iraq, Netanyahu said 

international support is not necessary. 

“It’s desirable, but not crucial. The 

crucial thing is to defang the poisoned 

fangs of the terrorist network.” … To 

be successful, he said, the West must 

demonstrate “moral clarity” and not 

fall into the “terrorist trap” of 

believing that because of military 

accidents that western states and 

armies are also terrorists. 

 

 

 
278 Netanyahu pitches plan to defeat terrorism, calls for Arafat’s ouster, Toronto Star, September 11, 2002. 
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At the North York Centre of the Arts that 

evening, Netanyahu: 

 

“… said peace can only be achieved if 

two sides come together.” “I think we 

will have to strike a compromise,” he 

said. And that compromise cannot 

include the “truth” of Israel’s claim to 

its lands, he said. “We are not in a 

strange land. This is our land,” he said 

to thunderous applause. “The most 

important thing I can ask you to do is 

become a soldier for truth.” 279 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
279 Netanyahu Warns Ottawa of ‘Zealotry,’ National Post, September 11, 2002. 
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Wash ington - Accusing 
Saddam Hussein of " feverish
ly" working to develop nuclear 
weapons and expanding his 
chemical and biological weapons 
arsenal, former Israeli Prime 
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu 
urged Congress on Thursday to 
approve a U.S. military allack 
against Iraq even without the 
support of the Uni ted Nations. 

Netanyahu , a member of the 
conservative Likud Party who 
served as prime minister from 
1996 to 1999, told members of 
the House Government Reform 
Commillee that Baghdad 's lethal 
weapons would evcmually be 
used against the United States 
and its allies if the United States 
doesn' t n!lack soon. 

" I think America is abou t to 
do Ihe right thing." Netanyahu 
said, 

support a prerequisite to an at
tack agai nst Iraq. The threat that 

Bush puts 
Iraq case 
to the U.N. 
President says the 
world body must 
stand up to Iraq. 

Fresno Bee 
September 13, 2002 

By KAR EN D EYOUNG 

WAS HI NGTON POST 

UNITED NATIONS - President 
Bush challenged the United Na
tions Thursday to stand up to Sad
darn Hussein, warning the world 
body that the United States is pre
pared to act alone if the Iraqi presi
dent fails to comply with U.N. res
olutions demanding an end to hi s 
weapons development program. 

Experts see attack 
on Iraq as inevitable 

By J OHN DONN ELLY 

THE BOSTO N G LOIJ E 

WASHINGTON - By laying out 
an array of impossible conditions 
for Saddam Hussein, President 
Bush Thursday all but eli minated 
every course of action but war in 
the U.s. campaign against Iraq. 

Bush ca lled on the U.N. Security 
Council to tell the Iraqi leader that 
his government must destroy or 
remove all wea pons of mass de
struction ; stop persecuting its citi
zens; end illicit trade; end sup
port for terrorism; re lease or ac
count for all Persian Gulf War pri s
oners; and fini sh paying repara
tions from the wa r. 

ntclrnalllorJai suppon ac-

Iraq 's rna s-ki ll ing weapons may 0;:;.-_;;;0; 
come into the hands of terrorists 

(ions (hal are vital to a nation' s 
security is always desirable." he 
said . " But it must never consti 
lUte a precondition. If you can 
get it, fin e, If not, ac t without 
il. " 

trumps the need for gai ning U.N. 
approval. he said. 
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On September 12, 2002, Benjamin Netanyahu appeared before 

the House Government Reform Committee hearing in 

Washington D.C., the very day U.S. president George Bush Jr. 

appeared before the United Nations. The two politicians were 

aggressively arguing, harmoniously pushing the same prepared 

narrative, for the invasion of Iraq. 

 

Netanyahu’s approach was for America to invade Iraq, no matter what: “… it 

must never constitute a precondition. If you can get it, fine. If not, act without 

it.” 280 

 

 

 
280 Netanyahu: U.S. ‘doing the right thing,’ Philadelphia Daily News, September 13, 2002. 
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Netanyahu’s visit in 

Washington failed to 

generate the print 

media attention as did 

in Canada. Israel, 

Netanyahu, didn’t 

require that attention 

this round in America, 

because foreign, 

Middle East, policy 

was not an obstacle.   

 

As the theme of 

‘terrorism’ was 

promoted and pitched, 

Israel Prime Minister 

Sharon began to oust 

Yasser Arafat. 

Netanyahu and Uzi Arad, former 

Mossad director of Intelligence 
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Three weeks after his presentation at the House Government 

Reform Committee in Washington D.C., on October 2 Netanyahu 

gave a speech in St. Louis, receiving another handsome financial 

reward. The night before, he spoke in Pittsburgh at Robert Morris 

University’s Heinz Hall. Unlike Canada, under the tutelage of 

partial media empire influence, America’s journalists were sharper, 

under more diverse and less media-manageable circumstances.  

 

Two days before Netanyahu’s 

presentation at Heinz Hall, the 

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette devoted a full page, The Benjamin Netanyahu 

Show, with a meme showing the Israeli flag star with an image of 

Netanyahu in its centre, surrounded by six images of Israel’s star showing 

Palestinian resistance. The page featured two competing half-page 

narratives, one by David Shtulman, “Pittsburgh area director of the 

American Jewish Committee,” under the subtitle, “The intifada has come 

to America, and the anti-Israeli and anti-Jewish rhetoric is becoming too shrill.” The other by Susan 

Abulhawa, “human rights activist and founder of Playgrounds for Palestine, a children’s charity,” under the 

subtitle, “In defiance of all tenets of democracy, law and human decency, Israel acts with impunity, always 

justifying its crimes for security.” The following is a lengthy quote from Abulhawa’s statement which 

began with a quote from Netanyahu which he made on November 24, 1989 to students at Bar Ilan 
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University: “Israel should have exploited the repression of the demonstrations in China, when world 

attention focussed on that country, to carry out mass expulsions among the Arabs of the territories.”  

 
“Benjamin Netanyahu, a former Prime Minister of Israel, has been busy appealing to American audiences for 

support of Israel’s “war on terror” by equating merciless colonial designs with the U.S. war against al-Qaida. 

Ostensibly, the aim is to appeal to American sensitivities, post 9/11. 

In some ways, Netanyahu exemplifies the imperialism of his assertions. He is the son of immigrants to 

Palestine, turned imperious master with nefarious solutions to “deal” with the “problem” of the natives, who 

have lived on, cultivated and loved the land for centuries. 

He speaks of “cleaning out” the occupied territories, “attacking terrorist nests,” destroying “terrorist dens,” (or 

any other choice zoological habitat). So efficient is the Israeli propaganda machine that a whole nation of 

human beings is reduced to little more than a “den” of “terrorists” such that no matter what sheer wanton 

killing and destruction Israel inflicts, it is done without so much as a peep of compassion from our absurdly 

pro-Israel government. 

An armada of apologists, Netanyahu among them, hold up the exhausted and fantastic claim that Israel, the 

world’s sixth-most powerful military force, is “fighting for its survival” against a besieged 

civilian population with no defenses: no army, no navy, no air force and no refuge. 

Where is the context of the occupation? Where is the context of an 

entire nation forced to teeter on the margins of 

humanity without basic human rights, subjected daily 

to the humiliation, grinding oppression and arbitrary 

thievery of land and water by the Jewish state for 35 

years?   

Where is the context of broken agreements, the ever-

metastasizing Jewish-only settlements (35 brand new 

settlements in the past two years alone!), or Israel’s 

repeated flouting of international law and defiance of over 

65 U.N. Resolutions? Where is the memory of 500 

Palestinian villages wiped out in 1948 and their 

inhabitants dumped like garbage into refugee camps? 

Our country has so blindly accepted Israel’s claims of 

self defense that few pause to consider the 

overwhelming devastation, the unimaginable brutality, 

the children (as young as 10) who languish in hideous “detention centers,” the curfews 

that last months, the closing of schools, the cutting off of water and electricity, the 

prevention of medical treatment, the unrelenting attacks on medical personnel and facilities, or the 

systematic destruction of civil institutions, like the Ministry of Education or the Ministry of Statistics. 

By what ruthless standard is it self-defense when Israel pounds a refugee camp, home to 13,000 souls, for 10 

days with helicopter gunships, unremitting tank fire and missile strikes by the hundreds each day? 

Only by the most racist logic is it self-defense when Israel drops a one-ton bomb in a civilian neighborhood of 

Gaza, the most densely populated spot on Earth, killing and injuring scores of human beings in their sleep. It is 

only by the bigoted standards of the Netanyahu sort that placing a booby trap in a refugee camp (which killed 

five schoolboys, 8 to 12 years old, on their way to school), is “self-defense.”  

In defiance of all tenets of democracy, of law, and human decency, Israel acts with impunity, always justifying 

its crimes for “security.” International law and morality are subdued before Israel’s “security needs.” Why? 

Why must Israel’s self-perpetuated security concerns undermine the rule of law and international sense of 

justice? 

Israel’s security problems arise not from some inherent bestiality of Palestinians, but from its own ideology, of 

religious superiority and entitlement. It arises from its continual denial of Palestine’s right to exist; from its 

colonial aspirations and notions of a divine real estate agent; from its brutality and utter disregard for 

Palestinian life. Its plans for walled-in Palestinian “entities” (which Netanyahu advocates as a “necessary 

security measure”) are no more than blueprints of glorified concentration camps, a source of subjugated cheap 

labor.” 
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12.3. Undermining Democracy, Truth: Asper’s Sting 

 

Eleven months before his departure from planet earth, Izzy Asper 

launched a vicious, scathing attack, accusing various global ‘left’ media 

of conspiratorial bias reporting against the colonial state of Israel.  

 

Media mogul Asper’s accusations took place on a Wednesday evening, 

October 30, 2002, at an annual Israel Bonds gala 

event held in Montreal City. His stinging 

accusations caused an international splash. The stunt 

was typical of Zionists’ often brazen behaviours, the 

likes of which are routinely characteristic of 

Netanyahu’s misleading and sometimes vile public 

statements. Asper’s attack had been carefully written 

and planned, coinciding with Zionist strategies to: 

continue countering the protest events at the 

international human rights conference in Durban, 

South Africa of September 2001; launching 

intelligence gathering of North American university and college campuses; taking advantage of the 9/11 – 

2001 terrorism theme and Netanyahu’s associated narratives to attack Iraq; counter the fallout of Israel’s 

transgressions of the Oslo peace accords resulting in the 2nd Intifada; to rationalize the creation of the 

Zionist’s recently created organization, Honest Reporting Canada; to bolster Netanyahu’s ambitions for 

returning as Israel’s Prime Minister under an aggressive upswing of Israel’s right-wing Likud party. 

Contrary to Asper’s narratives, Zionism is not about democracy. It never was. 

 

On July 25, 2024, the 

International Consortium of 

Investigative Journalists 

published their investigation 

“from thousands of pages of 

email records” of ‘Israel Bonds’ 

controversy in the United States, 

Inside the Sophisticated Sales 

Operation Funneling Billions 

from US State and Local 

Governments to Israel. In the 

open sections of the story, was 

the revelation that since Israel’s 

genocide began on October 8, 

2023, “U.S. states and 

municipalities have bought more 

than $1.7 billion in Israeli 

bonds, with Democratic and 

Republican officials around the country boasting of their investments as a show of support for an Israel at 

war.” The investments of the bonds were made from U.S. taxpayers. … given the historic scale of its 

operations, which have raised $52 billion over more than seven decades, Israel Bonds’ performance could 

have real consequences for Israel’s future:” 

 

For decades after its launch in 1951, Israel Bonds, formally known as the Development Corporation 

for Israel, primarily focused on customers from the Jewish diaspora in the U.S. to bolster the 

https://www.icij.org/news/2024/07/inside-the-sophisticated-sales-operation-funneling-billions-from-us-state-and-local-governments-to-israel/
https://www.icij.org/news/2024/07/inside-the-sophisticated-sales-operation-funneling-billions-from-us-state-and-local-governments-to-israel/
https://www.icij.org/news/2024/07/inside-the-sophisticated-sales-operation-funneling-billions-from-us-state-and-local-governments-to-israel/
https://www.icij.org/news/2024/07/inside-the-sophisticated-sales-operation-funneling-billions-from-us-state-and-local-governments-to-israel/
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fledgling Middle Eastern state. Israeli bonds have long been pitched as gifts for birthdays and bar and 

bat mitzvahs. But the bond seller — and its marketing strategy — has evolved, becoming an 

important source of government financing as it courted banks and other institutional investors, more 

recently including U.S. states and municipalities. 

 

“In some ways, the Israel Bonds program is one of the — if 

not the — most successful sovereign debt issuance programs 

in the history of the world,” said Mitu Gulati, a law professor 

specializing in international debt finance at the University of 

Virginia Law School. “They’ve never defaulted. And they 

have managed to tap retail investors,” Gulati said, referring to 

individual investors, who generally deal in smaller quantities. 

 

Amidst the grievous turmoil and suffering of over one million 

forcibly displaced Palestinians – which Israeli leaders lied about and 

ignored in the press, and which caring, compassionate people such 

as Fayez Sayegh who exposed those truths to North Americans and 

the world (refer to Part 8) – in May 1951 Israel’s prime leader flew 

to America in the “maiden flight” of “the Israel National Airline’s 

big Constellation” 281 begging for money in his three-week 

“goodwill visit,” to finance the murderous thievery of Palestine with 

the creation of Israel Bonds.  

 

In the opening years of Israel’s advertised promotion of Israel 

Bonds, it featured big stage events in Canada and America, with 

appearances by statesmen and stateswomen, Hollywood stars, 

musicians, comedians, celebrities, famous academics. Why, there 

was even a “Miss Israel Bond” contest held in Montreal City in 1953 of “various Jewish women’s 

organizations of Montreal.” By 1954, the Israel Bonds “drive” across Canada “by Canada-Israeli Securities 

Ltd.” came to Vancouver City. By early 1954, Israeli Prime Minister Moshe Sheratt’s administration 

extended the confined sale of Israel Bonds in Canada and America to Europe and Latin America. In three 

years, the American Financial and Development Corporation for Israel had “realized $161,000,000.” 282 

 
281 Ben-Gurion lands in U.S. for Parley, Montreal Gazette, May 4, 1951. 
282 Israel Bonds to be sold in Europe, The Kingston Whig Standard, February 11, 1954. 
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MASS RALLY FOR 

ISRAEL BONDS 
Thunda,. S'pt.mb., Mh, at 1:30 p.m. 
Sllt,.ttll M.II - Me,,"' Roy.' "01,1 

A"", ; .. io~ by A6Un'. 'e.~r.'l j o" .~II 

_f •• ;~I . '''''' '''n tol_ ph .... U ,~;, H15. 

Montreal Star, September 8, 1954 

MONTREAL 

B' NAI B'RITH 

WELCOMES 

MRS. ELE ANOR ROOSEVELT 
who will be guesl speaker at 
• mass rally for Israe l Bonds 
unJer th e allsrices of Montre.1 
B'n,i B'rith Coordinating Com· 

mittee, on Thursday, Sept. 9. 
at 8:30 p.m. at the Mount Royal 
Hotel. Having visited Israel, 
Mrs. Roosel'elt will provide a 
first· hand picture from her 

observatIOns there. 
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Am.,ica', Fa""'Ol! 
Ent.,f"i"., 

ARE YOU 
WEARING Montreal Slat 

N<weml>e' 25 , 1954 

HALF A HALO? 
1\I '''C'l11>, A ~,rol lratf(h "I pt'1"«1I';'-"', ;".!'ired b) • hiJlnrig 

"I'I'",U",O!I r"r II~ h<ltrd,", I)f & n~" d.",o<racr IUId • new 

hnme Inr I.rto _,j"". "I tho J."j,h f'CIlfIl., min, Moot· 
,role" h~\c h,1I • ,r ..... ,,;,. ",I. in tht d~\ rl''I''nmt .. I h"ct 

Vel'} few ei, ;.-miOON cilium hale f</ualkd Ihc .und~rd ,,/ 

~<a1' .... it)· 5(1 hI their ."n,.ibuliOl' In I.,...el. 1'h<.w: nlm ."d 

.. ntnfll hPH~" 'nil )' dl';"e1' iJ) • • (.'tIl'''''" "I Ionn. II)' . 
dili,1eC ,,01"'" "I d,--""in). 

lIuI Ind~) n n<" ,.'u.,;"" ("0>111 .... ",. th~ St.l~ ,,( h • ...,l.l l l\in~ 

ol".i .. «1 ""',", rc.<o" .. ~r In '.~c in an un\i",iIN U"" "I 

;"""i~n"i''''.;1 i, Ill'" ",,~,,~od;n I <r;lk.1 b.ttl" f"r (n""""OC 

3un;'al. It, ;nduII.;", •• c ~"''';nt tml tho) " .... I halt IIHK:k 

n." .... ~ ... r;, ul , .. O\I'~"d. It. f~,'II\, nrc rm""o:;n~ '""r( ,han 

CHI" hee(",'e. I"" IIIC) ","', ..., ,r"l.r~od ,~ r-.re I~r I mll .. h 

I." ~<r 1"'1',,1,11;"'" ]" minint 'm._ I, c )ickhn!! tOC" ",;,ocr.". 

hut I ... ~c. """'U«O$ ~rc nrodcd I" "'I'I'~I IheTlt lull,. 

.h In.,da bl .... I" .. · .... r .. Uurl fur h ..... 1 III ...... " 
l,hlli,"I1,rj'I,I,' .·h •• n'·I .... Ihl !O .,.d.,' .... p~ ... 
1. ,,11 110 .. J"I •• T htl Ul lt ,. .. It"" I" '11I1t·k " ... Ii .... 

~·ull" ln l IIn·plil,m"lIl I. h ..... 1 Ih",d!'. 

Onl, II, d"in~ lhe lI,hl, ;M. I)) hu,;n~ 1,,....1 BondI. in .ddi· 
,; • .., 'n ,n". t,1t do,ll .... " ',II )<0" hu'"'' lhe 011\ nl ful! 
indCPCOldo:,occ. h'rl';"""" .nd JICIII'C lor d.., ,,",ric uf b.ul. 

\I, ... " li,Ul i~,II~ "" •• ".1 ~." •• 

( . .. ,;1, , .. , .... 'i.i"." I .. ,hi. hi . ' ...... 

.1."I""",rn' .",1 In ;..i" u •• 1 I.o""h. 

'"'' ",II. 

Senator Wayne Morse 
• 

LUNCHEON 
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Forces of Freedom 
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Future of Israel on 
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DO YOU 
SLEEP WELL 
AT NICHT? 
Most o( us do not lake our worries In hcd. \Ve sleep the 
quiet sleep that is (rcc of frel and fcnr. 

But in Israel there arc men And women who do not slcer' 
well. The inhabitants of the border settlements do not 
~Iocp well. ,,,'fluid you sleer well if you were faced with 
night raids, shootin,l!s. the killing of innocent people 
secking to make a home for themselves? 

Ii nw can you sleep well when the Arab ICAders are 
mnking in flammatory statements thnt they nre sti ll in a 
state of wor with the smA il young democrncy of Israel. 
that no peace enn exist in the Midd le East unless Israel 
i. destroyed? 

I-low cnn you slccf'l well when n new trenty has been 
signed with E!lypt giv in~ her complete control of the 
Suez Cannl. the sume Egypt which refuses to permit 
nny ships of trade to use the canal in ,:!oing to or from 
the tnle of Isrnel? 

You will sleep well i( you help remo\'e the fears and 
anxieties of the people of Israel. The lime nnd crisis 
cnll for aetioh - action to reaffirm our devotion to 
brae! and its asrirations for freedom and peace - 10 
"tren~then its security hy ~trcn.l!thening its economic 
defence. 

Montrcal will he fnrlunnle in havin.!! as its speciul ~ucsl 
01 a slirrin~ Chanukah restival for Israel 011 Mondn~ 
evcnin~. Decembcr 20, ot the Montreal Forum. onc of 
the foundc~ of the StAle of IliIrnci . il~ di stin~\li"hed 
Minister of Pinnnce. Mr. Levi I~,hkol . nnd n dazzling 
array of artistic talcnt, including tenor Jan Peerce. 
movie stor Georl!e Jesscl. Israeli violin virtlloso Zvi 
Zeitlin. nnd soprano Emma Sclul\'er, 

Free rcsern-d tickets to this extraordinary occasion will 
b. i sued to those who buy and sell Israel Bond •. There 
is no other way to get in. Montreal Star, Dec. 1, 1954 

CHANUKAH FESTIVAL FOR ISRAEL 
ew. ... , H.ft.u, 

THE HONOURABLE LEVI ESHKOL 
IIratl', Mlnl,t., of Finance 

MONDAY, DECEMBER 20th, 8:30 P,M, 
MONTREAL FORUM 

YOII can do Jomclhing Inll ), hi. to Is fc,u lrd h nci. firsl by 
nll king Sunda) . Oeeembtr 12th. a day of hi\loric aclion for 

fO"Irn l - the mG ACn ON DAY thai ""II determine ,our 
I dm i !lion 10 the OUlnuk. h F'elli v.1. . 

nUl' ISRAEL BONDS 
BECOME V LUNTEER 

E ROLL OW FOR BIG ACTIO DAY 
MONTREJ.L ISRAEL BONO COMMITTEE 

2011 UNVIRSITY STUIT _ II. 4445 

DRINK THIS COFFEE AND 
GET ALL THE SLEEP YOU NEED! 

INSTANT 5AN~ ~OrFEE 
f)e/ldovs!Y l"I~h ... 97% C'IIFFEIN-FREE! 

1+5 t'ea l 
eoffi.e.- Iove.rs' 

e.off'ee -':--......... 

O.Ud.u, I,u tonl 
Sonko ill~ 
ru'C ~I!ftK •• 
Il;.h. "-ulffnl .nd 
hili I<c)dlfil •• 

001, .hc "MIll 
," • .(fu un M. 

Made w qIJid:ly 
- e.asi ly. 

II ' poon'ul fI' 100llni Sinh 
til tKIl ,"up .IW 
,1I1"nl h!tc .... ,er 

coftte', ~ .. d}'1 
n pn4 "'n IfOII.JHt

N" .. utc 

Von'!' stopdri~ki~g COFFEE ... 
Ju~t ~top drinki"9 ~illlY 

I( coftte ~ ttJ"l )~I ''tIt.~e, 
\lo\lldn', II be .... I~ to try 
In\lInt S.nh1 II Cl n'l dl~· 
IUrb ~1ccp Of UpiCt ne,\oe~. 

I nJOY Ihl~ dclicioUJ coffee 
, . I nd lItep loniChl t 

INSTANT SAND COFFEE et ... ] :!:::::::'J:,. 97'70 C AHE IN .. FREE 
.·. I ~ Irt .. """'" 
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MISS ISRAEL BOND: Competing for the tille of 
"Miss Israel Bond", to be crowned .t the Bi" Show 
for Israel Bonds Mondlly evenlng at the Forum. 
these semi-tinalists represented various Jewish 
women's organizations ot Montreal .t the judging 
ceremonies. Lelt t~ riiht .re: Judy GreeDblall, 
Frances Rapoport, Gertie Novlek, ADn aollermund, 
Sblrley Krafl. Dina Barr, ElaIne Wellk, Racbelle 
Kebela, Brenda Ryall, Judy Henbfleld, Irene MaD
rei and Rltlla K .. tner. 

Raps Criticism 
Of Sunday for 
Iisrael Bond Drive 

The Sun Times, Dec. 04, 1953 
TORONTO (CP - Mayor All a.n 

Lt.mport st.id Thursday that Clit!
clam of usIng Sunday to promote 
the sale of sta tt: of Israel bonds 
Is " ridiculous." 

He W8.8 replying to a letter from 
A. S. McGrath, general m anager 
of the Lord's Day Alliance who 
st.ld buying and seIling bonds on 
Sunday Is " injurious a.nd a daoger 
to thl' S\lnday privileges of aU 
cana41aD1.-

V ulCHUS of the Israel bond dri ve 
said no sales wUl be made on Sun
day, named Big Day of Jerusalem 
Week by civic proclamation to pro
mote sales of the bonds, The bond 
officials said canvassers wlll ~o 
from bOuse to house Sunday giving 
information only. 

AmOll1l Ihp seven hundred dcll'gnt~g who au enelN! the 32nd national convention of the 
Zion!'t Org.n nlz~ t l oll of C:m atl:. helct In Montrc~l l m'e!' the wcek-eltft wete the four men nbove, 
the thr l'e y oll l1$l:('1' I1H:'n 1)C 1 11 ~ Ihe youngest del ('~arey l)re~nt. Both Bernstclns par t icipated 
In the ~el"'s lon;, dC,tHug w ith le<"hnitlUes (01' (und·r.llslng and (m' seiling o( Isn.I('1 Bond In Can· 
.d.. Telegraph Journal , January 26, 1954 
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The Canadian print media 

failed to report on what media 

were invited to attend the 

Israel Bonds gala event in 

Montreal City on October 30, 

2002. The following day, in a 

busy line-up of Canadian and 

international print media 

articles, the Montreal Gazette 

reported that it had acquired a copy of Asper’s “prepared text” (later revealed 

with the title, “Dishonest Reporting: Media Bias Against Israel”), and featured 

“edited excerpts” from it, with the headline “Media have abandoned honesty in 

the Middle East.” The piece included a bold inset comment from Asper’s text in 

larger font, which read, “We must demand that journalism schools do 

a better job of teaching integrity more forcefully.”  

 

 

 
 

 

   

The Gazette included a syndication analysis of Asper’s speech by reporter Irwin 

Block on a separate page, “CanWest chief attacks ‘cancer’ in the media,” which 

was fitted amongst three other articles in a full page on Israel themes, two of 

which were on Palestinian gunmen and a Canadian Palestinian terrorist. The 

other article was on the collapse of the Ariel Sharron’s national-unity coalition.  
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From a scan of newspaper articles covering Asper’s Israel 

Bonds gala speech, it seems that the Montreal Gazette was 

responsible for leading the circuit, for running the content and 

messaging for Canadian print media on this story. This turns 

out to be an important clue to a media corporate controversy 

discussed below. 

 

On the day after Asper’s evening speech, came two versions 

of Asper’s ‘text.’ One shorter version was printed in The 

Gazette, “Media have abandoned honesty on the Middle 

East,” the other, longer version, in the National Post, “We 

must end media bias against Israel.” The Gazette stated that 

its piece was “edited excerpts from his prepared text,” and the National Post said the same, “this is an 

excerpt of Mr. Asper’s speech.” Both the National Post’s and Gazette’s versions were not “an excerpt,” but 

doctored, or altered, texts, probably authored by Asper himself, or with guided permission for alteration. 

The Gazette piece is a weird mishmash of the two, with the main difference that it ends with long excerpts 

from the end of Asper’s speech, which the National Post excludes. This same doctored text in the National 

Post appeared two days later in The Windsor Star. It would seem as though Asper had prepared at least two 

versions: one for his speech and the auditorium crowd, the other (one or two) for the print media public. 

Asper’s originating speech, “Dishonest Reporting: Media Bias Against Israel,” was later posted on the 

Israel Bonds website (can it be trustworthy?).  

 

Due to the significance of Izzy Asper’s public utterances, which may have been the first instance of its kind 

by a Canadian media mogul, I have provided a table which compares the ‘original’ with the National Post 

version, and with the odd version from the Gazette in red highlighted font. 

 

Asper’s Speech Text at the Israel Bonds Gala 

October 30, 2002 

Asper’s Signatory Text in the National Post 

October 31, 2002 
 

Throughout my lifetime I have had an unshakeable 

commitment to two cornerstones of my personal value 

system: Perhaps three, if you include Canada. My first 

commitment is to this great nation, Canada. My second is to 

Israel as a symbol and teacher of excellence for all of 

humankind, and the media as the most honorable and 

steadfast advocate, defender and distributor of truth, honesty, 

fairness, freedom, democracy and human rights.  

 

Tonight, with a combination of sadness, fear and anger, I 

must tell you that [Israel and the media] are under grievous 

assault.  

And, even more painful for me, even though at first glance 

those two pillars should be separate, I regret to say, they are 

both threatened by the same cancer and have thus become 

 

Throughout my lifetime I have had an unshakable 

commitment to three cornerstones of my personal value 

system: my first commitment is to this great nation, Canada. 

My second is to Israel as a symbol and teacher of excellence 

for all of humankind, and the third is to the media as the most 

honourable and steadfast advocate, defender and distributor 

of truth, honesty, fairness, freedom, democracy and human 

rights. 

 

With a combination of sadness, fear and anger, I must now 

tell you that both Israel and the honour of the news media are 

under grievous assault. And, even more painful for me, even 

though at first glance those two pillars should be separate, I 

regret to say, they are both threatened by the same cancer and 

have thus become inextricably linked. This is because 
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inextricably linked. This is because dishonest reporting is 

destroying the trust in and credibility of the media and the 

journalists, and the same dishonest reporting is biased against 

Israel, thus destroying the world's favorable disposition 

toward it.  

 

[Tonight] I make the charge that much of the world media 

who are covering the Arab-Israeli conflict have abandoned 

the fundamental precepts of honest reporting. They have been 

taken captive by their own biases, or victimized by their own 

ignorance. They have adopted Palestinian propaganda as the 

context for their stories. Thus dishonest reporting has made 

truth a casualty of the war, causing grievous damage to both 

Israel and the integrity of the journalistic profession.  

 

Dishonest reporting occurs in several forms. One is through 

the selection of terminology which promote a presumed set of 

facts. [Many] biased media describe the Palestinian 

perpetrators of clear acts of terror against Israel, merely as 

“militants,” “resistance fighters,” “gunmen,” “extremists.” 

The terms “cycle of violence,” “moderate Arab states,” 

“peace process,” “occupied territories,” and “illegal 

settlements” have also become tools and weapons used by the 

journalistic propagandists. The war proves there is no peace 

process, there are no moderate Arab states, the term “cycle of 

violence” is an insult to the truth, and under the Oslo 

agreements there is no prohibition against Israel establishing 

new settlements in the territory it captured from Jordan.  

 

Some examples of profound media bias against Israel which 

result in this dishonest reporting, are found in the world's 

leading media. Some of the worst in Britain are the London 

Independent, the Guardian, BBC, Sky News, Reuters, 

Evening Standard, Britain's television network ITV and the 

Daily Mirror. In the U.S., the worst offenders are CNN, ABC, 

CBS and NBC, the Washington Post, the New York Times, 

the L.A. Times, and Associated Press. In Canada, although 

not alone, the CBC provides the most slanted and biased 

information, and routinely practices dishonest reporting.  

 

The first and worst lie is what this war is all about. Dishonest 

reporting tells you that it's about territory, and Jerusalem, and 

Palestinian statehood, and alleged refugees. Honest reporting 

would tell you that it is a war to destroy Israel and kill or 

expel or subjugate all the Jews. But the media has bought and 

reported dishonestly and relentlessly the big lie that this war 

could be ended by Israeli land concessions.  

 

 

 

The second fundamental big lie is what gave rise to the 

current version of the Arab war of extermination of Israel and 

the Jewish people -- the so-called al-Aqsa uprising or 

intifada. The truth is that when Palestinian leader Yasser 

Arafat could not get the extravagant concessions he 

demanded from the Clinton's Camp David meetings, he 

planned the uprising of terrorism as a means of intimidating 

the U.S. and Israel into giving into his maniacal demands. 

dishonest reporting is destroying the trust in and credibility of 

the media and the journalists, and the same dishonest 

reporting is biased against Israel, thus destroying the world’s 

favourable disposition toward it. 

 

 

I want to make it clear that I am not here speaking for our 

own media company, CanWest Global Communications, but 

only as a concerned Canadian and a long-time journalist 

myself. As well, because my company competes with most 

Canadian media, I will not make specific reference to our 

competitors’ record, with one exception. That exception is the 

CBC – because all Canadians own it and the governments we 

elect are responsible to us and it for its quality and integrity. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Before turning to specific examples and analyzing the causes 

of this outrage, we should touch on some fundamental lies on 

which many reporters and analysts base their view of the war. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The first and worst lie is what this war is all about. Dishonest 

reporting tells you that it 's about territory, and Jerusalem, and 

Palestinian statehood, and alleged refugees. Honest reporting 

would tell you that it is a war to destroy Israel and kill or 

expel or subjugate all the Jews. That is proved by the words 

and deeds of all the key Arab Palestinian leaders. But the 

media has bought and reported dishonestly and relentlessly 

the big lie. That big lie is that this war could be ended by 

Israeli land concessions. 

 

The second fundamental big lie disseminated by world 

media, including those in Canada, is what gave rise to the 

current version of the Arab war of extermination of Israel and 

the Jewish people-the so-called Al-Aqsa uprising or intifada. 

 

The truth is that when Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat, one of 

the world's most cruel and vicious terrorists for the past 30 

years, that corrupt dictator and thief of billions of dollars of 
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But he needed an excuse, an appealing argument in which to 

clothe his new latest war.  

 

And so, in early September 2000, when Parliamentary 

opposition leader Ariel Sharon told both Israelis and 

Palestinian officials he intended to visit the Temple Mount in 

Jerusalem, legally part of Israel which is co-sited with the 

Muslim al-Aqsa mosque, they agreed and both Palestinian 

and Israeli security detachments accompanied him on his 

brief tour. This was the opportunity Arafat sought. He 

immediately unleashed the rioting, stone-throwing and armed 

attacks allegedly as a “spontaneous” uprising against Israel 

allegedly in response to Sharon's provocation! Then most of 

the world media bought the propaganda that launched the 

second big lie of the current warfare: “Sharon's visit provokes 

Palestinian rebellion.” They didn't even ask the fundamental 

question: Is this true?  

 

 

 

The third big lie is that the current conflict arises from 

Palestinian frustration over the slowness of the alleged 

“peace process.” What utter nonsense. The central, and 

conveniently ignored, fact is that the current warfare is 

merely the latest chapter in a war against the Jewish people. 

That war began in earnest 85 years ago, when in 1917, 

Britain and the League of Nations declared, with world 

approval, that a Jewish state would be established in 

Palestine.  

 

 

The region's Arabs have engaged in terrorist slaughter, riots 

and multi-Muslim states' military invasion against the Jewish 

nation ever since. The only periodic lulls in this savage and 

often barbaric assault, specializing in seeking women, 

children and elderly victims, has occurred when the Arabs 

have been resoundingly defeated. Then, they sue for peace, 

issue poor-me hand-wringing pleas for international help, and 

use the lull in the battle to regroup, re-arm and plot their next 

assault.  

 

 

 

Any reportage or commentary that is not clothed in this 

context is, at best, misleading, or ignorant and plain dishonest 

at worst. I offer a handful of examples extracted from the 

hundreds available:  

 

Recently a nationally syndicated American columnist, 

Georgie Ann Geyer, wrote a column laced with pure 

fabrications, such as “Prime Minister Sharon told his cabinet 

recently 'don't worry about American objections to our 

world-intended aid for his people, could not get the 

extravagant concessions he demanded from the Clinton Camp 

David meetings. he planned the uprising of terrorism as a 

means of intimidating the U.S. and Israel into giving in to his 

maniacal demands. 

 

But he needed an excuse. an appealing argument in which to 

clothe his new latest war. 

 

And so, in early September 2000, when parliamentary 

opposition leader Ariel Sharon (he wasn’t even prime 

minister) told both Israelis and Palestinian officials he 

intended to visit the Temple Mount in Jerusalem, legally part 

of Israel which is co-sited with the Muslim aa-Aqsa mosque, 

they agreed and both Palestinian and Israeli Security 

detachments accompanied him on his brief tour. 

 

This was the opportunity Ararat sought. He immediately 

unleashed the rioting, stone-throwing and armed attacks 

allegedly as a “spontaneous” uprising against Israel allegedly 

in response to Sharon’s provocation! 

 

It was then that most of the world media bought the 

propaganda that launched the second big lie of the current 

warfare: “Sharon’s visit provokes Palestinian rebellion.” 

They didn't even ask the fundamental question: Is this true? 

 

The third big lie is that the current conflict arises from 

Palestinian frustration over the slowness of the so-called 

“peace process.” 

 

The central, and conveniently ignored, fact is that the current 

warfare is merely the latest chapter in a war against the 

Jewish people. That war began in earnest 85 years ago, when 

in 1917, Britain and the League of Nations declared, with 

world approval, that a Jewish state would be established in 

Palestine. 

 

The region’s Arabs have engaged in terrorist slaughter, riots 

and multi-Muslim states military invasion against the Jewish 

nation ever since. The only periodic lulls in this savage and 

often barbaric assault, specializing in seeking women, 

children and elderly victims, has occurred when the Arabs 

have been resoundingly defeated. 

 

Then, they sue for peace, issue poor-me hand-wringing pleas 

for international help, and use the lull in the battle 

to regroup, re-arm and plot their next assault - and it is 

routinely launched. 

 

Any reportage or commentary that is not clothed in this 

context is, at best, misleading, or ignorant and plain dishonest 

at worst. 
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actions, I control America’.” When challenged, she admitted 

that the statement originated from an October 3, 2001 press 

release from the pro-Hamas American group, Islamic 

Association for Palestine. They claimed that it had originated 

with an official Israeli government radio broadcast. On 

checking, it turned out that no such broadcast had ever 

occurred.  

 When confronted with this information, Geyer cowered 

ignobly behind the standard liar's shield: her sources, she 

whined, “were two anonymous Israeli individuals.” Naturally, 

she refused to identify them.  

As we all know, pictures can tell a story much better than 

words. So when 100,000 supporters of Israel marched down 

Manhattan's 5th Avenue to celebrate Israel's 54th birthday 

this May, the New York Times photograph was of a placard 

“end Israeli occupation.” The same bias was repeated in the 

coverage of the huge Toronto rally in support of Israel where 

thousands of pro-Israel supporters marched. A few hundred 

anti-Israel protestors dogged the parade. But they got more 

media attention. The separate fact was that an innocent 

bystander, a Toronto Jewish doctor, was standing on the street 

watching the parade and called out his support for Israel, 

Palestinian supporter thugs beat him, and broke his shoulder. 

This was not reported.  

A great deal of the dishonesty arises from the failure to report 

and the failure to opine on many factors which must be 

considered in judging the Middle East war. Such as: Failure 

to report on the depths of Arafat’s corruption.  

Failure to report the truth of an incident in March 2001 when 

a Palestinian sniper looked through the crosshairs of his 

scope and murdered Shalhevet Pass, a 10-month-old Jewish 

baby in Hebron. Associated Press’ headline writers declared: 

“Jewish toddler dies in West Bank”. AP made no mention of 

who perpetrated the murder, and gave no indication of the 

ghastly nature of the crime. 

 

CNN has reported that 30 Palestinian women have died in 

labor while being held up at Israeli checkpoints. The story is 

a complete fabrication, generated from Palestinian 

spokesperson Nabil Sha'att. To this day, CNN has neither 

published a categorical withdrawal nor the main proven fact 

that not a single woman had died.  

In stark relief, two incidents from last March stand out. Two 

separate acts of terrorism occurred on the same day -- an IRA 

car bombing in London, and the Palestinian suicide bombing 

in Netanya. On the BBC, the word “terror” was used to 

describe the IRA bomber, but they described the Palestinian's 

suicide by a far milder term “militant.” BBC has admitted 

that it practices a double standard.  

But if nothing else in this entire sad and sordid story 

irrefutably demonstrates the inherent media bias against 

Israel, it is the Jenin massacre myth on which the herd of 

ravenous reporters descended with vulture-like hysteria. 

Hysterical, hyperbolical Palestinian propagandists shrieked 

“Massacre --5000 innocents slaughtered”. Finally, when the 

UN commission declared that only 54 Palestinians had died, 

and over half of them were armed combatants, the myth 

exploded. However, few media apologized or retracted the 

A great deal of the dishonesty arises from the failure to report 

and the failure to opine on many factors which 

must be considered in judging the Middle East war. Such as: 

 

• Failure to report honestly an incident in February 2002. 

CNN reported “Israeli police shot and killed a Palestinian in a 

gun battle Sunday near an army base in northern Israel and 

another Palestinian died nearby when a car exploded.” 

 

CNN failed to report that the two Palestinians were in the 

process of attempted double suicide bombings. They were 

strapped with explosive belts. 

 

• Failure to report that money granted to the Palestinian 

Authority by Canada has gone to produce anti-Israel 

propaganda distributed to Palestinian children. 

 

• Failure to report how the Saudi, Syrian and Egyptian media 

continue to write and propagate the myth that Jews use 

human blood for their holiday celebrations. If the omissions 

don’t adequately make the case of planned and engineered 

media bias, then the commissions of misleading reporting 

certainly cement a bulletproof case against the media. 

 

 

 

And now let me turn to by far the worst offender in 

Canada. 

 

• The CBC, along with The New York Times and other 

left-wing media, will still not label the Palestinian 

murderers as terrorists. By any world recognized 

definition of terrorism, they are terrorists, but the CBC, 

particularly in the person of Neil Macdonald, simply 

refers to them as “militants.” 

CBC Middle East correspondent Neil MacDonald refers 

to Israeli troops as “assassins” when they pursue 

terrorists. 

• CNN has reported that 30 Palestinian women have died in 

labour while being held up at Israeli check points. The story 

is a complete fabrication, generated from Palestinian 

spokesperson, Nabil Sha’att. To this day, CNN has neither 

published a categorical withdrawal nor the main proven fact, 

that not a single woman had died. 

 

 

 

• To prove that many journalists have been enlisted in the 

propaganda army of the Palestinians, in May last year, Fayad 

Abu Shamala, the BBC correspondent in Gaza for the past 10 

years, spoke at a Hamas rally and declared: “Journalist and 

media organizations are waging the campaign soldier-to-

soldier together with the Palestinian people.” 

 

 

 

BBC countered outraged complaints against his journalistic 

ethics, by saying that his remarks were made in a “private 
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charges of “genocide,” “war crimes” and “heinous Israeli 

atrocities.”  

Contrast that with a true war crime that occurred shortly after. 

It is an offense, under the Geneva war conventions, for armed 

persons to occupy any church. Yet, the whole world sat 

silently and did not condemn the crime that occurred when 

Palestinians terrorists in Bethlehem occupied the Christian 

Church of the Nativity, took its occupants hostage, and 

refused to surrender to surrounding Israeli soldiers. Rather, 

the so-called world community, aided by a silent media, 

brought huge international pressure against Israel to give up 

its barricade and let the alleged terrorists go. When Israel 

bowed to the pressure, there was no United Nations 

intervention, no Christian church intervention, and no 

condemnation of the war crimes committed by the terrorists. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Too many of the journalists are lazy, or sloppy, or stupid. 

Others are, plain and simple, biased, or anti-Semitic.  

 

It is timely, then, that we ask why is this happening? The 

answer is plain to see. Firstly, too many of the journalists are 

lazy, or sloppy, or stupid. They are ignorant of the history of 

the subject on which they are writing. Others are, plain and 

simple, biased, or anti-Semitic. The result is that the biggest 

casualties of the Palestinian-Israeli war are truth, and the 

integrity of the media.  

 

Every one of us must do what we can to correct this travesty. 

It is time to say “Enough!”  

 

 

 

The solution starts on the campus, in the journalism schools, 

then goes to the boardrooms of the media owners, and finally, 

and most importantly, with you, the public. We must demand 

that the journalism schools do a better job of teaching 

integrity more forcibly. Then, we must demand that our 

media owners invest more money in educating their 

journalists and media operators. On the university campuses, 

we must demand that the administrators of higher education 

re-take control of the teaching process, to ensure that hate is 

not taught, propaganda is not preached and that the revered 

term “academic freedom” is never used as a license to libel, a 

podium for propaganda, and an advocacy of hate. And we 

should withhold our financial support for those institutions 

that fail this obligation of educational integrity.  

And you, the public, must take action against the media 

wrongdoers. The issue here is not the media bias against 

Israel. The issue is the media bias, period. If we cannot trust 

the media in its reporting on Israel, how can we trust it on 

anything else? And if we cannot trust our media, democracy 

and our freedom are profoundly threatened. You, the public, 

must be more vigilant and aggressive by your e-mails, 

capacity.” But if nothing else in this entire sad and sordid 

story irrefutably demonstrates the dishonest reporting and 

inherent media bias against Israel, it is the Jenin massacre 

myth on which the herd of ravenous reporters descended with 

vulture-like hysteria.  

 

Hysterical, hyperbolical Palestinian propagandists shrieked 

“massacre – 5,000 innocents slaughtered,” and the United 

Nations, the Third World pawns, dutifully closed ranks to 

condemn Israel, as is routine for that corrupt organization. 

Soon the Palestinians reduced their alleged deaths claimed 

mysteriously to 3,000. Then the number of alleged deaths 

claimed mysteriously dropped to a mere 500, but the media 

still sang the massacre melody. 

 

Finally, when the UN Commission declared that only 54 

Palestinians had died, and over half of them were armed 

combatants, the myth exploded. However, few media 

apologized or retracted the charges of falsely trumpeted to the 

world. 

 

Why Is this happening? The answer is plain to see. 

 

 

Firstly, too many of the journalists are lazy, or sloppy, or 

stupid. They are ignorant of the history of the subject on 

which they are writing. 

 

Others are, plain and simple biased, or anti-Semitic, or are 

taken captive by a simplistic ideology. 

 

 

 

 

 

The result is that the biggest casualties of the Palestinian-

Israeli war are truth and the integrity of the media. Everyone 

of us must do what we can to correct this travesty. It is time 

to say “enough!” 

 

The solution starts on the campus, and in the journalism 

schools, then it goes to the board rooms of the media owners, 

and finally, and most importantly, with the public. 

 

At this time, the appropriate position for all Canadians should 

be to stand tall in support of honesty in reporting, as well as 

for the right of Israel to exist and to take whatever actions it 

needs to battle its savage attackers, and to demand that our 

media and our politicians act with honour in this quest. 
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your letters to the editor, your phone calls, your 

cancellation of subscriptions, your refusal to patronize 

advertisers. You should establish, in each of your 

communities, honest reporting response groups to call to 

account offending dishonest media. And you must become 

politically active to demand government policy consistent 

with fairness to, and support of the only beacon of democracy 

in a swamp of hate, and violence and terrorism, the state of 

Israel.  

Don't think that you are powerless. Always remember, as it 

has been truly said, that all it takes for evil to triumph is for a 

few good men -- and women -- to remain silent. We are 

witnessing the most virulent, vitriolic and vicious explosion 

of anti-Semitism, rivaled only by the rise of Nazism and its 

anti-Semitism in Europe in the middle 1930's. Left 

unchecked, it will consume all freedoms, for every attack of 

anti-Semitism in the history of mankind has always been a 

forerunner to the destruction of liberty in other sectors of 

human endeavor, not just for Jews. Therefore, I appeal to 

you, do not repeat the errors of your parents and grandparents 

who passively and complacently witnessed Canadian 

government indifference to the rise of genocide in Europe 

during the 1930's. It is time to vigorously and vigilantly 

become activists.  

As for me, I do not intend to be silent. I have carried on a 

love affair with media all my adult life, and I have also been a 

staunch supporter of Israel. At the same time, I am an 

unashamed and unrelenting Canadian patriot. I am not going 

to stand idly back to watch any of the democratic ideals that 

made Canada the envy of nations be injured, sullied or 

disgraced. At this time, the appropriate position for all 

Canadians should be to stand tall in support of honesty in 

reporting, as well as for the right of Israel to exist and to take 

whatever actions it needs to battle its savage attackers, and to 

demand that our media and our politicians act with honor in 

this quest. But, the question for you, my friends, is, what are 

you personally going to do about it? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I’ve told you what I’m doing. The question is for you, my 

friends, is what are you personally going to do about it? 

 

 

Assuming the above text from Asper’s October 30th speech was the real text, then that is the one I will rely 

upon.  

 

In his first paragraph, Mr. Asper confesses his three “cornerstones:” Canada, Israel, and the Media. Of those 

two he provides no attributes to Canada, which, oddly, he describes as his “first commitment.” For Mr. 

Asper, “Israel is a symbol and teacher of excellence for all of humankind,” but not Canada. For Mr. Asper, 

“the media is the most honorable and steadfast advocate,” the “defender and distributor of truth,” of 

“honesty,” of “fairness,” of “freedom,” of “democracy,” and of “human rights.” If Mr. Asper believes in 

Zionist Israel as “symbol and teacher of excellence for all of humankind,” and given all of the horrors 

perpetrated, all the cumulative lies to “humankind,” what are we to make of Mr. Asper through his media 

empire pulpit? 

 

Mr. Asper then states that both Israel and the Media, but not Canada, are “under grievous assault,” 

“threatened by the same cancer,” both now “inextricably linked.” That killer cancer is from “dishonest 

journalism,” one which is “biased against Israel,” which is responsible for “destroying the world’s 

favorable disposition” to the settler colonial state. He goes on to “make the charge” that “much of the world 
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media “have abandoned the fundamental principles of honest reporting,” because that world media “have 

adopted Palestinian propaganda.” Thus, “truth has been made a casualty of war,” the armaments of which 

have “damaged” “both Israel and the integrity of the journalistic profession.” If Mr. Asper believes in “the 

truth,” what of Israeli propaganda, the likes of which the world has never before witnessed, unless one 

considers, in tandem, the propaganda of big tobacco, big oil, and big Coca-Cola? 

 

These are the words from Canada’s then new ‘media mogul,’ a secular Jewish Zionist corporate commander 

of dozens of newspapers, of television broadcast stations, none under his ownership which he accuses of 

the same offense to “truth.” Who were these media offenders of the “truth?” Well, CBC, the Canadian 

Broadcasting Company, his competition, owned by Canadians since November 1936, is “the most slanted 

and biased” of the media bunch, which “routinely practices dishonest reporting.” Once one understands the 

underpinnings of Zionism, which always is aimed at ‘a turning of the table,’ to accuse others of what it is 

itself guilty of, to accuse others of bias, then one can understand Mr. Asper’s meaning here. In the other 

“excerpt” versions of Asper’s text published in the National Post and The Gazette, Asper makes further 

clarification of CBC’s misdeeds, and in fact names one of its television anchors in his offenders list of the 

truth:  

 

The CBC, along with The New York Times and other left-wing media, will still not label the 

Palestinian murderers as terrorists. By any world recognized definition of terrorism, they are 

terrorists, but the CBC, particularly in the person of Neil Macdonald, simply refers to them as 

“militants.” 

CBC Middle East correspondent Neil Macdonald refers to Israeli troops as “assassins” when they 

pursue terrorists. 

 

Due to all the political flack from Asper’s media chain, by 2003 Neil Macdonald was reassigned from 

CBC’s Middle East office to its Washington, D.C. office. 

 

As we know, when Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s Conservatives ruled over Canada, Harper began the 

serious undoing of the CBC network, deregulating and abolishing many other bodies and government 

institutions dear to Canadians. And, as we know, Harper’s close appointee, Pierre Poilievre, who was 

molded by Harper into a staunch supporter of Israel, has recently publicly vowed to eliminate the CBC if 

and when elected as Prime Minister. 

 

Asper provides “some examples of profound media bias against Israel,” naming: in the United States, 

CNN, ABC, CBS and NBC the Washington Post, the New York Times, the L.A. Times, the Associated 

Press; in the United Kingdom, “some of the worst,” being the London Independent, the Guardian, BBC (the 

UK’s CBC), Sky News, Reuters, Evening Standard, television network ITV, the Daily Mirror.  

 

Where did Mr. Asper base his partial accusatory intelligence manifesto from? Most likely from Zionist 

Isreal’s media watchers, set up throughout the world for decades, who disseminate their collected 

monitored findings to those appointed by Israel’s political leadership. Those media watchers, scrutinizing 

much more than just the media, have always been focussed on defending international media’s take on 

Israel’s theft of Palestine through military force and means. Israel’s influence upon the world’s media 

counter narratives, which it had assiduously conducted after 1948, had nevertheless become a significant 

problem, as the new political extremism in Israel under development in the late 1990s was flexing its 

muscles to further oppress homeland Palestinians. 

 

Mr. Asper ends with this statement: “I am not going to stand idly back to watch any of the democratic 

ideals that made Canada the envy of nations be injured, sullied or disgraced.”  
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The Toronto Star’s columnist Antonia Zerbisias, amongst other journalists, revealed the “truth” about Izzy 

Asper on November 10, 2002, in “One man’s take on truth, politics.” She notes that “despite the owner’s 

(CanWest’s) interest in the Middle East, the company doesn’t even maintain a full-time correspondent in 

the region,” also noting that “CanWest, Canada’s largest media organization, with its newspapers and 

networks, didn’t make [Asper’s] list” of “Media Bias Against Israel.” Similarly, in Tony Burman’s article in 

the November 9, 2002, edition of the Globe and Mail (Burman was the editor-in-chief of CBC News, 

Current Affairs, and Newsworld), Asper Should Cover Israel, Not Lecture, said that “Mr. Asper’s company 

is the only one that doesn’t have a full-time journalist in Israel.”  

 

Turns out Asper, a lawyer, had ‘gagged’ some of his news staff from talking to the public about what was 

going on inside news headquarters at The Gazette in Montreal. Zerbisias reported that “last year,” 2001, the 

year following Asper’s takeover of Conrad Black’s media empire, journalists in The Gazette newsroom 

“took a stand” against “CanWest’s national editorial policy,” being “the only journalists in the chain to do 

so.” “In turn they got hit with a gag order, which bars them from discussing newspaper doings with 

outsiders.” And that “only five months ago,” “another CanWest executive, Russ Mills, publisher of the 

Ottawa Citizen, was axed, claiming he was not terminated because he didn’t toe the Asper political line.” 

 

What is most interesting about the context of Asper’s 2001 gag order with the Gazette, is that someone 

from The Gazette had sent Zerbisias the unedited text of Sue Montgomery’s November 4, 2002, opinion 

article, “Whatever terms you use, a free press is vital for democracy.”  

 

“Late last week, Montgomery’s original column was sent to me via the electronic equivalent of the 

plain brown envelope. Her words had been edited – and many were excised, including the following: 

“What is so disturbing about what Israel Asper says is the chill it sends through newsrooms he owns 

… What journalist in the Southam chain isn’t going to second-guess a story or an opinion piece that 

may not reflect the world according to our boss?” 

 

So how many stories or columns about Israel – or about anything else for that matter – are not 

making it into Can-West papers? How many times do less courageous editors and columnists back off 

for fear of offending the proprietor? There’s no way to know. (For the record, Montgomery couldn’t 

talk to me because of that gag order. And [Gazette editor Peter] Stockland did not return my call.) 

Which is why I don’t know whether to laugh or cry at Asper’s words: “If we cannot trust the media in 

its reporting on Israel, how can we trust it on anything else? And if we cannot trust our media, 

democracy if profoundly threatened.” And so it is, Mr. Asper. And so it is. 

   

What did Sue Montgomery state in the edited version 

of her Gazette article?  

 

I agree whole-heartedly with the owner of this 

newspaper when he says that if we cannot trust 

our media, democracy is profoundly threatened. 

And I share his fears that there is already a 

great deal of mistrust out there. What I don’t 

agree with are the reasons he cites for that 

mistrust. He thinks it’s because of “dishonest 

reporting.” I think it’s because of media 

concentration in this country, which severely limits the number of points of view available in our 

news outlets. 

 

Look at the language that Asper himself used in his speech. He made clear, for example, his 

disapproval of the terms “occupied territories” and “illegal settlements” in stories about the Middle 
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East. Those terms, he asserted, are among the “tools and weapons used by the journalistic 

propagandists in their desire to create undeserved sympathy for the Palestinians and opprobrium for 

Israel.”  

 

Is it now “sloppy” journalism to refer in our articles to decisions of the UN Security Council? 

Resolution 465, for example, was passed unanimously on March I, 1900. It said settlements have no 

legal validity and that Israel's policies constitute a “flagrant violation of the Fourth Geneva 

Convention” and are a “serious obstruction to achieving a comprehensive, just and lasting peace in 

the Middle East.” Is this version of the truth no longer welcome? And if not, how can Canadians be 

sure they are being provided with a complete picture of events in the Middle East or on other issues 

on which Asper has strong convictions? Isn’t it the role of journalists to ask the tough questions and 

present different points of view, then let readers make up their own mins? 

 

He singled out the CBC and its Middle East correspondent, Neil Macdonald, claiming they “routinely 

practice dishonest reporting.” Macdonald is an outstanding reporter, but I don't envy him his job. In a 

speech to Canadian journalists last spring, he described how he has had to wade through the hatred 

and killing by both sides, and contend with ferocious lobbies here at home, to try to do what any 

journalist does - report on what he sees and hears. Macdonald has been called a Nazi, an anti-Semite 

and a hater of Israe. He has also been called a member of the international Zionist conspiracy and a 

pro-Israeli puppet. It seems to me that being called names by both warring parties is a pretty good 

indication he’s doing his job. There is dehumanization and violence on both sides, Macdonald says, 

yet both will only see and hear what they 

want. 

 

But when Israel Asper, the owner of 14 

major metropolitan dailies, 120 community 

papers and the country’s second-largest 

private English-language television 

network has this reaction, one has to 

wonder how the Canadian public is served 

by so much media concentration in the 

hands of one person. 

   

In February 2024, within the context of Israel’s 

then four-month long genocide of Palestinians, 

Marc Edge authored an on-line article with 

Canadian Dimension, “Asper’s legacy of media 

control lives on in HonestReporting Canada.” In 

explaining why he wrote his 2007 book, Asper 

Nation: Canada’s Most Dangerous Media 

Company (which he generously provides a free 

downloadable copy of in an internet link in his 

piece), he brings the reader’s attention to “David 

Mastracci’s remarkable two-part exposé in The 

Maple of HonestReporting Canada, which Asper 

was a driving force behind.” (Mastracci’s expose 

was featured in Part 1 of this report.) Edge, in 

referencing “Israel’s digital army,” writes: “Mastracci’s report shows how it [HonestReporting Canada] is 

backed by wealthy Canadian Jewish organizations in an attempt to “control the narrative” on Israel in our 

media.”    

  

https://canadiandimension.com/articles/view/aspers-legacy-of-media-control-lives-on-in-honestreporting-canada
https://canadiandimension.com/articles/view/aspers-legacy-of-media-control-lives-on-in-honestreporting-canada
https://www.readthemaple.com/meet-the-billionaire-funded-pro-israel-group-influencing-media/
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In Edge’s 2007 fascinating and revelatory investigative book, he devotes an entire chapter to Izzy Asper’s 

authoritarian control intrigue over his newspaper empire’s publishers, editors and reporters, called “The 

Gazette Intifada.” In that chapter, Edge turns to rubbish, demolishes Asper’s October 30, 2002, claims as 

the “defender and distributor of truth,” unravelling the history behind Toronto Star Antonia Zerbisias’ 

November 4, 2002, reference to Asper gagging his journalism staff because of his pro-Israelism.  

 

In a separate Chapter 9, “Dishonest Reporting,” where 

Edge describes the context of Asper’s October 30, 2002, 

speech, he quotes a Toronto Star newspaper interview 

with Asper in 2000, where Asper states, though being “a 

secular Jew,” he was nevertheless “quite Jewish in 

cultural terms,” and “very early on, I became a Zionist,” a 

“life-long pursuit of mine:”  

 

“After the 1973 Yom Kippur War, Asper had been 

instrumental in raising money and political support 

for Israel. He helped found an informal organization 

that eventually evolved into the Winnipeg Jewish 

community’s lobbying arm, the Canada-Israel 

Committee. Over the years, he had been a sharp 

critic of Canada’s foreign policy toward Israel. 

After CanWest acquired the Southam newspapers 

he often made his views known in print. In a June 

2001 speech in Jerusalem, Asper described 

Canada’s UN record of voting to condemn Israel’s 

actions against the Palestinians as “shameful”.” 

 

In Chapter 10, “Like Father, Like Children,” Asper’s son 

Leonard – now at Asper’s media company’s helm, and 

exactly one week before his father’s sudden passing from 

this earth – gave a lengthy speech from a prepared text at 

Winnipeg’s Sharrey Zedek Synagogue. His speech 

which, imitating his father’s a year previous by 

attacking the media for bias against Israel, was 

printed under inflammatory headlines, carried 

across Canada by Asper’s and other news 

publishers. Edge notes, that while Leonard Asper 

replicated his father’s attack a year earlier, 

Leonard “went one step further,” and “attributed 

the [media] bias to racism:” “The racism of news 

media was instead an “institutionalized bias 

against Israel, according to Asper.” Edge also 

noted that “Leonard Asper also saved his harshest 

criticism of the CBC for its coverage in the Middle East, 

in particular that by correspondent Neil Macdonald:”    

 

“Many reporters sent to the Middle East are 

unqualified for complex war coverage,” he [Asper] 

said. “They know nothing about the history but 

worse, they do not bother to make their own inquiries.” Most journalists, he said, did not know that 

“the terrorist and weapons-infested Jenin refugee camp is run by the United Nations and has been for 
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more than 50 years.” Sympathy for Palestinian refugees seemed to Asper undeserved and due mostly 

to the ignorance of journalists. “Most do not have any clue that the so-called Arab refugees became 

refugees because they were urged to leave by Arab leaders when they were attacking Israel in 1948.”  

 

Edge goes on to state that “Asper singled out only one media 

outlet and one journalist by name in charging “hints of anti-

Semitism” in the Canadian media,” namely Neil Macdonald, 

and includes a quote from his speech published in the National 

Post on October 1, 2003, “Media Bias and the Middle East:”  

 

“But hints of anti-Semitism are there in the Canadia 

media too. When Hezbollah, the well-known terrorist 

group, was finally banned in Canada, Neil Macdonald of 

the CBC pompously, but dangerously, suggested 

Hezbollah was a “national 

liberation movement victimized by 

unfair smears cast around by 

supporters of the Jewish state.” No 

reference to Israel, just “the Jewish 

state”.” 

 

The renewed public attack on the CBC 

by the Asper media group president and 

chief executive was a two-pronged 

attack, the second of which was of the 

preparing the way for the next federal 

election and its right-wing agendas. 

Though the Asper media group had 

publicly supported the federal Liberal 

party, it was now in switch mode, openly 

supported the ‘Conservative’ Stephen 

Harper gang determined to rip Canada to 

pieces. This agenda had been on the 

books, planned well in advance by 

Conrad Black when he designed and 

launched the National Post in 1998. 

 

 

Harper had been personally endorsed by David Asper, and CanWest’s relationship with the new 

ruling party in Ottawa was uncomfortably close for some critics. Bev Oda, a former CanWest 

executive, was named Heritage Minister with responsibility for media regulation. Derek Burney, a 

longtime Tory who headed Harper’s transition team to power, was named chairman of CanWest’s 

board of directors. A senior Global Television executive even ran as a Conservative candidate in 

Toronto. The Harper government and the Aspers engaged in an unseemly honeymoon of mutual back 

scratching. When the Senate inquiry into Canada’s news media issued a report with only mild 

proposals for reform, even those were rejected out of hand by Oda. A new round of corporate media 

consolidation saw CanWest acquire Alliance Atlantis, one of Canada’s largest media companies. The 

takeover was accomplished only with massive American investment, disregarding the country’s limits 

on foreign ownership. Most expected federal regulators to look the other way, however, under a 

CanWest-friendly Conservative government. Meanwhile, CanWest beefed up its own news service 
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with dozens of new 

hires in advance of its 

promised pullout 

from the Canadian 

Press news co-

operative in mid-

2007. 283 

 

There is an intriguing 

account in Edge’s book 

about the relationship 

between Conrad Black and 

Izzy Asper, told during a 

June 1-3, 2000, Bilderberg 

Group meeting in Belgium. 

It’s akin to a scene out of a 

Jean Le Carre post ‘cold 

war’ international spy 

novel. 

 

[Conrad] Black was 

an active member of 

the Bilderberg Group, 

a secretive trans-

Atlantic society 

thought by some to 

actually run the 

world as a kind of 

private government. 

Its annual meetings 

of industrialists and 

politicians began in 

1954 and were held 

at five-star resorts in 

Europe and North 

America. The 

invitation-only 

gatherings were 

conducted under tight 

security and 

participants were sworn not to reveal what transpired. 

 

In 1996, just after his takeover of Southam, Black co-hosted the annual Bilderberg meetings at a $6o-

million resort outside Toronto. As limousines pulled up to the former King City Ranch beauty and 

fitness spa, protesters were kept well back by security. 

 

As Black and Asper were negotiating the sale of Southam, the annual Bilderberg meetings were set 

for the luxurious Chateau du Lac Hotel just outside Brussels. Black added Asper to the guest list. 

Also there were [Henry] Kissinger and Richard Perle, a former assistant US secretary of defense who  

 
283 Marc Edge, pages 7-8. 
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Babs Asper, left, widow of Can West Global Communications Corp. founder lintel Asper, and daughter Gall, admire the (:harcoal dnllwlng of 
Mr. Asper by ottawa artIst Ell Benzaquen, The drawing was Pfesent8d to them yesterday. Ottawa Citizen April I , 2004 

Canadians must learn more about history 
of human rights, Asper daughter tells students 
BY RICHARD STARNES 

A group of Ottawa high school 
students heard yesterday that 
the decision to build a Canadian 
Museum for Human Rights was 
taken because the subject is ig
nored by institutions across this 
country. 

"They don'ttoue:h any of this," 
Gail Asper told the 41 students at 
a special ceremony at Yitzhak 
Rabin High School on Woodroffe 
Avenue. 

~Students should learn about 
the Ho!ocaust, about human 
rights from a Canadian perspec
tive. But this doesn't exist." 

Ms, Asper and her mother, 
Babs. were at the school to pre
sent certificates to Grade 9 stu
dents who had completed a 
Holocaust and Human Rights 
studies program, and to unveil a 
e:harcoal drawing of the late Is
rael Asper by Ottawa artist Eli 
Berwlquen. 

The school presented the 

drawing to the family to honour about the Canadian story of the equality," Ms. Aspersaid. 
the memory of Mr. Asper, foun- First Nations, about Nellie Me:- The Aspers and Mr. Cotler lat
der of CanWest Global Commu- roC:;'2 ':-:=-="':;:;=:-::::=::-;::l er attended a luncheon at the 
nicationsCorp. ''You are certainly not going to National Arts Centre to cele-

The studies program, com- hear about the Holocaust and brate the Isrdcl Museum's Dead 
pleted so far by 3,000 Canadian you're not going to hear about Sea Scrolls exhibit at the Cana-
students and supported by the the Charter of Rights.. dian Museum of Civilization. 
Asper Foundation, includes a YWhen Minister of Justice Jr- Mr. Cotler said: Nwhat we are 
field trip to Washington. win Cotler talks about the Char- seeing today is the emergence of 

YIn Washington. you go to the ter of Rights, be is passionate a kind of new, escalating, global, 
Holocaust Museum and to the that this is one of the most iro- virulent and even lethal anti
Smithsonian," said Ms. Asper, portant, well respected, studied Jewishness that is grounded in 
who is managing director of the documents around the world. classical anti-Semitism. It is the 
foundation. Yet Canada doesn't e:e1ebrate discrimination against, denial of, 

"You learn about the march in that Charter anywhere." assault upon the right of Israel 
the U.S. for women's rights, about It was this hole in our history and the Jewish people to live as 
black American rights and His- that spurred Mr. Asper, to laun- an equal member of the family 
panic labour rights. And you go cb plans for the human right s I ,~O{~M='C;O:c=:;," :-::::;c;:c::;:-::::-::;::-:::-' 1 
to the Jefferson Memorial and museum in Winnipeg. He in- Ust night, at a black-tie gala at 
think about the Declaration of tended it to be the largest human the museum, the Community 
Independence. rights institution in the world Rules Se:roll was dedicated to 

NBut what about Canadian sto- and the hugest Holocaust exhib- Mr. Asper. Daniel Ben Natan, 
ries? The Museum of Civiliza- it in Canada. vice-president of the Israel Mu
tion is a wonderful organization. "We want to help teach Cana- scum in Jerusalem, made a pre
but it talks about totem poles dians about our history and help sentation to Mrs. Asper. 
and the history of the aboriginal e liminate intolerance through 
people. But you' re not going to the recognition of human ~ights W1TH Al£S FROM DAVEROGERS 
hear about residential schools, as the foundation of human AND JENNIFERCAMPBEU 
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headed Hollinger’s online arm. So was National Post columnist David Frum, who would soon 

leave to work as a speech writer for U.S. President George W. Bush. Asper, who was vacationing in 

Israel, flew to Brussels. Late at night, after hours at the Bilderberg meetings, he and Black put the 

finishing touches on the deal to pass the Southam chain to CanWest. To acquire such a newspaper 

empire in one move was almost too good to be true. Building a similar television network had taken 

Asper a quarter of a century. Southam would command a steep price, however – $3.5 billion. The 

total included $2.2 billion in cash, $700 million in debt, and $600 million worth of stock, which 

would give Hollinger 15 percent ownership of CanWest. In return, CanWest Global became the first 

major television network in the world to own a large national newspaper chain. It included a dozen 

major dailies, 126 smaller newspapers, 85 other publications (mostly trade magazines), and even 

half-ownership of Black’s National Post.  

 

It was a deal that would not have been legal in Canada in the early 1980s, when cross-media 

ownership was prohibited, as it was still in many countries. The sheer magnitude of CanWest’s 

convergence move stunned many in Canada. They began questioning anew the wisdom of allowing 

such a monolithic force to dominate the media landscape. 

  

12.4. The Gazette Intifada 

 

In Edge’s book, Chapter 7, “The Gazette Intifada,” he exposes the accounts and incidents of Zionist Izzy’s 

bender breaching manipulations of journalism standards and journalist muzzling’s, revealing the Asper’s 

cumulative hypocrisy as defender of “the truth.” (These new versions, piled on top of the manipulative 

harms previously committed by former media chain mogul owner Conrad Black.) 

 

In August 2001 came the resignation of Montreal Gazette publisher Michael Goldbloom, a position he held 

since 1994, even before Conrad Black and Asper took ownerships. Reporters at the Globe and Mail 

investigated the mysterious departure and discovered that it was it because of Asper’s insistence on 

publishing “a strongly worded, pro-Israel editorial,” an editorial Asper “ordered to run in newspapers 

across the Southam chain.” In a separate investigation by The Columbia Journalism Review publication, it 

reported that “the editorial was accompanied by a no-rebuttal order from the CanWest [headquarters] 

office” in Winnipeg. Edge goes on to quote from the “British magazine The Economist” that “editors of 

CanWest newspapers had already been given strict instructions in March 2001,” to “provide pro-Israeli 

coverage of the Middle East.” It was also stated that “criticism of the broadcasting regulator was also said 

to be off-limits.” Asper replaced Goldbloom with “former Canadian Football League commissioner Larry 

Smith, who had no experience in the newspaper business,” who, of course, “pledged his full support for 

CanWest’s editorial policies.” 

 

In midst of escalating objections by Montreal Gazette news reporters that would precipitate into a unified 

opposition group to the Asper clampdowns in December 2001, who named themselves the Gazette Intifada, 

the theme of “any criticism of Israel” is dominant in Edge’s summaries. I.e., as in what “Gazette reporter 

William Marsden” said on “CBC Radio’s As it Happens” on December 7, 2001: 

 

They do not want to see any criticism of Israel. We do not run in our newspaper op-ed pieces that 

express criticism of Israel and what it is doing in the Middle East et cetera. We do not have that free-

wheeling debate that there should be about all these issues. We even had an incident where a fellow, a 

professor at . . . the University of Waterloo, wrote an op-ed piece for us in which he was criticizing 

the anti-terrorism law and criticizing elements of civil rights etcetera. Now that professor happens to 

be a Muslim and happens to have an Arab name. We got a call from headquarters demanding to know 

why we had printed this. 
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When journalist Stephen 

Kimber “quit CanWest’s 

Halifax Daily News” in 

January 2002, he stated that 

one of his columns “on the 

Middle East conflict had 

been radically altered:” “I 

cited the failure of Israel’s 

policy of escalating revenge 

in response to acts of terror 

as an example of why 

George W. Bush’s single-minded war on 

terror was also doomed.” Kimber, who 

also “taught journalism at the University 

of King’s College, would later author a 

chapter, “In the Wonderful World of Iz, It’s 

1984 All Over Again,” in the 2005 book, 

“Silenced: International Journalists 

Expose Media Censorship.” Edge got 

great insights from Kimber’s chapter. In 

his censored January 2002 column, 

Kimber wrote (quoted from his chapter in 

the 2005 book) that the Aspers were “pro-

Israel.”   

 

Kimber wrote in his 2005 chapter: 

 

I was far from alone [restrictions on 

publishing material on Israel] even 

at the Daily News. But, because I 

was a freelancer, I didn’t know 

much of what was really happening 

inside the paper. I knew the paper 

had suddenly stopped carrying Peter 

March, a Saint Mary’s University 

philosophy professor who’d been 

writing a weekly column for the 

paper for ten years, for example. But 

I didn’t know he’d been dropped because of a column he’d written that criticized Israel. I also didn’t 

know that staff columnist David Swick had been informed he was “no longer allowed to write 
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anything to do with the Middle East,” he said much 

later. “I was not perceived to be adamantly pro-

Israel.” 

 

But I was inundated with messages of support from 

journalists inside other CanWest papers, including 

one from Doug Cuthand, an aboriginal columnist 

for CanWest’s Regina Leader-Post, who’d just had 

one of his own columns spiked for daring to 

compare the plight of Canada’s aboriginals with 

that of the Palestinians. Readers called and 

emailed, too, telling me they were canceling their 

subscriptions to CanWest papers in protest. 

 

Kimber also noted that after Israel Asper’s passing, his 

“sons, Leonard and David, and daughter Gail, CanWest’s 

corporate secretary, pledged to continue in their father’s 

corporate and editorial footsteps:” 

 

On September 17, 2004, for example, an intrepid 

Ottawa Citizen reader pointed out in a letter to the 

editor that the paper had changed a number of 

words in an Associated Press dispatch from Iraq. 

The original words were “insurgents” and 

“fighters.” In the Citizen version, both words 

became “terrorists.” The word terrorist was inserted into the story seven different times. It turned out 

that editing wire copy from the Associated Press (AP), Reuters, and other international news agencies 

to conform to the Aspers’ narrow worldview was part of a recently instituted CanWest policy for all 

its papers. 

 

The same day as it published the letter, in fact, the Citizen carried another AP dispatch, this one from 

Jerusalem under the byline of Mark Lavie. The Citizen version began, “An Israeli helicopter fired a 

missile at a car in the West Bank town of Jenin yesterday, killing three terrorists. ... The three were 

members of the Al Aqsa Martyrs’ Brigades, a violent terror group linked to Yasser Arafat’s Fatah 

movement.” 284 

 

The original story used “people” where the Citizen had inserted “terrorists,” and while it confirmed 

that one of those killed was from the Brigades, which the AP’s reporter on the scene called an “armed 

resistance group,” the story added that “two others killed with him were not identified.” 

 

Despite protests from the AP and Reuters – “Terrorist is an emotive term that we don’t use in the way 

that they used it,” explained a Reuters spokesperson” 285 – and calls from the National Council on 

Canada-Arab Relations and the Canadian Arab Federation for a provincial press council to investigate 

CanWest’s “biased reporting against Muslims and Arabs,” CanWest was defiant. And as Orwellian as 

ever. 

 

Kimber became an international beacon, able to “speak publicly … unlike CanWest’s muzzled employees.” 

 
284 Terror Group Threatens to Retaliate after Israel Kills Three Followers, Ottawa Citizen, September 14, 2004. 
285 Nicolaus van Rijn, “Report Biased, Arabs Argue; CanWest Inserts Word ‘Terrorist,’ Groups Asking for an Inquiry,” Toronto 

Star, September 18, 2004. 
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Edge described how Halifax Daily News David Swick confessed “after the Daily News was sold” by 

CanWest “in 2002,” that “he had been instructed on what topics were off-limits and had been practising 

self-censorship:” 

 

“Following the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks, I wrote a few columns about that event. I was soon informed 

I was no longer allowed to write anything to do with the Middle East. The reason: I was not 

perceived to be adamantly pro-Israel. The Aspers are adamantly pro-Israel, and their papers must 

reflect this sentiment.” 
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Haroon Siddiqui, the “retired editorial pages 

editor for the Toronto Star,” and recipient of 

the Order of Canada, “gave the annual 

Minifie Lecture at the University of Regina’s 

journalism school in early March” 2002, said 

the “recent clampdown on dissenting opinion 

at CanWest newspapers … had been 

chilling:” 

 

“CanWest media are often critical, 

rightly so, of undemocratic Arabs who 

practise censorship against democratic 

Israel. Yet here we are in Canada 

witnessing creeping censorship against 

the Arabs. The Aspers have argued they 

have a right to their views. But that was 

never the real issue. Rather, it was their 

censorship of other views.” 

 

As the Southam chain journalists rose to 

action from December 2001 to mid 2002, 

some would resign, or be fired. They include: 

 

• Halifax Daily News columnist 

Stephanie Domet, resigned; 

• Halifax Daily News columnist and St. 

Mary’s University philosophy 

professor Peter March, resigned; 

• Peter Worthington, Toronto Sun 

founding editor and columnist, 

fired; 

• Michael Johansen, St. John’s 

Telegram, quit; 

• Lyle Steward, Montreal Gazette, 

quit, blaming “the two local 

thought police in the CanWest 

Ministry of Truth;” 
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And, with Israel Asper’s passing on October 7, 2003, and two months prior to his position as Canada’s 

Attorney General and Minister of Justice, Liberal MP Irwin Cotler would rise in the House of Commons 

and pass along his condolences. 

 

By 2010, after the Asper’s giant media network ultimately fell prey to bankruptcy filings, and after hacking 

away and hollowing out ‘balanced’ reporting and promoting Conservative right-wing agendas and policies, 

it was bought out by Postmedia, which David Olive would later call a “cancer” in his January 30, 2016, 

Toronto Star article, “The problem with Postmedia: Olive:” 

 

The malignancy is Postmedia Network Canada Corp., a foreign-controlled, debt-burdened 

contrivance flirting with insolvency that nonetheless is relied upon by about 21 million Canadian 

readers. Postmedia’s 200-plus media outlets, mostly newspapers, including some of the biggest 

dailies in the country, represent a far greater concentration of news media ownership than exists in 

any other major economy. And a degree of foreign ownership of the free press that would not be 

tolerated in the U.S., France, Japan or Germany. 

 

Postmedia is controlled by quick-buck hedge funds in the U.S. Leading this group is New York-based 

GoldenTree Asset Management, which alone controls 35 per cent of Postmedia. Indeed, it was 

GoldenTree that created Postmedia, just five years ago, by salvaging proud, venerable newspapers 

like the Vancouver Sun, The Calgary Herald, the Ottawa Citizen and the Montreal Gazette from the 

ruins of the Asper family’s bankrupt Canwest empire.  

 

In Marc Edge’s 2023 book, The Postmedia Effect: How Vulture Capitalism is Wrecking Our News, he states 

the following in a subchapter called “Turning hard right:” 

 

The Sun newspapers, which [Paul] Godfrey had headed for a decade and then added to Postmedia, 

had always been conservative, but the former Southam dailies like Ottawa Citizen, Montreal Gazette, 

and Vancouver Sun, had traditionally been more liberal. Even more importantly, they had been 

fiercely independent under the chain’s policy of granting local autonomy to publishers. In order to 

allow the newspapers to better reflect their communities, the Southams had always been hands-off 
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owners. That was why the Aspers encountered so much resistance at the millenium when thy tried to 

centralize editorial control in order to push their agenda of free-market economies, eliminating the  

CBC, and supporting Israel. Where the Aspers failed in moving the Southam dailies to the right, 

however, Godfrey and [Andrew] MacLeod would succeed. 

Postmedia’s partisanship for the Conservative Party became blatant during the 2015 federal election 

when it ordered its editors to endorse for re-election the decade-old government of Stephen Harper. 
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Part 13.  The Making of a Supreme 

 

Cotler says the people he really admires are those who are willing to confront evil and injustice, and 

ultimately triumph. His heroes include Raoul Wallenberg, the Swedish non-Jew credited with saving 

100,000 Jews during World War II, and more recently, Said Ibrahim, a professor jailed for human 

rights advocacy in Egypt. … [Alan Dershowitz said] “Irwin is interested in everything. If you ask 

him, he will tell you, “The Bible says you do not delay justice”.” 286 

 

Irwin Cotler and Alan Dershowitz, two prominent Zionist / Israel advocates, became buddies sometime 

back in the mid-to-late 1960s when Cotler, a Law graduate from McGill University, attended Yale Law 

School and when Dershowitz taught at Harvard Law School. Their ‘friendship,’ recognized by Dershowitz 

in his writings and media interviews, continued ever since. For instance, the Toronto Star newspaper 

reported in April 2004 that the first human Cotler contacted about his appointment as Minister of Justice, 

outside of his immediate family, was Alan Dershowitz, his “close friend.” 287  

 

Both celebrities became and are, in essence, key political advocates and legally trained gatekeepers for 

Zionist Israel: one within the realm of Canada, the other within the empire of America. In praise of their 

roles, the Jerusalem Post article of September 29, 2016, Jerusalem Post 50 Most Influential Jews: Number 

38 – Alan M. Dershowitz and Irwin Cotler, stated that the duo “are, perhaps, the most eloquent 

international advocates for Israel and,” and yes, “human rights:”  

 

“As jurists, political liberals, brilliant public speakers and prolific writers who care about civil rights 

everywhere, they are respected not only in their home countries – the US and Canada – but 

throughout the world. … They are often the first to jump to the defense of not only Israel, but of 

political prisoners and oppressed people around the world.”   

  

 

13.1.  The New Minister 

 

Liberal Party Prime Minister 

Paul Martin appointed Irwin 

Cotler as federal Minister of 

Justice and Attorney General 

on Friday, December 12, 2003. 

Of 39 ministers in Martin’s 

new Cabinet, Cotler was one 

of nine from the Province of Quebec, including Martin himself.  

 

He was sworn into Prime Minister Paul Martin’s new cabinet 

wearing a kipa, a reflection Cotler is an observant Jew and 

Zionist since his teenage days at Herzliah High School here. 

Yesterday, friends and colleagues were full of praise for his 

lifelong commitment to human rights and predicted he will 

be an activist minister. 

Ronald Sklar, a McGill law professor who met Cotler in 

1965 while both were graduate students at Yale University, 

describes him as “one of the brightest people I’ve ever 

 
286 Life and Crimes of Irwin Cotler, Toronto Star, April 18, 2004. 
287 Life and Crimes of Irwin Cotler, Toronto Star, April 18, 2004. 
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known. His ability to analyze a situation and get to the heart of an issue is unsurpassed as far as 

anyone I’ve known within the academic world.” 

Cotler’s passion includes his well-known fight to get the former Soviet Union to release prisoners of 

conscience, for which he was asked to leave that country, Sklar recalled. It is less well known he has 

fought for the release of Palestinians within Israel and worked with Palestinian human rights activists 

in conflict with the Palestinian Authority. 

Julius Gray, who also teaches law at McGill, said he is comforted Cotler will be responsible for 

justice at a time when security measures threaten to encroach human rights. Whatever will be 

proposed, “you will have at every step of the process a voice for freedom and the human rights side 

of the Cabinet,” Gray said. 288 

 

It was merely a week after his appointment that Cotler responded to the media’s questions about his 

mandate for re-examination of the “thorny process of appointing Supreme Court of Canada judges.” 289 

Hounding the new Minister was an ongoing review of the Supreme Court system by a House of Commons 

Justice Committee that began its proceedings in early November 2003. Janice Tibbetts’ syndicated news 

report for CanWest, which ran on December 29, 2003, interviewed Minister Cotler “about the secretive 

process of appointing Supreme Court of Canada judges.”  

 

The system is widely maligned for its secrecy, in which the justice minister and prime minister 

consult privately with undisclosed senior members of the legal community before the PM makes the 

final decision. There is no public list of candidates or public vetting of nominees, so Canadians have 

no opportunity to learn beforehand anything about the person who will be shaping Canadian law for 

perhaps decades to come. 

[Paul] Martin has already said he favours some sort of parliamentary vetting of potential appointees, 

a prospect Chretien rejected because he said subjecting candidates to U.S.-style confirmation 

hearings would inject too much politics into the process and therefore discourage the top contenders 

from coming forward. 

Cotler said one possible option is a system similar to Britain’s, where a new independent commission 

vets nominees to the House of Lords. 290 

 

Under Cotler’s general mandate or task of appointing Supreme Court justices, in mid January 2004 he even 

“travelled to law schools in Winnipeg, Edmonton, Toronto, Ottawa and Halifax to find out what young 

people believe should be on the justice agenda.” In an interview with Cristin Schmitz with the CanWest 

News Service, Cotler said that “he has been “inspired” by the Cri de Coeur” of Inuit law students from 

Nunavut’s Akitsiraq Law School,” and “argued that a strong grasp of the First Nations’ legal tradition 

would be helpful on the top court which is required to decide many aboriginal claims with huge social and 

financial ramifications.” Cotler coined the question and its answer: “What about the tradition of the First 

Nations? This is something that we need to think about,” and “stressed that the Supreme Court has a 

“distinguished record” in dealing with claims of systemic discrimination and historic oppression.” Reporter 

Schmitz framed the issue: 

 

The former McGill University law professor and internationally respected human rights advocate is 

the first federal justice minister in the court’s 129-year history to publicly suggest that the time may 

be ripe for appointing an aboriginal jurist to the high court. 

About 700 aboriginal people hold law degrees in Canada, according to the Indigenous Bar 

Association. There are just 20 aboriginal judges across the country, most at the lowest provincial 

 
288 Cotler named new minister of justice, The Gazette, December 13, 2003. 
289 Review planned for Supreme Court selection, Edmonton Journal, December 20, 2003. 
290 Court appointments to be more transparent, Vancouver Sun, December 29, 2003. 
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court level. No aboriginals have been appointed to a provincial court of appeal – the usual stepping 

stone to the Supreme Court of Canada. 291 

 

With two Ontario spots opening in June, the province’s largest aboriginal group has written Prime 

Minister Paul Martin urging him to appoint [Harry] LaForme because of a growing number of 

landmark legal battles involving aboriginal issues. The Association of Iroquois and Allied Indians 

was prompted by comments two months ago by Justice Irwin Cotler that the time is ripe to consider 

putting an aboriginal judge on the Supreme Court of Canada.  

Cotler’s “lofty and imaginative ideas” have inspired hope among aboriginals, who feel they have 

been shut out of the legal system, Grand Chief Chris McCormick wrote in his letter to Martin, in 

which LaForme’s resume was enclosed. Cotler made his comment before two positions unexpectedly 

opened up on the top court … Cotler would not say Monday whether he thinks one of the immediate 

vacancies should go to an aboriginal. But he said “merit” and “diversity” are two criteria that 

must be balanced. 

New Democrat MP Pat Martin also wrote the Prime Minister asking him to appoint an aboriginal. But 

the Manitoba MP said the pool should not be limited to Ontario. 292 

 

After really rousing the interests of Canada’s indigenous communities to have one of their own to join the 

ranks of Canada’s Supremes, those hopes were soon abandoned, to be dashed upon the rocks.  

 

13.2.  Sharanky’s Visit 

 

“MP Irwin Cotler is seated in the midst of the Liberal caucus, his glasses perched atop a messy lick 

of hair, his head buried in his papers. When MP Wayne Easter noisily questions the Prime Minister’s 

commitment to democracy, his Liberal colleagues erupt in a bout of righteous applause. Not Cotler. 

Rather, the man who helped free the likes of Nelson Mandela, Russian dissident Natan Sharansky and 

Egyptian blogger Maikel Nabil from various tyrannical regimes around the world puts on his glasses 

and looks around to see what all the fuss is about. Then he smiles and goes back to his notes.  

 

Ahead of last year’s election, the Conservatives mounted a campaign focused almost entirely on the 

question of Israel in Cotler’s riding. Cotler says it essentially implied he was anti-Semitic. … “Some 

of the texts I read before the election on Irwin Cotler were really ridiculous, because you can’t have a 

better champion of Israel or Jewish causes, a better champion of the deep connection between the 

connection of human rights, freedom and the state of Israel than Irwin Cotler,” Sharansky says.” 293 

 

Within three months of his new Cabinet position, Natan Anatoly Sharansky, Cotler’s ‘refusenik’ prisoner of 

conscience whom he assiduously helped liberate from Russia, came for a special visit to Canada. Both 

Cotler and Israel Minister for Jerusalem Affairs Sharansky attended an evening event at the Gelber Centre 

in Montreal (were they seated together?). It was the opening banquet of a three-day international anti-

Semitism conference in Montreal (March 14 - 16, 2004), the “daytime conference sessions” of which were 

“closed to the public,” 294 a conference sponsored by the Canadian Council for Israel and Jewish Advocacy, 

which had just been formed in January, two months previous. 295 

 
291 Cotler pushing for new thinking, The Windsor Star, January 24, 2004. 
292 PM urged to name aboriginal to Supreme Court, Edmonton Journal, March 30, 2004. 
293 Irwin Cotler’s secret: calm amid the chaos, McLean’s magazine, May 2, 2012. 
294 Anti-Semitism conference under tight security, The Gazette, March 14, 2004. 
295 “Canada's top communal organisation, the 91-year-old Canadian Jewish Congress (CJC), looks set to be dismantled to make 

way for what organisers say will be a more streamlined yet more widely representative body. Rumours of a consolidation of 

some Jewish advocacy agencies have circulated for years. They first took form in 2004 with the creation of the Canadian Council 

for Israel and Jewish Advocacy (CIJA), which many saw as a hostile takeover of the community's leadership by about a dozen of 

the country's top donor families. As its website states, CIJA is "the advocacy agent of United Israel Appeal Federations Canada 
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Since 2002, the Zionist Israel lobby began setting up, and was thenceforth deeply entrenched in, an ‘anti-

Semitic’ propaganda campaign following the September 2001 Durban anti-racism conference in South 

Africa, and Sharansky’s visit was part of that elaborate, unfolding endeavour. 296 

 

The first event – a speech by Sharansky tonight at a synagogue in Westmount – requires a 

reservation. Because of the threat of anti-Israel terrorism, and because of Sharansky’s presence, 

security for the conference is being handled by the RCMP.  

The more than 2,000 people expected to attend his speech will have to pass through metal detectors 

first. “We’re being very careful about security, obviously,” said organizer Sara Saber-Freedman, 

executive director of the Quebec Israel Committee. “We’re taking every security precaution 

recommended by the RCMP, which is responsible for Mr. Sharansky.” She declined to give details. “I 

don’t think it’s bad for people to know there’s security, but they don’t need to know what it is.” 

According to the conference program, the closed sessions include discussions of “Islamist anti-

Semitism,” and well as anti-Semitism and “anti-Israelism” in the global media, at the United 

Nations and on university campuses. … “It is certainly not the purpose of the conference 

organizers to imply that any criticism of Israel is anti-Semitic,” she emphasized. “If that were the 

case, 40 per cent of the population of Israel would have to be deemed anti-Semites.” 297 

 

According to Sharansky [on Sunday night, March 14] it’s a new and more subtle anti-Semitism that is 

aimed at the Jewish state rather than the Jewish religion or Jewish people. [He] broke down the new 

anti-Semitism into three categories:  

 
(UIAFC). It oversees and co-ordinates the advocacy work of the CJC, the Canada-Israel Committee, the Quebec-Israel 

Committee, National Jewish Campus Life and the University Outreach Committee.” Source: ‘Politics’ destroying top leadership 

body, published by the online Jewish Chronicle.  
296 I.e., the Philadelphia City centre for Middle East Forum, an Israeli think tank, launched Campus Watch in September 2002. In 

its first media release of September 17, 2002, it states that it will “monitor the attitudes of American professors and universities 

toward Islamic fundamentalism and the Arab-Israeli conflict,” to “maintain what it calls “dossiers” on professors and academic 

institutions and collect information from students regarding their teachers' political opinions.”   
297 Anti-Semitism conference begins, Calgary Herald, March 14, 2004. 
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• Demonization: Demonstrated through comparisons of Israelis to Nazis and of Palestinian 

refugee camps to Auschwitz. 

• Double standard: Occurs when Israel is singled out for human-rights abuses by the United 

Nations or advocacy groups while countries like China and Syria are ignored. 

• Legitimacy: Where anti-Semites try to deny the legitimacy of the Jewish state. 

 

Known as a tireless human-rights campaigner, Sharansky stressed the importance for democratic 

countries “to be united” … Israel “expects sympathy or at least understanding” from nations like 

Canada and the U.S. Uprisings by Jewish students on Canadian and American campuses are key as 

well, Sharansky added. “Battles on campuses are extremely important for the Jewish people,” he 

said. 298 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sharansky, who would become an Israeli politician, 299 was released from Soviet prison on February 11, 

1986, one of the early Russian Jewish immigrants, about a half million of whom arrived in Israel in the 

early 1990s. In 1996 he formed “a centrist right-wing party,” called Yisrael Ba Aliyah. 

 

The immigrants reacted against the forceful Soviet political indoctrination they had experienced in 

the USSR. Many of these expatriates despised parties and ideologies that reminded them of the 

Communist Party. In Israel, this resulted in animosity toward the Labor and Meretz parties. Finally, in 

1996 the newcomers had a particularly strong incentive to go to the ballots. Natan (Anatoly) 

Sharansky, who had spent eleven years in Soviet jails for his Zionist activity and was a hero for both 

newcomers and veteran Israelis, formed a new party … The party’s goal was to represent the 

particular interests of the immigrants. The new electoral system that allowed Israelis to split their 

vote between their preferred prime ministerial candidate and favorite party, presented the immigrants, 

as well as other groups, with an opportunity to advance their particular interests by giving their votes 

to a sectarian party while expressing their preferences with regard to broader national issues through 

the premiership ballot.” 300 

 
298 Anti-Semitism changes, Windsor Star, March 15, 2004. 
299 In Ami Pedahzur’s book, The Triumph of Israel’s Radical Right, in the appendix List of Individuals, he summarizes the 

“affiliation and most significant positions held” by Sharansky: “Yisrael BaAliyah. Likud. Minister of the interior, industry, trade 

and labor, housing and construction, Jerusalem affairs information and diaspora, deputy prime minister. Head of the Jewish 

Agency. Knesset member.” 
300 Ibid., page 125. 
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The formation of Sharansky’s party 

aided in a new shift to the political 

right, represented in large part by the 

Likud party, and by 2003, a year 

before his visit to Canada, that party, 

Yisrael Ba Aliyah, “merged with 

Likud.” As Ami Pedahzur notes in his 

2012 book (page 186), The Triumph of 

Israel’s Radical Right, Sharansky 

“shared Binyamin Netanyahu’s 

worldview and was a known 

inspiration for him (as well as for 

President George W. Bush),” and that 

Sharansky “was already an avid 

supporter of the settlers’ network,” 

namely the extremely shady takeover 

processes of Palestinian properties and 

private lands in East Jerusalem. Cotler’s emancipated prisoner from Russia and celebrated international 

hero was now an integral political player with the Zionist ethnic cleansing project, transformed into another 

idealogue monster.  
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13.3.  The Question and Problem of ‘Merit’ 

 

On Tuesday, March 30, 2004, Minister Cotler appeared before the Commons Justice Committee, where he 

advised that Prime Minister Martin would be naming two Supreme Court judges in June, about three 

months time, when the resignations of two Supreme Court justices would come into effect. One of the two 

Supreme Court sitting judges, Louise Arbour, was moving on to an assignment as United Nations High 

Commissioner for Human Rights, and the other, Frank Iacobucci (who would later serve as legal advisor 

for Cotler’s Wallenberg Centre), was retiring from the federal bench. And because of the timing of the June 

28 federal election, when Martin’s Liberal government would forfeit its electoral majority, Martin would 

defer Cotler’s nominations of the two replacements until August.  

The Canadian Zionist Israel lobby forced the issue of anti-Semitism as political party campaigns platforms during the lead up to 

the June 2004 federal election.  

 

As Janice Tibbetts with CanWest News 

reported, Cotler put several suggestions to 

the Justice Committee in March 2004 on 

how the appointments could be vetted. 

One suggestion was that he, Cotler, “could 

be confined to him[self] appearing before 

a committee to explain his choice, rather 

than subjecting contenders to public 

scrutiny.” Another possibility might 

“include an often-cited idea of calling the 

judicial committee for vetting or setting 

up a panel of experts, including a couple 

of MPs, to screen the nominee.” During 

his presentation to the committee “he 

cautioned against a new system in which 

candidates would be forced to undergo 

reputation-damaging scrutiny,” 301 

disfavoring the Supreme Court review system by 

American lawmakers. 

 

Tibbetts later reported that on Saturday, August 14, 2004, 

Chief Justice Beverley McLachlin spoke before “lawyers 

at the Canadian Bar Association annual gathering in 

Winnipeg,” stating she “had wanted the vacancies filled 

by the end of July [and] stressed that time is running out 

if the court is going to be operating at its full strength of 

nine when it reconvenes in October.” 

 

The new judges, who by tradition will be from 

Ontario, need time to wind up their personal and  

 
301 MPs hear Supreme Court proposals, The Windsor Star, March 31, 2004. 
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professional affairs, move to Ottawa and start cramming for the fall term, which begins with a 

hearing on same-sex marriage. 

The prime minister and justice minister consult informally with members of the legal community; 

however, the process takes place in private. The final decision rests with the prime minister, and 

Martin has said he intends to retain that power. 

But the Liberal government is expected to announce, as early as next week, that MPs will have a role 

in vetting the two candidates he selects. However, it is unclear whether it would happen in public or 

behind closed doors. 

Lead contenders for the coveted spots include several judges on the distinguished Ontario Court of 

Appeal, the traditional drawing pool for Ontario appointees to the high court. It is expected that one 

of the nominees will be a woman, because Arbour’s departure has reduced the female bench strength 

to two. 
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Justice Louise Charron, a Franco-Ontarian from Ottawa, leads virtually every short list. Other 

potential candidates include justices John Laskin, the son of former chief justice Bora Laskin; David 

Doherty, Marc Rosenberg, James McPherson, Robert Sharpe, Rosalie Abella, Eleanore Cronk and 

Michael Moldaver. There are also a handful of outside candidates, such as criminal lawyer Marlys 

Edwardh and Peter Hogg, the former dean of Osgoode Hall Law School. 

Meanwhile, lawyers have shelved a divisive proposal urging Ottawa to install permanent 

aboriginal representation on the Supreme Court of Canada. The Canadian Bar Association had 

planned to vote on the issue at their annual meeting Saturday, but decided at the last minute to 

postpone the debate until next year amid complaints the resolution was doomed. The proposal 

called for at least one of the nine Supreme Court judges to be aboriginal in recognition of the fact that 

they’re one of Canada’s three “founding partners” along with the French and the English. 302 

 

Through the support of his Justice Minister, Prime Minister Martin nevertheless retained the discretionary 

power to appoint an aboriginal judge to the Supreme Court despite the Canadian Bar Association’s 

resolution. But he, and his Justice Minister, chose not to exercise the discretionary power to do so. Rather 

than choosing a First Nations, Canadian-born candidate, Cotler chose a German born immigrant. 

 

There was something else brewing in the Supreme pot. 

Exactly one week before Justice Minister Cotler’s 

sudden announcement on August 23, 2004, of her 

appointment to the Supreme Court, Rosalie Abella, 

who had served on the Ontario Court of Appeal, was 

presented “the prestigious Walter S. Tarnopolsky 

Human Rights Award by the Canadian branch of the 

International Commission of Jurists.” Cotler himself 

had been the first recipient of the award ten years 

previous in 1994, and departing Supreme Court Justice 

Louise Arbour would be later honoured with the same 

in 2015. Abella’s award was presented on Monday, 

August 16th, at the Canadian Bar Association’s annual 

gathering in Winnipeg. 

 

“Also an Ontario appellate judge, Tarnopolsky is 

known among Canadian lawyers and law students 

as a scholar and human-rights advocate who 

fought passionately for the enshrinement of 

human rights. In presenting the award yesterday, 

Mr. Justice Ian Binnie of the Supreme Court of 

Canada said there is no more deserving recipient 

than “Rosie,” whose name is synonymous in our 

own time with human rights.” 303 

 

One of the newspapers included a short commentary on 

Abella’s acceptance speech: 

 

Until September 11, 2001, Abella said, North Americans assumed the rule of law was the basis for a 

safe and orderly society, but today that’s not true at home or abroad where, despite international 

 
302 Justice wants appointments free of politics, Edmonton Journal, August 15, 2004. 
303 Abella gets Tarnopolsky rights award, The Toronto Star, August 17, 2004. 

The above photo of Rosalie Abella and Lloyd 

Axworthy was included in the International 

Commission of Jurists’ website presentation list of 

Tarnopolsky Awards. Axworthy was the former Liberal 

government’s Foreign Affairs Minister. In Yves 

Engler’s 2010 book, Canada and Israel: Building 

Apartheid, he reveals in chapter 7, Political Parties, 

that Axworthy was a great friend of Israel who in 1998 

“tried to dissuade Yasir Arafat from unilaterally 

declaring a Palestinian state in the West Bank and 

Gaza a per the initial Oslo Accords.” “To celebrate 

Israel’s 50th birthday, in 1998 the Canadian 

International Development Agency and its Israeli 

counterpart, Mashav, financed a project [“a joint 

project of assistance” via Axworthy] in post-war 

Guatemala.” Guatemala would become an ally of 

Israel in United Nations’ voting record resolutions.   
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conventions and treaties, “the most important lesson of all” – trying to prevent human rights abuses in 

the first place – has not been learned. 

From Rwanda to Bosnia and Chechnya, thousands have been terrorized or murdered “with impunity” 

because the international community has no mechanism or “overriding sense of moral responsibility” 

to spur consensus on when military action is needed to protect people’s rights, she said. 304 

 

The hyperlink to Abella’s eight-page acceptance speech, Justice and Rights: Looking Back at the Future, on 

the Canadian branch of the International Commission of Jurists’ website, listing all Walter S. Tarnopolsky 

award recipients, was non-functional when accessed in late May 2024. Through diligence, it was 

fortunately retrieved elsewhere in an archival repository. Sections of Abella’s speech reveal her double 

standard, the same fatal flaw that Judy Haiven described in her blogpost on January 10, 2024, described in 

Part 4 of this report, “The Big Reveal.” 

 

For the prestigious award, in her acceptance speech Abella laid out the history of justice and her own vision 

of it, both from the perspective of Canada and internationally. She probably knew of or sensed her 

nomination as imminent. Over the first half of her speech, she stated the following: 

 

“Human rights are hard work. People have strong views about them and tend to think their own views 

are the right ones. But if people are divided in what they think the right human rights are, they are 

united in believing in justice. To me, there is no justice without human rights. In that, Canada has 

every reason to be proud. In fact, I consider this to be the Canadian justice system’s finest hour. It is 

difficult to imagine a better or more respected legal system than the one we are lucky enough to have 

in Canada. Our unique approaches to law, justice, and judging have become some of Canada’s 

newest and most sought-after exports. 

 

It happened because over the years, there were committed lawyers and advocates, one of whom this 

prize is named for, who spent their careers trying to narrow the gap between the ideals of justice and 

the reality. So we got, for example, a Charter of Rights and Freedoms; five women on the Supreme 

Court of Canada, one of whom became Chief Justice [Beverley McLaughlin]; a non-partisan, 

independent judiciary; and overwhelming numbers of women and increasing numbers of racial, 

religious and linguistic minorities, aboriginal people and persons with disabilities becoming lawyers 

and judges, converting the profession from its monolithic homogeneity a generation ago into 

something closer to the exquisite diversity that is the true Canada. 

 

And, politics aside, I think there was one and it seemed to me to be this – we were tethering our 

rhetoric about human rights to the principles of civil liberties, creating an intellectual anchor for 

human rights that was making its progress difficult. While I believe fervently that civil liberties are 

bedrock rights in a healthy democracy, I also believe, no less fervently, that human rights, which 

protect against different injustices from those cured by civil liberties, are equally important for the 

maintenance of our justice balance. We need both. 

 

Yet, as the century closed, human rights seemed to find itself having to defer to the primacy of civil 

libertarian rights principles, rather than sharing equal billing. And that is the first part of what I’d like 

to talk to you about this afternoon, focusing on human rights in a national context. The second part, 

also inspired by events in recent years, is human rights in an international context, and whether there 

too we ought to think about how we are focusing our intellectual energies. 

 

Civil liberties is a concept of rights that requires the state not to interfere with our liberties; human 

rights, on the other hand, cannot be realized without the state’s intervention. Civil liberties is about 

 
304 Rights efforts stalling: Abella, The Toronto Star, August 23, 2004. 
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treating everyone the same regardless of differences; human rights is about acknowledging and 

accommodating people’s differences so they can be treated as equals. Civil liberties is only about the 

individual; human rights is about how individuals are treated because they are part of a group. Civil 

liberties seeks to assimilate; human rights seeks to integrate. 

 

Concern for the rights of the individual monopolized the remedial endeavours of the pursuers of 

justice all over the world. It was not until 1945 that we came to the realization that having chained 

ourselves to the pedestal of the individual, we had been ignoring rights abuses of a fundamentally 

different, and at least equally intolerable kind, namely, the rights of individuals in different groups to 

retain their different identifies – without fear of the loss of life, liberty or the pursuit of happiness. 

 

It was the Second World War which jolted us permanently from our complacent belief that the only 

way to protect rights was to keep government at a distance and protect each individual individually. 

What jolted us was the horrifying spectacle of group destruction, a spectacle so far removed from 

what we thought were the limits of rights violations in civilized societies, that we found our entire 

vocabulary and remedial arsenal inadequate. We were left with no moral alternative but to 

acknowledge that individuals could be denied rights not in spite of, but because of their differences, 

and started to formulate ways to protect the rights of the group. 

 

We had, in short, come to see the brutal role of discrimination, a word we had never and could never 

use with a concept like civil liberties that permitted no differences. So we invented the term “human 

rights” to confront the abuses discrimination generated and developed remedies for arbitrary 

exclusion based on difference. We clothed governments with the authority to devise remedies to 

prevent arbitrary harm based on race, religion, colour, gender, or ethnicity, and we respected 

government’s new right to treat us differently to redress the abuses our differences attracted. 

 

It was as if we had awoken from a 300-year sleep, looked around us, realized how limited our rights 

vision had become, and, with stunning energy and enthusiasm, acknowledged more rights and 

remedies in one generation than we had in all the centuries since the Glorious Revolution in England 

in 1688-9, starting with the remarkable consensus found in the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights. 

 

What we appear to have done, having watched the dazzling success of so many individuals in so 

many of the groups we had previously excluded, is conclude that the battle with discrimination had 

been won and that we could, as victors, remove our human rights weapons from the social battlefield. 

Having seen women elected, appointed, promoted and educated in droves; having seen the winds of 

progress blow away segregation and apartheid; having permitted parades to demonstrate gay and 

lesbian pride; having acknowledged the legitimacy of the grievances of aboriginal people; and having 

retrofitted hundreds of buildings for persons with disabilities, many were no longer persuaded that the 

diversity theory of rights was any longer relevant, and sought to return to the simpler rights theory in 

which everyone was treated the same.” 

 

In the first half of her speech, Abella states that the “winds of progress” have blown “away segregation and 

apartheid,” a carefully placed statement that blatantly overlooks the Zionist project of apartheid in Israel, 

ignoring the ethnic cleansing plight of Palestinians since the 1920s. In the first half, Abella prepares us for 

the second half, beginning with “The crash of the four planes changed everything,” referring to the 

September 11, 2001 ‘attack’ on New York’s twin towers.  

 

“We realized to our horror that while we were riveted on hanging chads and butterfly ballots, 

terrorists were next door learning how to fly commercial airplanes into buildings. In less than two 
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hours on the morning of September 11, 2001, we went from being a Western world luxuriating in 

conceptual moral conflicts, to being a Western world terrorized into grappling with fatal ones. 

 

I think that what irrevocably shocked us about the horror of September 11, was how massively it 

violated our assumptions that our expectations about the rule of law were universally shared, at least 

to the extent that they would be respected in North America. Whether these expectations were 

reasonable is not the issue. They were genuine. We felt safe. We no longer do.” 

 

“The Rule of law?” What is Abella referring to? How for instance, did that Rule apply to the cumulative 

actions of the United States military since the Second World War, a nation state that would refuse to be a 

signatory to the International Criminal Court which began its activities in 2002, a nation with its United 

Kingdom ally that would commit murderous crimes in Iraq from 2003 following? Outside of “North 

America,” how did the Rule of Law apply to Israel since its inception in 1948, etc.? 

 

“Which brings me to the second part of my talk, the international justice scene, a topic the shame of 

Darfur compels us to consider – again. 

 

As the last few years have dramatically shown, just like our globalizing geopolitical and economic 

links, the global state of rights – civil and human – has an indisputable impact on the welfare of the 

world. As a corollary, I would argue that we have been far too timid as an international community 

about insisting on the centrality of human rights enforcement as a civilizing, global requirement. It is 

not just about having the right laws, it is about having and enforcing them. It is not just what 

you stand for, it is what you stand up for. 

 

This generation of international human rights had its genesis in the 1940s with the triangular 

triumph of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Genocide Convention, and the 

Nuremberg trials. These were the responsive forms of justice which reared their heads from the 

atrocities of World War II and roared their outrage. But consider what events have unfolded 

internationally since then, events the world was largely inclined to neglect notwithstanding the most 

sophisticated development of international laws, treaties, and conventions the world has ever known, 

all stating that rights abuses will not be tolerated. We had the genocide in Rwanda; the massacres in 

Bosnia and the Congo; the violent expropriations and judicial constructive dismissals in Zimbabwe; 

the assassinations of law enforcers in Columbia and Indonesia; the slavery and child soldiers in 

Sudan; the repression in Chechnya; the cultural annihilation of women, Hindus and ancient Buddhist 

temples by the Taliban; the attempted genocide of the Kurds in Iraq; the rampant racism tolerated at 

the U.N. World Congress Against Racism and Intolerance in Durban, South Africa; and the world’s 

shocking lassitude in confronting AIDS in Africa, a lassitude interrupted only when Stephen Lewis 

donated his iconic passion and indefatigable compassion to the issue.” 

 

The last paragraph, above, is Abella’s ‘schtick,’ as noted in Part 4 of this report. Abella has consistently 

ignored Israel as an occupier, colonial State, which is clearly at work here in her 2004 presentation. 

 

“How come with all our international laws to protect rights, we ignored this evidence? 

Notwithstanding what should have been the indelible lesson of the Holocaust, namely, that 

indifference is injustice’s incubator, we felt entitled somehow to defer consideration of our 

international moral obligations and hide behind contraceptive terminology like ‘domestic 

sovereignty’ or ‘cultural relativism’. 

 

And now we add a disgraceful new chapter in global insensitivity, as the world formulates a strategy 

of astonishingly anaemic proportions in Darfur, a strategy one could characterize as “Let’s keep our 

fingers crossed”, while tens of thousands are raped, mutilated and murdered. 
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As lawyers, I think we may have a tendency to take some comfort, properly, in the possibility of 

subsequent judicial reckoning in a war crimes tribunal, like Nuremberg or The Hague. But 

courtrooms offer a last resort, and are no excuse for avoiding the requisite strategic intervention. In 

short, they come too late in the human rights piece. 

 

I am the child of survivors. My parents spent four years in concentration camps. Their 2-1/2 year old 

son, my brother, and my father’s parents and three younger brothers, were all killed at Treblinka. 

 

After the war, my parents went to Germany, where the Americans hired my father, a lawyer, as a 

defence counsel for Displaced Persons in the Allied Zone in southwest Germany. In an act that seems 

to me to be almost incomprehensible in its breathtaking optimism, my parents transcended the 

inhumanity they had experienced and decided to have more children. I was born in Stuttgart in 1946, 

and my sister two years later.” 

 

The day following Abella’s nomination, Norma Greenway of the Ottawa Citizen reported that “court 

watchers … note … she’s very conscious of the rights of victims, and not just the rights of the accused.”  

 

Judge Marvin Catzman of the Ontario Court of Appeal has vivid memories of Judge Abella as one of 

his law students more than 30 years ago. … He says she has a well-deserved reputation as an 

outspoken defender of the Supreme Court of Canada as an institution, the Charter of Human Rights 

and Freedoms …. Frank Marrocco, treasurer of the Law Society of Upper Canada, says Judge Abella 

is a leader in her commitment to public service and human rights. “She has a strong streak of 

independence,” he said in an interview. “She will do what she considers to be the right thing. I don’t 

think she’ll be too concerned about what the majority think of her judgements because the majority 

isn’t what the Charter of Rights and Freedoms was created for. It’s been created to protect those 

who are often in a minority.” 

Judge Abella is married to Irving Abella, a Canadian history professor. The couple has two sons, 

Jacob and Zachary, both lawyers. 

She has taught university courses on the judicial role in a democracy, human rights and civil liberties, 

and comparative jurisprudence. 305 

 

At the time of Rosalie Abella’s nomination, the print media failed to probe into and investigate the 

association with and common ties between the Abellas and Cotler. Both Cotler (1980 – 1982) and Irving 

Abella (1992 – 1995) each served terms as president of the Canadian Jewish Congress, and in 1986 Cotler 

served as the Congress’ chief counsel “at the Deschenes Commission of Inquiry on Nazi war criminals.” 306 

Both Cotler (early 1970s) and Irving Abella (early 1980s) served as chairmen of the Canadian Professors 

for Peace in the Middle East, an offshoot of the Zionist American entity formed in 1967, American 

Professors for Peace in the Middle East. Both shared appearances as conference speakers, such as the 

February 19, 1989, conference at McGill University, Anti-Semitism in the World Today, sponsored by the 

Hebrew University of Jerusalem, the Montreal Chapter of Canadian Friends of the Hebrew University, the 

Vidal Sassoon International Centre for the Study of Antisemitism, and the Institute of Contemporary Jewry.  

 

On one occasion, all three (including Rosalie Abella) were speakers at the May 7 – 9, 1989 Canadian 

Jewish Congress Plenary Assembly held in Montreal, where both Abellas spoke on Paradigm: Problems in 

the Jewish Community, and Cotler on Confronting the Past Towards a Civilized Future. 

 

 
305 The women who will rule, Ottawa Citizen, August 25, 2004. 
306 Irwin Cotler, Wikipedia, accessed February 22, 2024. 
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Considering his ties to the Abellas, there remain nagging questions about Cotler’s nomination of Rosalie 

Abella as prejudicial or non-prejudicial. 
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Part 14.  The Rise of Cotler-Criticism 

 

Ever since the April 2002 Concordia University student occupation of Irwin Cotler’s constituency office 

(see Part 12), a small group of human justice and Palestinian advocates were keeping track of Cotler and, 

off and on, were calling him out as a hypocrite. 

 

One of the more interesting of these Cotler-criticism moments occurred on Monday evening, June 3, 2019, 

at Montreal’s Concordia University’s Sir George Williams Campus, at McConnell Building’s De Seve 

Cinema. It was at a day-long event called #RightsCity 2019, organized by: Concordia’s Genocide and 

Human Rights Studies; the Raoul Wallenberg Centre for Human Rights; the Canadian International 

Council; the McGill Centre for International Peace and Security Studies; and Amnesty International 

Francophone Canada. The conference topics included: the global fight against mass atrocities; human rights 

in China; democracy under threat; silencing journalists, the case of Jamal Khashoggi; political prisoners; 

Canada as a human rights 

leader; and Cameroon’s 

unfolding catastrophe, a 

call to action.  

 

Reported on June 5, 2019, 

by Ali Abunimah with the on-line The Electronic Intifada, Video: 

Canada activists disrupt top supporter of Israeli war crimes, three 

members of Quebec Movement for Peace, Dimitri Lascaris, Yves 

Engler and Malcolm Guy, made a public demonstration, the latter two 

of which walked up onto the conference stage holding up “Free 

Palestine” signs behind two sitting presenters, Irwin Cotler and Joanne 

Vrakas (journalist, Breakfast Television, Montreal).  

 

Dimitri Lascaris walked on to the stage alone, standing in front of the 

large Raoul Wallenberg Centre for Human Rights sign, and said to 

Cotler, the founder and chairman of the Raoul Centre:  

 

“You spoke at the [1991] event where I was admitted to the bar 

in Ontario. I remember that very clearly. And, at the time I 

remember you were a true defender of human rights, sir. But 

I’ve learned since then that you’ve refused to criticize a regime 

which is running roughshod over the human 

rights of the Palestinian people. And I find that 

disgraceful. And I 

would like you to 

answer: are you 

prepared to criticize 

Israel for anything? 

And if so, what?” 

 

After his statement, some in 

the audience began chanting 

over and over: “Cotler, 

Cotler, you will see, 

Palestine will be free.”  

CJN News: “muscular Lascaris” “looming” over Cotler. 
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“Lascaris told The Electronic Intifada on Wednesday why he thought it was important to protest 

Cotler, a high-profile member of Prime Minister Justin Trudeau’s Liberal Party. 

“Wittingly or unwittingly, Cotler has assumed the function of legitimizing the support for the Zionist 

entity among liberals and moderate progressives in Canada, and he does this effectively because in 

matters unrelated to Palestine he has engaged in advocacy promoting human rights around the 

world,” Lascaris said. “But he behaves as if historic Palestine is a human rights-free zone and as if 

the laws that apply to other actors are 

inapplicable there.” Cotler’s support 

for Israel is so unconditional that he 

publicly rebuked Trudeau’s 

government for not being pro-Israel 

enough, and blamed Hamas for 

Israel’s deliberate shooting of 

unarmed protesters in Gaza.” 

 

“Support for Venezuela Coup Effort 

During his protest on stage, Engler also mentions how Cotler has been a key supporter of the 

Canadian government’s joint effort with the Trump administration to overthrow Venezuelan President 

Nicolas Maduro, and Guy holds up a sign reading, “Hands off Venezuela.” 

Cotler was part of a panel of so-called independent experts appointed by the Organization of 

American States that called for the prosecution of Maduro at the International Criminal Court for 

supposed crimes against humanity. 

During a press conference presenting their findings a year 

ago, journalist Max 

Blumenthal also 

challenged Cotler both 

about the panel’s biases 

– Cotler, for instance, 

was a lawyer for 

Leopoldo Lopez, leader 

of the US-backed 

opposition – and for his 

silence about Israel’s 

crimes in 

Gaza.” 

 

Following the brief demonstration, the Israeli Canadian 

lobby began mounting public attention. The Canadian 

Jewish News published an on-line article on June 5 by 

Janice Arnold, Cotler speech disrupted by pro-Palestinian 

activists. In it, was a commentary on Cotler’s presentation 

after the demonstration. 

 

Cotler then returned to the Israeli-Palestinian issue, 

saying that, having “fought against a real apartheid 

regime, South Africa, it is demeaning to make a 

comparison (with Israel). I’m not saying that Israel 

is not guilty of certain human rights violations, and 

it must be held accountable like any democracy, but 

to single out it out” is wrong. 

https://globalnews.ca/news/4892715/canada-juan-guaido-venezuela-juan-guaido/
https://www.oas.org/en/media_center/press_release.asp?sCodigo=E-031/18
https://thegrayzone.com/2018/06/01/oas-anti-venezuela-pro-us-bias-right-wing-hypocrisy/
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-venezuela-lopez/former-mandela-lawyer-to-join-defense-of-venezuelas-jailed-activist-idUSKBN0LA03D20150206
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2019/02/19/the-u-s-has-covertly-supposed-the-venezuelan-opposition-for-years/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2019/02/19/the-u-s-has-covertly-supposed-the-venezuelan-opposition-for-years/
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Cotler said he has appeared in Israeli courts on behalf of both Israelis and Palestinians and noted the 

independence of its judiciary. “I support the free and democratic State of Israel and will continue to 

defend it against any false and prejudicial allegations,” he said. “We do have to act on the Palestinian 

tragedy, but you can’t say it has gone unaddressed in the court of public opinion. The problem is 

Israel is the only party held accountable; Hamas and the like have impunity,” most glaringly at the 

United Nations. “We do not protect the Palestinian people when their leadership is not held 

accountable for the atrocities perpetrated against them,” he added. 

 

On the afternoon of June 6, 2019, Michael 

Levitt, then York Centre MP, an ardent 

Zionist, tweeted out to fellow MPs to come 

to Cotler’s rescue. Hillel Neuer, the point 

man behind Israel’s UN Watch, went to the 

tweet horn, calling Lascaris “a notorious 

apologist for Assad & Maduro war crimes.” 

 

The Canadian Jewish News “staff” published a second on-line article on June 7, MPs defend Irwin Cotler, 

after pro-Palestinian protesters disrupt speech. CJN wrote, 

“Brandon Silver,” the Raoul Centre’s “director of policy and 

projects, said that” the Canadian Jewish News article of June 

5 “was shared far and wide:” “Messages of support 

emanated from around the world, including from top human 

rights lawyers like Tamara Suju, who helped initiate the 

International Criminal Court’s investigation into crimes 

against humanity in Venezuela, and even a 

note of support from Santiago Canton, who 

chaired the United Nation’s Commission of 

Inquiry into Gaza.” 

 

During the 42nd Parliament, 1st Session, on the afternoon of 

Thursday, June 6, 2019, at Ottawa’s House of Commons, 

Flamborough-Glanbrook Conservative Party MP David 

Sweet rose up in the House, during Question Period, and 

asked “the government” if it would “condemn this attack on the free speech of one of Canada’s top 

human rights defenders.” After applause from the House, Robert Oliphant, Prime Minister Trudeau’s 

Parliamentary Secretary to Chrystia Freeland, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, said “we stand with Irwin 

Cotler.” In the CJN article, underneath the photo of MP David Sweet, the caption read, “Sweet discusses an 

attempt by pro-Palestinian protesters “to shut down” Irwin Cotler’s speech.” The three ‘accused’ did not 

“shut down” Cotler’s presentation, as MP David Sweet stated to the House, but temporarily interrupted it. 
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David Sweet was 

elected as an MP in 

2006, when Stephen 

Harper’s Conservative 

Party won the federal 

election. When Sweet 

gave his address to the 

House on June 3, 2019, to support Irwin Cotler, he served as chair of 

the Conservative Party’s parliamentary national caucus. In April 2006, 

Sweet was appointed as member of the Canada-Israel 

Interparliamentary Group (CIIG), which he continued to serve in 

2007, and from 2009 to 2020. From 2011 to 2015, he chaired the CIIG. 

In 2016, he was CIIG Association vice-chair, and vice-chair from 

2017-2019. From 2008 to 2011, in 2013, 2014, 2016, and 2020, Sweet 

was an appointed member of the subcommittee on International 

Human Rights, of the Standing Committee on 

Foreign Affairs and International Development.  

 

Amongst a list of many other Interparliamentary Committee appointments, Irwin Cotler became a member 

of the CIIG in 2004, 2006, 2007, 2009-2014. He was appointed to the Justice and Human Rights 

Committee from 2000 to 2002, and from 

2011 to 2012 he became vice-chair. In 2003 

he was a member and then chair of the 

Subcommittee on Human Rights and 

International Development of the Standing 

Left to right: Conservative MP David Sweet; former 

Liberal MP Irwin Cotler; Israeli Ambassador 

Nimrod Barkan; Liberal MP David Levitt; NDP MP 

Murray Rankin. (Photo source: Dimitri Lascaris 

website, June 7, 2019, article, “Yet another Pro-

Israel Circus in Canada’s Parliament.”) MPs Levitt 

and Sweet, both who served as chairman of the 

Canada-Israel Interparliamentary Group, came to 

‘the rescue’ of Cotler. In 2022, MP Murray Rankin 

would become a member of Cotler’s Raoul 

Wallenberg Human Rights Centre. 

Oliphant was a speaker at the June 3 Concordia conference. 
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Committee on Foreign Affairs and International 

Trade, which he relinquished upon his appointment 

as Minister of Justice. He resumed his member 

appointment of this Subcommittee in 2006 when in 

opposition until 2010, and from 2011 to 2014 he was 

this Subcommittee’s vice-chair.   

 

Michael Levitt, the Yorke Centre, Liberal Party MP 

(2015-2020) was a member of the CIIG from 2015 

to 2016 when he became Association Chair. He 

became CIIG chair from 2017–2019. In 2016, Levitt 

chaired the Subcommittee on International Human 

Rights. Wikipedia biography of Levitt states (as of 

April 9, 2024): “On April 4, 2020, Levitt announced 

he would resign as an MP, effective September 1, 

2020, to become the President and CEO of the 

Canadian regional office of the Friends of Simon 

Wiesenthal Center for Holocaust Studies.” 

In Dmitri Lascaris’s June 7, 2019, website article, 

“Yet Another Pro-Israel Circus in Canada’s 

Parliament,” he comments that both MP David 

Sweet and MP Robert Oliphant had recently been 

“lobbied” by the Centre for Israel and Jewish Affairs 

(CIJA). Lascaris said that “within hours of this 

Parliamentary spectacle, Avi Benlolo, the CEO of 

the Friends of Simon Wiesenthal Center for 

Holocaust Studies (see Part 4.3 for more on 

Benlolo), asked that “our ministers also file a 

police complaint and ensure all measures are taken 

to enforce the law”.”  

 

 

 

Conservative MP David Sweet’s 

attempt to obstruct Norman 

Finkelstein lecture on campus 
 

“Information received  

through a freedom of  

information request  

has revealed that  

Conservative MP David 

Sweet intervened to  

help obstruct a lecture  

by Israel-Palestine  

expert Dr. Norman  

Finkelstein. 

The FOI, initiated independently by David Cohen, a 

member of Independent Jewish Voices Hamilton, 

revealed that Sweet had helped to arrange a meeting 

between Mohawk College President Rob MacIsaac 

and representatives of an unincorporated Hamilton 

group - the Never Again Group (NAG) - opposing 

Finkelstein’s lecture. In an email obtained under the 

FOI, a NAG representative wrote, “Thanks to David 

Sweet, MP, for helping to arrange the meeting and 

for doing battle on our side.” From 2009 until 

present, Sweet has served on the Steering Committee 

for the “Canadian Parliamentary Coalition to Combat 

Antisemitism” (CPCCA), a group that recently 

recommended that there be greater restrictions on 

political discourse relating to Israel on Canadian 

campuses. 

Although Mohawk College refrained from outright 

cancelling CJPME’s room booking for Dr. 

Finkelstein’s lecture in February, the security fees it 

imposed made proceeding prohibitively expensive. 

Ultimately, CJPME moved its event to a Hamilton-

area church, where 300 people attended without 

incident — indicating that the security services 

Mohawk stipulated were unnecessary.”  

 

 

 

 

 

(Source: excerpts from the December 13, 2011, on-

line article by Canadians for Justice and Peace in the 

Middle East.) 

 

 

 

https://www.friendsofsimonwiesenthalcenter.com/leadership/avi-benlolo
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In his article, Lascaris linked to a recent on-line website post written by Yves Engler, Canadian apologist 

for Israeli war crimes nominated for Peace Prize: 

“This supposed promoter of peace and former Liberal justice minister has devoted much of his life to 

defending Israeli violence and has recently promoted war on Iran and regime change in Venezuela. 

In a story titled “Irwin Cotler’s daughter running with Ya’alon, Gantz” the Jerusalem Post recently 

reported that Michal Cotler-Wunsh was part of the Israel Resilience and Telem joint election list. The 

story revealed that Irwin Cotler has been an unofficial adviser to Moshe Ya’alon for years. 

Former Chief of Staff of the Israeli military and defence minister between 2013 and 2016, Ya’alon 

recently boasted about his role in setting up the West Bank colony of Leshem and said Israel “has a 

right to every part of the Land of Israel.” In 2002 Ya’alon told Haaretz, “the Palestinian threat 

harbors cancer-like attributes that have to be severed. There are all kinds of solutions to cancer. Some 

say it’s necessary to amputate organs but at the moment I am applying chemotherapy.” 

Cotler has described illegal Israeli colonies in the West Bank as “disputed territories” and the 

Canadian lawyer justified Israel’s 2006 war on Lebanon that left 1,200 dead. He savagely 

attacked Richard Goldstone after the South African judge led a UN investigation of Israeli war crimes 

during operation Cast Lead, which left 1,400 dead in Gaza in 2008–09. Cotler called for the 

removal of Richard Falk as UN special rapporteur on human rights in the Palestinian 

territories and William Schabas from his position on the UN Human Rights Council’s 

International Commission of Inquiry into the killings in Gaza in 2014. Alongside attacking these 

three (Jewish) lawyers tasked with investigating human rights violations, Cotler promotes the notion 

of the “new anti-Semitism” to attack critics of Israeli policy. 

In an indication of the unquestioning depths of his support for Israeli crimes, Cotler has repeatedly 

criticized his own party and government’s (mild) expressions of support for Palestinian rights. In 

May Cotler tweeted his “regret [of a] Canadian Government statement” criticizing Israeli snipers for 

shooting thousands of peaceful protesters, including Canadian doctor Tarek Loubani, in Gaza. In 

2000 Cotler complained when the government he was a part of voted for a UN Security Council 

resolution calling on Israel to respect the rights of Palestinian protesters. “This kind of resolution, 

which singled out Israel for discriminatory and differential treatment and appeared to exonerate the 

Palestinians for their violence,” Cotler said, “would tend to encourage those who violently oppose the 

peace process as well as those who still seek the destruction of Israel”.” 

In his post, Lascaris made an insightful analysis of Cotler’s human rights record, that “he does not ascribe 

to the principle that human rights are universal:” 

At a 2006 conference held by Israel’s International Institute for Counter-Terrorism, Cotler explained 

to members of the Israeli military-industrial complex that, in order to win a war, it was necessary, 

among other things, to win the ‘hearts and minds’ of members of the public by conducting a media 

war. 

Let us recall that the Zionist entity to which Cotler has repeatedly given his advice and counsel is 

guilty of committing apartheid, that it is implementing an incremental genocide in Gaza, that its 

security forces torture Palestinian children, that its settlements in Occupied Palestinian Territory 

constitute a grave violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention and a war crime, that it is engaged in 

ethnic cleansing in East Jerusalem, and that its snipers have murdered and maimed unarmed 

protesters – including children, medics and journalists – in Gaza’s Great March of Return. 

https://www.jpost.com/Israel-Elections/Ex-Canadian-ministers-daughter-running-with-Yaalon-Gantz-580268
https://books.google.ca/books?id=l1OM6uwCnjIC&pg=PA169&lpg=PA169&dq=%22the+Palestinian+threat+harbors+cancer-like+attributes+that+have+to+be+severed.+There+are+all+kinds+of+solutions+to+cancer.+Some+say+it%27s+necessary+to+amputate+organs+but+at+the+moment+I+am+applying+chemotherapy.%22&source=bl&ots=Yw8N4Jg1MP&sig=ACfU3U26a9U_EjXTPqZKhP_BqKQ0QF_aoA&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiQjZvrnsngAhUvTt8KHQ7tBSAQ6AEwAHoECAEQAQ#v=onepage&q=%22the%20Palestinian%20threat%20harbors%20cancer-like%20attributes%20that%20have%20to%20be%20severed.%20There%20are%20all%20kinds%20of%20solutions%20to%20cancer.%20Some%20say%20it's%20necessary%20to%20amputate%20organs%20but%20at%20the%20momen
http://spme.org/spme-research/analysis/irwin-cotler-the-disgrace-of-durban-five-years-later/1812/
http://www.hadassahmagazine.org/2006/12/12/interview-irwin-cotler/
https://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Op-Ed-Contributors/The-Goldstone-Mission-Tainted-to-the-core-part-I
https://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Op-Ed-Contributors/The-Goldstone-Mission-Tainted-to-the-core-part-I
https://www.globalresearch.ca/israel-s-operation-cast-lead-1-400-palestinians-deaths-5000-wounded/19524
https://www.cjnews.com/perspectives/opinions/schabas-must-recuse-removed
https://nationalpost.com/opinion/irwin-cotler-we-are-witnessing-a-new-sophisticated-virulent-and-even-lethal-anti-semitism
https://twitter.com/IrwinCotler/status/999802895360028674
https://www.jta.org/2003/12/22/archive/canadas-new-justice-minister-irwin-cotler-is-no-shrinking-violet
https://www.ict.org.il/AboutUs.aspx#gsc.tab=0
https://www.ict.org.il/AboutUs.aspx#gsc.tab=0
https://mondoweiss.net/2017/02/palestinian-incremental-ehrenreich/
https://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/.premium-israel-tortures-palestinian-children-amnesty-report-says-1.5440012
https://international.gc.ca/world-monde/international_relations-relations_internationales/mena-moan/israeli-palistinian_policy-politique_israelo-palestinien.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.amnestyusa.org/lets-be-clear-israels-long-running-settlement-policy-constitutes-a-war-crime/
http://www.btselem.org/jerusalem/20190311_east_jerusalem_cleansing_continues
https://www.middleeastmonitor.com/20190228-un-israel-intentionally-shot-children-medics-in-gaza-protests/
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A true human rights champion understands that all peoples, regardless of their ethnicity, nationality 

or religion, are equally deserving of the protections of international humanitarian law and human 

rights law. After a lifetime of proudly promoting Israel, Irwin Cotler has proven that he does 

not ascribe to the principle that human rights are universal. Cotler therefore has no right to hold 

himself out as a human rights champion. None whatsoever. 

The timing of the demonstration protest at the June 3 conference, and the 

following vitriol raised in Parliament and on Twitter (now ‘X’), happened to 

coincide with the release of recommendations from an interparliamentary 

committee for Canada to implement a definition of anti-Semitism included in 

an “anti-racism strategy.” On Tuesday June 25, 2019, MP Pablo Rodriguez, the 

Minister of Canadian Heritage and Multiculturism, announced that his 

government was intent on adopting the International Holocaust Remembrance 

Alliance’s (IHRA’s) 2016 definition of Anti-Semitism within a new anti-racism 

secretariat in his Ministry. Irwin Cotler was present at the launch 

announcement. Nora Barrows-Friedman’s June 28, 2019, on-line post with the 

Electronic Intifada, Canada adopts Israel lobby’s contested definition of anti-

Semitism, raised concerns that the legislation “could characterize Palestinian 

rights campaigning as anti-Jewish bigotry.” She quoted the British Columbia 

Civil Liberties Association’s fears that its definition “is extremely vague, open to 

misinterpretation and a threat to freedom of expression.”  

 

Activists with Independent Jewish Voices Canada warned earlier this month that the adoption of 

IHRA “is a threat to free speech, academic freedom, and freedom of dissent.” The primary goal “is to 

ban or criminalize deep criticism of Israel and Zionism, and suppress support for Palestinian rights,” 

IJV stated, adding that their members and supporters “know that being Jewish and supporting Israel 

are two separate things.”  

 

In a November 25, 2020, federal government news release, Prime 

Minister Trudeau appointed Irwin Cotler “as Canada’s Special 

Envoy on Preserving Holocaust Remembrance and Combatting 

Antisemitism:” 

 

“With a longstanding record of leadership in the fight 

against racism, antisemitism, and hate, and extensive 

experience in human rights and justice including in cases 

related to mass atrocities, Mr. Cotler will lead the 

Government of Canada’s delegation to the International 

Holocaust Remembrance Alliance (IHRA). He will work 

with other member countries and both domestic and international partners to strengthen and promote 

Holocaust education, remembrance, and research in Canada and around the world.”   

 

On the same day of the federal news release, the group Independent Jewish Voices (IJV) Canada issued a 

responding news release, IJV Deeply Troubled by Irwin Cotler’s Appointment as Special Envoy on 

Combatting Antisemitism:  

 

In appointing Irwin Cotler to this position, the Canadian government further aligns itself with the 

highly controversial IHRA definition of antisemitism, which is being weaponized to portray 

supporters of Palestinian human rights as antisemitic, and to shield Israel from legitimate 

criticism. Unfortunately, the IHRA definition already has a long track record of suppressing 

Palestinian voices and Palestinian human rights advocates around the world.   

MP Pablo Rodriguez, 

Quebec riding of 

Honore-Mercier.  

At the June 15, 2019, 

announcement. 

https://ijvcanada.org/2019/fighting-antisemitism-is-essential-but-the-ihra-definition-is-the-wrong-approach/
http://www.noihra.ca/
https://www.ijvcanada.org/ihra-definition-at-work/
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“Following Cotler’s appointment to this post, it is critical that provincial and municipal governments, 

university administrations, and other institutions take a firm stand against the IHRA definition now,” 

says Corey Balsam, IJV’s national coordinator. “Antisemitism must be fought, but it cannot be 

done at the expense of legitimate criticism and protest of Israeli human rights violations.” 

Irwin Cotler is one of the leading proponents of the “new antisemitism” movement, which seeks to 

label criticism of Israel as antisemitic. Justin Trudeau has acknowledged Cotler’s influence on the 

Canadian government’s position against the nonviolent BDS – Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions – 

movement for Palestinian rights. 

 

“It is vital that the memory of the Holocaust be preserved and that antisemitism by taken on 

forcefully,” Balsam explains. “However, the appointment of Cotler to such a post virtually 

guarantees that the Canadian government will go about this in the wrong way. Cotler’s approach 

is likely to be counterproductive to the fight against antisemitism because it seeks to muddy the 

waters and will ultimately confuse people as to what is and is not antisemitic.”  

 

IJV is promoting its own more precise definition of antisemitism, and is part of a growing network of 

Jewish, Palestinian, civil liberties and human rights organizations that are taking a stand against the 

weaponization of the IHRA definition. This network includes the BC Civil Liberties Association, the 

Canadian Federation of Students, the Canadian Labour Congress, the Ontario Confederation of 

University Faculty Associations and many others. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xvAGXxa05zo&ab_channel=TheCentreforIsraelandJewishAffairs
https://www.noihra.ca/our-definition
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Part 15.  Lest there be Any Doubt – Cotler’s Crew and the ICC 

 

“Israel has many friends around the world. Few are like Irwin Cotler. The former Canadian justice 

minister, attorney general, parliament member, McGill law professor and overall advocate of human 

rights is one of the staunchest defenders that Israel has around the world. Defame Israel? Demonize 

Israel? You’ll likely be hearing from Cotler.” 307 

 

“The prospect of justice should be a deterrent to those who would commit war crimes. This, after all, 

was a key commitment made in the drafting of the Rome Statute, the ICC’s founding treaty, 

the Preamble of which asserts a “determin[ation] to put an end to impunity for the perpetrators of 

[grave] crimes and thus to contribute to the prevention of such crimes.” But the truth is that the 

appalling loss of civilian lives is the result of past and ongoing crimes and other unlawful actions for 

which virtually no one has yet been held to account.” 308 

 

Lest there be any doubt about the claims of Canadians invoking Cotler-criticism (see Part 14), is the pro-

Israeli state participatory role Irwin Cotler had as a Friend of the Court, an Amicus Curiae intervenor at the 

International Criminal Court (ICC) in 2020.  

 

The ICC matter was briefly summarized in a February 21, 2021, on-line article filed by Cotler-critic Peter 

Larson with the Canada Talks Israel Palestine website, Does famed Canadian human rights defender Irwin 

Cotler have a blind spot … or a hidden agenda?  

 

On February 5th [2021], the International Criminal Court, of which Canada is one of the founding 

members, released a judicial decision in which it announced it would investigate potential war crimes 

committed by Israel and Hamas in the Occupied Palestinian Territories. One might have reasonably 

expected a committed human rights lawyer and advocate, as Irwin Cotler, to enthusiastically embrace 

the work of the International Criminal Court. 

 

But alas, no. A google search for statements by Mr. Cotler on the ICC decision yields nothing, either 

from him or from the Raoul Wallenberg Centre for Human Rights which he heads. 

 

But [it] doesn’t appear to be just an oversight on his part. In fact, a year ago Mr. Cotler made a 

submission to the ICC claiming that it did not have the right to examine human rights in the 

Occupied Territories. In what is legally called an “amicus curiae” submission, Cotler argued that 

“The ICC does not have jurisdiction in relation to crimes allegedly committed in the West Bank, 

including East Jerusalem and the Gaza Strip”. He argued that Israel is off the hook because Palestine 

is not really a “state”, and therefore the ICC has no jurisdiction. (The Court subsequently rejected his 

argument, finding that it does indeed have jurisdiction noting that Palestine is recognized by 138 

countries and is an observer state member of the UN.) 

 

By way of background, Mrs. Fatou Bensouda, the former ICC prosecutor, issued a statement on May 22, 

2018, “on the referral submitted by Palestine.” Bensouda stated that the Palestinian complaint was the 

“eighth referral” the ICC had received “from a State Party since the Rome Statute came into force” in 2002.  

 

Today, 22 May 2018, I received a referral from the Government of the State of Palestine 

(“Palestine”), a State Party to the Rome Statute, regarding the situation in Palestine since 13 June 

2014 with no end date. 

 
307 Irwin Cotler: The human rights defender, The Jerusalem Post, January 18, 2019. 
308 Impartial International Justice Mechanisms – Together with International Support – Needed for Accountability for Crimes in 

Israel – Palestine Conflict, February 22, 2024, Elizabeth Evenson, Human Rights Watch, published in “ICC Forum”. 

https://iccforum.com/rome-statute
https://iccforum.com/rome-statute#Part0
https://www.raoulwallenbergcentre.org/the-centre-en
https://www.icc-cpi.int/CourtRecords/CR2020_00488.PDF
https://www.icc-cpi.int/CourtRecords/CR2020_00488.PDF
https://www.icc-cpi.int/Pages/item.aspx?name=pr1566
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Specifically, pursuant to articles 13(a) and 14 of the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court 

(“ICC” or “Court”), the State of Palestine “requests the Prosecutor to investigate, in accordance with 

the temporal jurisdiction of the Court, past, ongoing and future crimes within the court’s jurisdiction, 

committed in all parts of the territory of the State of Palestine”. Pursuant to Regulation 45 of the 

Regulations of the Court, I have informed the ICC Presidency of this referral. 

 

This is the eighth referral to be received from a State Party since the Rome Statute came into force 

on 1 July 2002. Previously, the Governments of Uganda (2004), the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo (2004), the Central African Republic (2004 and 2014), Mali (2012), the Comoros Islands 

(2013) and the Gabonese Republic (2016) each referred a situation to my Office in accordance with 

their prerogatives as a State Party. 

 

Since 16 January 2015, the situation in Palestine has been subject to a preliminary examination in 

order to ascertain whether the criteria for opening an investigation are met. This preliminary 

examination has seen important progress and will continue to follow its normal course, strictly 

guided by the requirements of the Rome Statute. 

 

An ICC press release of January 16, 2015, The Prosecutor of the International Criminal Court, Fatou 

Bensouda, opens a preliminary examination of the situation in Palestine, states that Bensouda’s Office: 

 

“… previously conducted a preliminary examination of the situation in Palestine upon receipt of a 

purported article 12(3) declaration lodged by the Palestinian National Authority on 22 January 2009. 

The Office carefully considered all legal arguments submitted to it and, after thorough analysis 

and public consultations, concluded in April 2012 that Palestine's status at the United Nations (UN) 

as an “observer entity” was determinative, since entry into the Rome Statute system is through the 

UN Secretary-General (UNSG), who acts as treaty depositary. The Palestinian Authority's “observer 

entity”, as opposed to “non-member State” status at the UN, at the time meant that it could not 

sign or ratify the Statute. As Palestine could not join the Rome Statute at that time, the Office 

concluded that it could also not lodge an article 12(3) declaration bringing itself within the 

ambit of the treaty either, as it had sought to do.   

On 29 November 2012, the UN General Assembly (UNGA) adopted Resolution 67/19 granting 

Palestine “non-member observer State” status in the UN with a majority of 138 votes in favour, 9 

votes against and 41 abstentions. The Office examined the legal implications of this development for 

its own purposes and concluded, on the basis of its previous extensive analysis of and consultations 

on the issues, that, while the change in status did not retroactively validate the previously invalid 

2009 declaration lodged without the necessary standing, Palestine would be able to accept the 

jurisdiction of the Court from 29 November 2012 onward, pursuant to articles 12 and 125 of the 

Rome Statute. The Rome Statute is open to accession by "all States," with the UNSG acting as 

depositary of instruments of accession.” 

The Office considers that, since Palestine was granted observer State status in the UN by the UNGA, 

it must be considered a “State” for the purposes of accession to the Rome Statute (in accordance 

with the “all States” formula).  Additionally, as the Office has previously stated publicly, the term 

“State” employed in article 12(3) of the Rome Statute should be interpreted in the same manner as the 

term “State” used in article 12(1). Thus, a State that may accede to the Rome Statute may also lodge a 

declaration validly under article 12(3).   

For the Office, the focus of the inquiry into Palestine's ability to accede to the Rome Statute has 

consistently been the question of Palestine's status in the UN, given the UNSG's role as treaty 

depositary of the Statute. The UNGA Resolution 67/19 is therefore determinative of Palestine's 

ability to accede to the Statute pursuant to article 125, and equally, its ability to lodge an article 

12(3) declaration.   
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Visit of the Palestinian National  

Authority Minister of Foreign  

Affairs, Mr. Riad al‐Malki, and  

Minister of Justice, Mr. Ali  

Khashan, to the Prosecutor of  

the ICC (13 February 2009) 
 

 

On 13 February 2009, Prosecutor Luis Moreno‐Ocampo met with Palestinian Minister for Foreign 

Affairs, Mr. Riad al‐Malki, and Minister of Justice, Mr. Ali Khashan, as well as with the Palestinian 

National Authority Ambassador to The Netherlands, Mrs. Somaia Albarghouti, in the ICC headquarters 

in The Hague. During the meeting, the Ministers submitted information and documents to the 

Prosecutor. 

 

BACKGROUND  

 

In accordance with the Rome Statute of the ICC (Statute), the Court’s jurisdiction extends to war 

crimes, crimes against humanity and genocide committed on the territory of a State Party, or by a 

national of a State Party. In addition, alleged crimes can come under investigation and prosecution 

before the ICC if a relevant non‐State Party or Parties voluntarily accept(s) the jurisdiction of the Court 

on an ad hoc basis (Article 12(3) of the Statute) or if the Security Council refers the situation to the 

Prosecutor (Article 13(b)).  

 

On 22 January 2009, the Prosecutor received Dr. Ali Khashan, Minister of Justice of the Palestinian 

National Authority, who briefed the Prosecutor on the current situation. The same day, Dr. Khashan, on 

behalf of the Palestinian National Authority, lodged a declaration pursuant to Article 12(3) of the Statute 

with the Registrar of the Court, and the Registrar acknowledged receipt of the declaration. 

 

Since 27 December 2008, the OTP has also received 326 communications under Article 15 by 

individuals and NGOs, related to the situation context of Israel and the Palestinian Territories; some of 

them were made public by the senders. As per normal practice, the Office is considering all information, 

including open sources. 

 

The Office will carefully examine all relevant issues related to the jurisdiction of the Court, including 

whether the declaration by the Palestinian National Authority accepting the exercise of jurisdiction by 

the ICC meets statutory requirements; whether the alleged crimes fall within the category of crimes 

defined in the Statute, and whether there are national proceedings in relation to those crimes. 
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“Canada is reaffirming its unequivocal support of  

Israel’s bid to block a Palestinian attempt to pursue 

war-crimes charges against the Jewish state at the 

International Criminal Court. The Palestinians  

“made a huge mistake” by going to the ICC, a  

United Nations institution that Canada played a  

lead role in creating in the 1990s, Foreign Affairs  

Minister John Baird said Monday in Jerusalem. 

 

Prior to meeting Israeli Defence Minister Moshe  

Yaalon as part of his five-day visit to the region, Baird said the Palestinians crossed a “red line,” and that he 

“communicated that in no uncertain terms” to Palestinian leaders a day earlier. 

 

Baird’s spokesman Adam Hodge said Canada is “considering a number of options in response to ... the purported 

Palestinian accession to the ICC.” Canada has told the prosecutor that “the Palestinians are not a state” and 

should not be allowed to join the court. “We intend to communicate further views to the prosecutor in due 

course,” Hodge said. 

 

Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu thanked Baird personally for the Canadian support. “You know that 

it’s a travesty of justice to haul Israel to the dock in The Hague, and you know that the entire system of 

international law could unravel because of this travesty,” Netanyahu said. “I thank you for your support and for 

your moral leadership, and I pledge this to you: Israel will not have its hand tied by a politicized ICC.” 
 
On Sunday, when Baird met with Palestinian officials in Ramallah, demonstrators unhappy with Canada’s 

staunch pro-Israel stance pelted Baird’s motorcade with eggs and shoes - none of which hit the minister directly.” 

 

 

 

 

 
“Israel is lobbying member-states of the International Criminal Court to cut funding for the tribunal in response 

to its launch of an inquiry into possible war crimes in the Palestinian territories, the country’s foreign minister 

said on Sunday. Israel, which like the United States does not belong to the ICC, hopes to dent funding for the 

court that is drawn from the 122 member-states in accordance with the size of their economies, Foreign Minister 

Avigdor Lieberman said. “We will demand of our friends in Canada, in Australia and in Germany simply to 

stop funding it,” he told Israel Radio. Officials told Reuters the lobbying effort would also target Japan, whose 

Prime Minister Shinzo Abe is visiting Israel. “This body represents no one. It is a political body,” Lieberman said, 

adding that he would raise the matter with visiting Canadian counterpart John Baird on Sunday.” 

 

 

 

 

 

Israeli Foreign Minister Avidor Lieberman shakes hands with 

John Baird in Jerusalem, on January 18, 2015. 
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Among those that voted against the United Nations General Assembly’s Resolution 67/19 declaring 

Palestinian state status, were Canada, Israel, the Czech Republic, Panama, and the United States. Of the 

41 states which “abstained,” they included the United Kingdom, Australia, Germany, Hungary, Poland, 

Netherlands, Romania, Rwanda, and Croatia.  

 

There is an old saying that “the wheels of Justice turn slowly.” In the case of this dispute before the ICC 

regarding Palestine’s initial complaint of 2009, which it could finally launch in 2015 and then proceed 

some six years later after the ICC ruling in February 2021, still ongoing during the October 7, 2023 

uprising and during the 2024 International Court of Justice’s case of Israel committing genocide, the 

‘wheels’, or the semblance of something attributed as wheels, were moving ‘agonizingly’ “slowly.” 

 

Registered in a December 4, 2017, document, Report on Preliminary Examination Activities (2017), it took 

almost three years for the ICC to release its preliminary findings about Palestine’s January 2015 complaint. 

The document began by stating, “The Office has received a total of 98 communications pursuant to article 

15 in relation to the situation in Palestine since 13 June 2014.” It then laid out a summary history since 

1967 of the West Bank, Jerusalem and Gaza. With respect to Gaza: 

 

On 7 July 2014, Israel launched ‘Operation Protective Edge’, which lasted 51 days. According to 

the Israeli authorities, the objective of the operation was to disable the military capabilities of Hamas 

and other groups operating in Gaza, neutralise their network of cross-border tunnels and halt their 

rocket and mortar attacks against Israel. The operation consisted of three phases: after an initial phase 

focussed on air strikes, Israel launched a ground operation on 17 July 2014; a third phase from on 5 

August onwards was characterised by alternating ceasefires and aerial strikes. Several Palestinian 

armed groups participated in the hostilities, most notably the respective armed wings of Hamas and 

the Palestinian Islamic Jihad as well as the al-Nasser Salah al-deen Brigades. The hostilities ended on 

26 August 2014 when both sides agreed to an unconditional ceasefire.  

 

Under the December 2017 report section called “Alleged Crimes,” were a list of instances for the West 

Bank and East Jerusalem. In the Gaza Crimes section: 

 

The conflict in Gaza between 7 July and 26 August 2014 resulted in a high number of civilian 

casualties, significant damage to or destruction of civilian buildings and infrastructure, and massive 

displacement. According to multiple sources, over 2,000 Palestinians, including over 1,000 civilians, 

and over 70 Israelis, including 6 civilians, were reportedly killed, and over 11,000 Palestinians and up 

to 1,600 Israelis were reportedly injured as a result of the hostilities. Figures reported by various 

sources, however, differ on the number of overall casualties, the proportion of civilian-to-combatant 

casualties, and the proportion of civilian casualties that were incidental to the targeting of military 

objectives.  

 

It has been reported that the conflict also had a significant impact on children. Reportedly, more than 

500 Palestinian children and one Israeli child were killed, and more than 3,000 Palestinian children 

and around 270 Israeli children were wounded during the conflict. In addition, several instances of 

child recruitment by Palestinian armed groups have been reported.  

 

All parties are alleged to have committed crimes during the 51-day conflict. It has been alleged that 

the Israel Defense Forces directed attacks affecting civilians and civilian objects, such as attacks on 

or affecting: residential areas and buildings; medical facilities, ambulances, and medical personnel; 

UN Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East (“UNRWA”) schools serving 

as designated emergency shelters; and various other civilian objects and infrastructure. In addition, it 

has been alleged that members of Palestinian armed groups committed crimes in relation to, inter 
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alia, rocket and mortar attacks launched against Israel, the alleged use of protected persons as shields, 

and the alleged ill-treatment and execution of persons accused of collaborating with Israel.  

 

The ICC made the following finding in its 2017 report: 

 

With regard to the specific legal regime applicable to the situation in the West Bank, Israel considers 

that the area should not be viewed as occupied territory but as a “disputed territory”, subject to 

competing claims, whose status will ultimately be resolved in the course of peace process 

negotiations. For this reason, Israel has taken the position to reject the de jure application of the 

Geneva Conventions to the territory but to apply humanitarian provisions de facto. On the other 

hand, intergovernmental and international judicial bodies have periodically made determinations that 

the West Bank, including East Jerusalem, has been occupied by Israel since 1967. These include the 

International Court of Justice (“ICJ”) in its 2004 Israeli Wall advisory opinion and the UN Security 

Council and General Assembly in various resolutions adopted over the past 50 years. On 23 

December 2016, the UN Security Council adopted resolution 2334 which reaffirmed the occupied 

status of the West Bank, and explicitly condemned the “construction and expansion of settlements, 

transfer of Israeli settlers, confiscation of land, demolition of homes and displacement of Palestinian 

civilians, in violation of international humanitarian law and relevant resolutions”.  

 

In Irwin Cotler’s September 16, 2006, on-line article called Irwin Cotler: the Disgrace of Durban – Five 

Years Later, published on the Scholars for Peace in the Middle East (SPME) website, he comments on the 

outcomes of a UN Regional Conference on Racism held in Teheran in February 2001. Within the context of 

the six resolutions passed by the Conference regarding the state of Israel, Cotler described the West Bank 

and Gaza as “disputed territories,” the same stated claim held by the State of Israel in the 2017 ICC 

document quoted above. 

 

Within a large set of documents received by the ICC on this matter, are documents from John Quigley, a 

professor of International Law at the Moritz College of Law, Ohio State University. In his February 4, 

2020, application filing to the ICC, Situation in the State of Palestine (ICC-01/18), he states: “I have been a 

member of the faculty of the College since 1969. I teach international criminal law and international human 

rights law, as well as a seminar course titled Middle East Conflict. I have published extensively in these 

areas of the law.” He states that he “served as external legal consultant to the Negotiation Affairs 

Department of the Palestine Liberation Organization when Palestine submitted an article 12(3) declaration 

in 2009.”  

 

In his May 20, 2010, Memorandum submission, Re: Posted submissions in regard to Palestine declaration, 

Quigley commented on four submissions registered with the ICC formally opposing “the validity of the 

Palestine declaration of January 21, 2009.”  

 

These are the submissions sent to the Office by the European Centre for Law and Justice, by the 

International Association of Jewish Lawyers and Jurists, by Professors Daniel Benoliel and 

Ronen Perry, 309 and by the Hoover Institution. The authors of the four submissions address a 

number of issues, but all of them address Palestine statehood and argue that Palestine is not a state. 

 

Quigley made strong, credible arguments against each of the four submitters. In the letter from the 

International Association of Jewish Lawyers and Jurists, of which Irwin Cotler is still a distinguished 

 
309 The Michigan Journal of International Law published a submission, Israel, Palestine, and the ICC, by Daniel Benoliel and 

Ronen Perry of Haifa University, in Volume 32, Issue 1, Fall 2010, pages 73-127. “The latest highly publicized moves in The 

Hague come amid mounting international pressure on Israel and a growing recognition in Israeli government circles that the 

country may eventually have to defend itself against war crimes allegations.” 
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member, which “asserts that Palestine is not a state, for failure to meet the accepted criteria for statehood, 

and for having ceded powers to Israel in the post‐Oslo agreements,” Quigley states that the Association 

appended an “opinion letter by Professor Malcolm Shaw QC,” who “makes a number of points aimed at 

disputing Palestine statehood.”  

 

He [Shaw] says that the powers held by the PNA [Palestinian National Association] are powers ceded 

to it by Israel. Shaw omits mention of the fact that Palestine territory is under belligerent 

occupation, a fact that limits Palestine’s ability to exercise control. The powers ceded by Israel are 

powers emanating not from sovereignty, but from force of arms. States whose territory is 

occupied are not able to exercise authority on issues on which the occupying power has imposed 

itself by force. 

 

After a thorough analysis with counter arguments of the four submissions, Quigley concludes:  

 

In their discussions of Palestine statehood, the authors of the four submissions seek in a variety of 

ways to negate Palestine statehood. But they omit facts inconsistent with their opinion. They also, 

in my view, misconstrue the applicable law. They provide no valid arguments against the 

proposition that Palestine is a state. 

 

In his February 4, 2020, application submission to the ICC, Quigley writes:  

 

I am author of the only book-length analysis of Palestine’s status under international law: The  

Statehood of Palestine: International Law in the Middle East Conflict (Cambridge University Press, 

2010). That book traces Palestine’s status from the time of the Peace Treaty of Lausanne (1923) and 

recounts international practice confirming Palestine’s status as a state. 

 

I intend to show how although Pre-Trial Chamber I (“Chamber”) does not need to determine a 

starting date for Palestine statehood, the longevity of Palestine’s status as a state reinforces the 

Prosecutor’s conclusion that it is presently a state. Palestine statehood dates from the Peace Treaty 

of Lausanne of 1923, which created states of Palestine, Syria, and Iraq out of the territory of the 

former Turkish Empire. During the ensuing period of a British mandate, Palestine was accepted as a 

state in the international community. Its status was considered comparable to that of a protectorate, 

namely, a state some of whose affairs are handled by an outside power. Palestine had its own 

citizenship and entered into its own treaties with other states. Palestine statehood was not 

extinguished by the events of 1948, nor by the events of 1967. Palestine statehood was re-

confirmed in 1988 with the declaration of the Palestine Liberation Organization as its 

government. 

 

A February 12, 2020, summary review filing by the ICC’s Registrar (ICC-01/18), stated that Prosecutor 

Fatou Bensouda was “satisfied that there is a reasonable basis to initiate an investigation into the Situation 

pursuant to article 53(1) of the Statute,16 and that she considers that the International Criminal Court 

(“Court” or “ICC”) has the necessary jurisdiction in this Situation.” 

 

However, mindful of “the unique history and circumstances of the Occupied Palestinian Territory”, 

the Prosecutor deemed necessary to seek confirmation that “the ‘territory’ over which the Court may 

exercise its jurisdiction under article 12(2)(a) comprises the Occupied Palestinian Territory, that is the 

West Bank, including East Jerusalem, and Gaza.  

 

On 28 January 2020, the Chamber issued an order setting the procedure and the schedule for the 

submission of observations with respect to the Request of 22 January 2020 (“Order of 28 January 

2020”). The Chamber invited the States of Palestine and Israel, as well as victims in the Situation, to 
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submit written observations on the Request of 22 January 2020 by no later than 16 March 2020. In 

addition, the Chamber held that other States, organisations and/or persons may submit applications 

for leave to file written observations by no later than 14 February 2020 and, if authorised, to file their 

observations no later than 16 March 2020. 

 

From February 12, 2020, onward, there were 42 Amicus Curiae briefs filed with the ICC on this matter. 

The Rule 103(1) of the ICC’s Rules of Procedure and Evidence states, “At any stage of the proceedings, a 

Chamber may, if it considers it desirable for the proper determination of the case, invite or grant leave to a 

State, organisation or person to submit, in writing or orally, any observation on any issue that the Chamber 

deems appropriate.” In sections 51 and 52 of the February 5, 2021, ICC decision document, it lists the 

amicus curiae parties that oppose and agree that Palestine qualifies as a state under the ICC’s “jurisdiction:” 

 

• Seven “State Representatives:” (Arguing against a Palestine State) Czech Republic, Germany, 

Australia, Austria, Brazil, Hungary, and Uganda.  

• Thirty-four “Organizations:”  

(Arguing for a Palestine State): Al-Haq Law in the Service of Mankind; Al-Mezan Centre for 

Human Rights; Aldameer Association for Human Rights; Guernica 37 International Justice 

Chambers; Intellectum Scientific Society; International Association of Democratic Lawyers; 

International Commission of Jurists; International Federation for Human Rights; International-

Lawyers.org; League of Arab States; MyAQSA Foundation; No Peace Without Justice; 

Organization of Islamic Cooperation; Palestinian Bar Association; Palestine Centre for Human 

Rights; Popular Conference for Palestinians Abroad; REDRESS; Women’s Initiatives for Gender 

Justice. 

(Arguing against a Palestine State): B’nai B’rith UK; European Centre for Law and Justice; 

International Association of Jewish Lawyers and Jurists; International Legal Forum; Israel Bar 

Association; Israel Forever Foundation; Institute for NGO Research; Jerusalem Centre for Public 

Affairs; Jerusalem Initiative; Lawfare Project; Office of Public Counsel for the Defence; Palestinian 

Media Watch; Simon Wiesenthal Centre; Shurat Hadin – Israel Law Centre; Touro Institute on 

Human Rights and the Holocaust (i.e., Anne Bayefsky); UK Lawyers for Israel.  

• Thirty-two “Individuals:”  

(Arguing for a Palestine State): Asem Khalil, Ata Hindi, David Pannick, Frank Romano, Giulia 

Pinzauti, Ms Halla Shoaibi, Hatem Bazian, John Quigley, Ralph Wilde, Richard Falk, Robert 

Heinsch, Uri Weiss. 

(Arguing against a Palestine State): Andrew Tucker, Ms Daphne Richemond-Barak, David Crane, 

Ambassador Dennis Ross, Eyal Benvenisti, Geoffrey Corn, Gil Troy, Gregory Rose, Guglielmo 

Verdirame, Irwin Cotler, Jean-Francois Gaudreault-DesBiens, Laurie Blank, Malcolm N. Shaw, 

Matthijs de Blois, Robbie Sabel, Robert Badinter, William Shabas, Stephen J. Rapp, Todd F. 

Buchwald, and Yael Vias Gvirsman. 

 

On February 14, 2020, McGill University professor Irwin Cotler, University of Paris professor Robert 

Badinter, United States Army Judge Advocate General’s School professor David Crane, University of 

Montreal professor Jean-Francois Gaudreault-DesBiens, UK House of Lords David Pannick, and King’s 

College London professor Guglielmo Verdirame filed a 12-page Amicus Curiae application to the ICC on 

the “Situation on the State of Palestine.” The application included academic history biographies of each 

named party. “This is a request … for leave to file written observations as amicus curiae on the question of 

jurisdiction in order to assist the Court in ruling on the “Prosecution Request pursuant to article 19(3) for a 

ruling on the Court’s territorial jurisdiction in Palestine” of 22 January 2020.” They summarized: 

 

The ICC does not have jurisdiction in relation to crimes allegedly committed in the West Bank, 

including East Jerusalem and the Gaza Strip (“Gaza”).  
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First, the term “State” under Article 12(2)(a) of the ICC Statute was intended to mean a sovereign 

State.  

Second, Palestine is not a “State” for the purposes of Article 12(2)(a) of the ICC Statute merely 

because of its accession to the Rome Statute.  

Third, it would not be appropriate for the ICC to determine whether or not Palestine is a sovereign 

State as a matter of general international law or whether the conduct in question occurred “on the 

territory of” Palestine when the parties are engaged in reaching a negotiated solution to statehood and 

boundaries.  

Fourth, Palestine does not meet the criteria for statehood as a matter of general international law. 

Fifth, the Oslo Accords bar the exercise of the Court’s jurisdiction. 

 

Preventing impunity for international crimes which take place on the territory of entities which do not 

meet the legal test for a sovereign State does not require or permit the Court to improperly shoe-horn 

non-State entities within Article 12(2)(a) of the ICC Statute. 

 

Cotler’s Crew 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On March 16, 2020, Cotler’s Amicus 

Curiae crew filed their 29-page brief. In the 

crew’s collective legal arguments against 

Palestine as a state, they added three more 

summary points to the four points 

submitted in their original filing summary:  

 

Five: Palestine is not a State for the 

purposes of Article 12(2)(a) of the 

ICC Statute as a result of UN 

General Assembly Resolution 67/19. 

Six: Palestinian Authority does not possess the requisite criminal jurisdiction in order to delegate it to 

the ICC. 

Seven: a finding that Palestine is not a State for the purposes of Article 12(2)(a) of the ICC Statute 

need not result in impunity.  

 

Presumably, Irwin Cotler had enlisted his five crew members. Upon this presumption, questions come to 

mind about how and why he chose them. Did he have a rolodex on his desk, and began contacting parties 

by the order on his list? Who funded the crew, or did they provide their services pro bono? However, they, 

and the other 21 Amicus Curiae pro-Israeli parties that similarly argued, through serious financial backing, 

against Palestine as a state, were soon to be sorrily disappointed.  

 
United States Army 

Judge Advocate 

General’s School 

professor David 

Crane 

 

 
University of 

Montreal professor 

Jean-Francois 

Gaudreault-

DesBiens 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
UK House of 

Lords David 

Pannick 

 

 

 

 
King’s College 

London professor 

Guglielmo 

Verdirame 

 

 

 

 

 
University of Paris 

professor Robert 
Badinter 
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After months of review, 

laid out in its 60-page 

February 5, 2021, 

Decision, two of the three 

ICC judges, Marc Perrin 

de Brichambaut and 

Reine Adelaide Sophie 

Alapini-Gansou, ruled in 

favor of Palestine, the 

“Majority Decision,” as a 

state party to the ICC’s 

Rome Statute, with the 

presiding justice, Peter 

Kovacs, having a “partly dissenting opinion” explained in his 163-page February 5th filing.  

 

 

                 Professor John B. Quigley 

 

March 3, 2020, Amicus Curiae submission to the ICC 

 

1. The Prosecutor’s Request correctly finds that Palestine is a  

state and that its territory encompasses the areas of Palestine 

occupied by Israel in 1967. This submission examines key issues  

relevant to Palestine’s statehood and explains how state practice  

and determinations made by courts and other institutions confirm  

her conclusion. The submission traces Palestine statehood to its  

origin in 1923 and demonstrates that Palestine has been a state  

continuously since that time. The submission explains why  

arguments against Palestine’s statehood are based on a  

misapprehension of how a court is to approach a question of  

statehood. It explains, in particular, why the Convention on the  

Rights and Duties of States (Montevideo, 1933) is not relevant in  

this regard. The Prosecutor correctly regards statehood as an issue of fact to be assessed by a court when 

required. 

 

III. CONCLUSION 

 

59. The issue of Palestine statehood is a legal matter unrelated to political considerations. To say that 

Palestine is a state is to take no position on the equities of the Israel-Palestine situation. It implies no 

position on how the two parties should resolve their differences. It implies no position on whether 

Palestine and Israel should merge into a single state, or whether they should remain as two separate 

states, or whether they should form a federation with each other. It implies no position on the 

controversies relating to Israel’s settlements in Palestinian territory or other such issues. The issue of 

Palestine statehood needs to be analyzed based on the rules followed by the international community in 

accepting entities as states. The issue is not the domain of analysts who fetishize an article in an 85-

year-old regional treaty to create requirements for statehood that international practice simply does not 

reflect. 
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Pearce Clancy, for Al-Haq, authored a May 2020 review paper, Arguments Raised in Amici Curiae 

Submissions in the Situation in the State of Palestine Before the International Criminal Court. He 

concluded, in part: 

 

Al-Haq [a Palestinian rights organization], PCHR [Palestinian Centre for Human Rights], Al Mezan 

[Centre for Human Rights] and Al-Dameer [Association for Human Rights] reiterate our broad 

endorsement of the Prosecutor’s [Bensouda’s] analysis in her Request and call upon her to continue 

to take positive action, alongside her international partners, to end the pervasive culture of impunity 

for Israeli crimes in the Occupied Palestinian Territory.   

 

Due to the ongoing occupation of Palestine, as well as the strategic fragmentation of the Palestinian 

people, imposed by the State of Israel, We stress that international law, including international 

criminal law and the Rome Statute, is capable of meeting such challenges; the current process before 

the ICC represents the final means by which criminal justice and accountability may be achieved for 

perpetrators of war crimes and crimes against humanity in Palestine. Palestinian victims have long 

suffered, without any meaningful avenues with which to pursue justice. It is imperative that an 

investigation is immediately opened, and that any attempts to frustrate such an important step is 

challenged and surmounted. 

 

On February 7, 2021, two days after the ICC determination, Canada’s Minister of Foreign Affairs, Marc 

Garneau, issued a statement. Garneau stated: “Canada’s longstanding position remains that it does not 

recognize a Palestinian state and therefore does not recognize its accession to international treaties, 

including the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court. Canada has communicated this position to 

the Court on various occasions.”  

 

Similarly, UK Prime Minister Boris Johnson wrote the following to the Conservative Friends of Israel on 

April 9, 2021:  

 

“We oppose the ICC’s investigation into war crimes in Palestine. We do not accept that the ICC has 

jurisdiction in this instance, given that Israel is not a party to the Statute of Rome and Palestine is not 

a sovereign state. This investigation gives the impression of being a partial and prejudicial attack on a 

friend and ally of the U.K.’s.” 

 

In Germany’s and Australia’s March 16, 2020, Amicus Curiae filings with the ICC, they both also rejected 

the possibility of Palestine as a state. 

 

The April 24, 2023, article by Insaf Rezagui and 

Mohammed Qawasma, The ICC Palestinian 

Challenge, published on the Juticeinfo.net 

website, states “there has been no progress in the 

investigation” by the ICC into the Palestine 

charges.  

 

New Prosecutor Karim Khan, in office 

since June 2021, has never visited the 

Palestinian territories, only announcing last 

December his intention to “visit” Palestine. 

Since then, new operations and Israeli 

military raids have taken place in the Old 

City of Jerusalem, on the Esplanade of the Mosques, in the 
Drawing by Ramzy Taweel, Palestinian  

illustrator, made in December 2019. 

https://fr.timesofisrael.com/le-procureur-de-la-cpi-dit-avoir-lobjectif-de-visiter-la-palestine-en-2023/
https://www.france24.com/fr/moyen-orient/20230405-isra%C3%ABl-essuie-des-critiques-apr%C3%A8s-des-heurts-dans-la-mosqu%C3%A9e-al-aqsa-%C3%A0-j%C3%A9rusalem
https://www.france24.com/fr/moyen-orient/20230405-isra%C3%ABl-essuie-des-critiques-apr%C3%A8s-des-heurts-dans-la-mosqu%C3%A9e-al-aqsa-%C3%A0-j%C3%A9rusalem
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Gaza Strip and in many cities of the West Bank such as Jenin and Nablus. There are several reasons 

for the paralysis of the Palestinian case at the ICC. 

 

Firstly, the Israeli authorities do not intend to cooperate with the Prosecutor and would refuse 

members of the Court entry to the Israeli and Palestinian territories to collect material 

evidence. Secondly, the Prosecutor has a pragmatic policy in managing his investigations, partly due 

to the lack of resources at his disposal. The Russian invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 reinforces 

this need to prioritize cases. 

 

On October 13, 2023, a week after Hamas’ breach of Israel’s Gaza concentration camp wall, Stephen 

Cragg, the chair of the Bar Human Rights Committee of England & Wales, mailed a serious letter of 

concern to ICC prosecutor, Karim A.A. Khan, “urging” him “to resume the important and effective 

practice of the Office of the Prosecutor in issuing” a “formal preventative statement in relation to the 

ongoing conflict.” 

 

A formal statement would serve as an important reminder at this time that your Office is 

undertaking an ongoing investigation into the “Situation in the State of Palestine”, that you have 

jurisdiction over the current hostilities in relation to acts of genocide, war crimes and crimes against 

humanity committed by any person in Gaza or the West Bank, including East Jerusalem, and/or 

committed by nationals of State parties to the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court, 

including the State of Palestine, within Israel or elsewhere. All persons who have committed, are 

committing, or plan to commit such serious crimes, or otherwise order, aid and abet or facilitate them 

or contribute to their commission, must be left with no doubt that they are individually accountable 

and at risk of prosecution by the Court.  

 

We ask you to emphasise that all parties are required to abide by the fundamental international 

humanitarian law principle of distinction and to take all necessary measures to protect civilians and 

civilian infrastructure, including schools and hospitals, and United Nations and Red Cross / Red 

Crescent / Magen David Alom facilities, ambulances and personnel. 

 

A formal statement by your Office would serve as an urgent reminder to third States and to the 

international community of their own obligations to prevent violations of international law. It 

would also send an unequivocal message to all those involved in committing such crimes, and 

to those involved in ordering them, aiding, abetting, facilitating them or otherwise contributing to 

their commission – including by providing the means for their commission – that they stand to be 

held personally accountable for their actions. 

 

Moreover, the urgent progression of your investigation into the Situation in the State of 

Palestine, and the initiation of prosecutions would serve to end the impunity that has continued to 

prevail in the region, in the context of which these serious crimes are being committed. 

 

On November 17, 2023, a month prior to filing its application to the International Court of Justice (ICJ), 

South Africa filed a joint referral with Bangladesh, Bolivia, Venezuela, Comoros and Djibouti to the ICC’s 

Office of the Prosecutor regarding ‘the Situation in the State of Palestine.’ Stated in a November 17 media 

statement by South Africa’s Department of International Relations & Cooperation, South Africa’s 

“ambassador in the Hague, His Excellency Mr. Visi Madonsela,” delivered the joint referral “in person” to 

Prosecutor Darim A.A. Khan. The joint referral was meant “to ensure that the ICC pays urgent attention to 

the grave situation in Palestine and thereby, lending their support to the Prosecutor’s investigation.”  

 

https://www.liberation.fr/international/moyen-orient/raid-a-naplouse-au-moins-trois-personnes-tuees-par-larmee-israelienne-20230222_X7OF67WKYRHC5GRWTL4K2VJAHA/
https://www.lemonde.fr/international/article/2023/02/23/naplouse-frappee-par-un-raid-israelien-meurtrier_6162983_3210.html
https://theconversation.com/mandat-darret-de-la-cpi-contre-vladimir-poutine-une-victoire-pour-la-justice-internationale-202536
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South Africa is further encouraging other States Parties to the Rome Statute to join the referral, or to 

submit separate referrals independently. South Africa remains committed to ending impunity for war 

crimes, crimes against humanity and genocide, and it is hoped that the situation in Palestine will be 

prioritised by the ICC in order to deliver justice to the victims of these grave crimes. 

In her probing 2022 article, Between False Messiah and Symbolic Politics: The International Criminal 

Court and the ‘Situation in the State of Palestine, published in the Palestinian Yearbook of International 

Law (2022-23, pages 156-177), Michelle Staggs Kelsall examines the quandary and irony in the ICC’s role 

as international arbitrator and its February 2021 Decision about Palestine. The following is a lengthy quote 

from her introductory: 

 

The ICC’s Decision has been heralded as both a ‘false messiah’ and a ‘victory in the domain of 

symbolic politics.’ In the former characterisation, ‘the majority ruling relies on a statutory fiction that 

the criminal jurisdiction of a state can be decoupled from its territorial sovereignty’, rendering the 

proceedings as operating in a political vacuum which assumes they can be a panacea for much deeper 

historical conflicts. In the latter, the decision strengthens ‘the Palestinian will to continue their 

struggle and win an important battle in the legitimacy war with Israel’. 

 

This article argues that it is both. The 

Decision appeals to international law’s 

‘spectre of technocracy’ to mask what 

is, in effect, its side-lining of a much 

deeper, centuries-old conflict about 

whose law is being spoken and on 

what terms. In this sense, due to its 

‘missing the beginning’ of the history of 

the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, the 

court’s attempt at neutrality is shown to 

be what it is - a ‘spectator at chasm’s 

door.’ The real jurisdictional question 

the Chamber astutely avoids considering 

is Palestine’s denied statehood as a 

matter of general international law. In so 

doing, the Decision acknowledges, if 

only flickeringly, the things 

international lawyers know ‘but 

choose to unknow by hiding them in 

plain sight.’ Namely, that the ‘Situation 

in the state of Palestine’ under 

investigation is an ongoing reminder of 

international law’s denial of its own complicity in the Palestinian people’s suffering and 

Palestine’s existential crisis. 

 

At the same time, however, the Decision holds a mirror up to the Palestinian struggle for self-

determination, the ‘obsidian edges’ of statehood etched in and through the Chamber’s 

acknowledgment of Palestine’s ‘non-member observer State status’ at the United Nations under 

General Assembly Resolution 67/19. Resolution 67/19 is itself a precarious reminder that optimism 

regarding Palestine’s statehood may yet be warranted. In this regard, Judge Kovács honest, doctrinal 

dissent, while providing little hope for that struggle, evidences with heart-breaking clarity 

international law’s politics and the ongoing failure of onlooking states to confront their own 

hypocrisies when abiding by the so-called international rule of law. 

Greg Perry cartoon, Toronto Star, March 12, 2017. 



532 

 

Part 16.  Ernst, “The Swing Judge” 310 and Violations of Public Interest 

“If it turns out that administrative decision-makers cannot be held to account for Charter breaches 

except by way of judicial review … then one will have to wonder whether they will bother thinking 

about their Charter obligations at all.” (Why Bother about the Charter, in Double Aspect blog, 

January 18, 2017) 

“Over many parts of the world and in many periods the difficulty for poor and unimportant people 

has been not only to get their case fairly heard but to get it heard at all.” 311 

 

This report project sprouted as a Canadian citizen’s response to statements made on January 09, 2024, by 

former Canada Supreme Court Justice Rosalie Abella, namely her claims countering South Africa’s 

affidavit submitted to the International Court of Justice, a comprehensive fact-filing alleging the ‘State’ of 

Israel’s ongoing genocide of Gaza’s Palestinians, a filing which the ICJ would subsequently approve. The 

inference was made in this report that because Abella’s defense claims supported or defended the colony of 

Israel, claims which the ICJ countered and rejected, and because her claims were contrary to the rule of 

law, and contrary to the principles of human rights and its defenders, that Abella’s reputation as a beacon of 

Canadian and international judiciary and justice is, de facto, in jeopardy.  

 

Over the intervening year, 312 Abella has apparently made no further public statements or claims concerning 

South Africa’s genocide case before the ICJ. What does her silence signify? Can we deduce from this 

presumed silence that she has possibly realized her blunder, yet remains unrepentant? Or does she fully 

recognize that to come out of the closet for a second time, during the collective, ongoing atrocities 

committed since October 8, 2023, and for that matter, for over seventy years, would that seal her fate in the 

court of public opinion? 

 

This report Part 16 discusses another significant, out-of-character controversy related to a legal statement 

and ruling made and enjoined by Abella, its resultant condemnatory outcome upon a Canadian citizen’s 

precedent-setting lawsuit, and to the undermining of Canada’s Charter.  

 

16.1. Resuscitation? 

 

Some eight months after the fact of Abella’s statements published in the Globe and Mail, Forbes magazine 

has come to her proverbial rescue, attempting to reconfirm and resuscitate Abella’s international reputation. 

Jeff Raikes’ August 29, 2024 article, Canada’s Top Judge: Rosalie Abella is the Judicial Role Model we 

Need, who ignores Abella’s controversial statements made in January 2024, seeks to promote her image 

through Barry Avrich’s documentary, Without Precedent: The Supreme Life of Rosalie Abella, that was 

broadcast on PBS television in the United States. 313 In his attached biography, Raikes states:  

 

“I am a co-founder of the Raikes Foundation with my wife, Tricia. Through this work, we noticed 

patterns in how systems treated people differently based on their identity – perpetuating unequal and 

unfair outcomes based on race. We want to do our part to make these systems work for everyone and 

ensure that in America, everyone matters and has an opportunity to thrive. I am the former CEO of 

the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, where I led the foundation’s efforts to promote equity for 

people around the world.” 

 
310 Title from a quote in Die Another Day: The Supreme Court’s Decision in Ernst v Alberta Energy Regulator and the Future of 

Statutory Immunity Clauses for Charter Damages, by Jennifer Koshan, January 16, 2017, ABlawg.ca.  
311 The Psalms, by C.S. Lewis, published in Christian Reflections, a collection of Lewis’ essays, 1967. 
312 At the time when this part of the report was drafted. 
313 Refer to Part 4 for a brief discussion on the documentary. 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/jeffraikes/2024/08/29/canadas-top-judge-rosalie-abella-is-the-judicial-role-model-we-need/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/jeffraikes/2024/08/29/canadas-top-judge-rosalie-abella-is-the-judicial-role-model-we-need/
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Raikes’ argument presents a case that someone like Rosalie Abella is what ‘America’ desperately needs to 

redirect its wayward, pro-Republican, Supreme Court, made up of a “conservative [many Catholic] 

majority” which makes decisions “contrary to the fundamental principles of law, justice, and democracy,” 

which have resulted in “Americans justifiably” losing “faith in the Court as a faithful arbiter of the law.” 

Raikes relates that Abella’s life story “is fascinating,” equally so as it relates to her “role as judge and the 

appropriate relationship between law, justice, and society:”  

 

“In today’s turbulent times, where leadership often seems disconnected from the people it serves, 

Justice Rosalie Abella of Canada’s Supreme Court offers a powerful example of how leaders across 

industries and sectors can bridge this gap. 

 

… While our current justices contort law and history to pretend their preferences are rooted in the 

desires of the Founders, Judge Abella looks forward rather than backward. “Law sets the beginning of 

how society functions,” she argues. “Lawyers and judges take those bones and they introduce 

humanity to the possibility of justice, using those laws as the basis. … While our Court increasingly 

looks like a barrier to true justice in the United States, Rosalie Abella’s exemplary career shows us a 

way forward. In a world where leadership often falls short, Justice Abella’s approach to law reminds 

us that authentic leadership–whether on the bench or in the boardroom–must be grounded in empathy, 

adaptability, and a commitment to justice for all.” 

 

Is Abella’s career, as Raikes believes, both “exemplary” and one which is showing “us a way forward?”  

 

16.2. The Test Case 

 

8. Ms. Ernst’s primary purpose in bringing this action is to defend water, and to protect the right to 

free speech for all Canadians, including those who speak out in defence of water. In Ms. Ernst’s view, 

water is life and nothing is more in need of respect and protection. 314 

 

There are laws against companies fracking into freshwater aquifers. Are you going to uphold these 

laws? And, in response, the regulator said, we are not going to uphold these laws, but you know what 

Jessica, we think that you are a security threat, and we are not going to communicate with you even 

though you’ve got explosive amounts of methane in your water. And so, they treated her, this well 

known, highly respected member of the oil patch, as some kind of security threat. And, it wasn’t until 

a year, or nearly a year, later that one of the chief lawyers for the regulator [Richard McKee] in a 

conversation with Jessica Ernst, and this conversation was taped, admitted, ‘Jessica you were never 

a security threat, but your actions and your public comments about the [ERCB] Board, and its 

negligence, had deeply humiliated the agency.’ And, as a consequence, they had cut off 

communication with her. 315 

 

What if there was a questionable wrinkle found in the former Canadian Supreme Court justice Rosalie 

Abella’s rulings? What if there was a test case that would indicate a contrary perspective on Abella’s 

reportedly spotless reputation, an indication that what she purportedly stood for, and was publicly admired 

for, oddly demonstrates an opposite, out-of-character, disdain both for Canada’s Charter and towards 

Canada’s champion woman critic and outspoken opponent of the petroleum industry’s insidious 

 
314 Factum of the Appellant, Jessica Ernst, Supreme Court of Canada File No. 36167, September 11, 2015. 
315 Transcription of author Andrew Nikiforuk interviewed on October 27, 2015, on Morning Magazine, on Radio 

KGNU, an independent community radio station for Boulder (88.5 FM) and Denver (1390 AM), Colorado. Mr. 

Nikiforuk was interviewed, during his speaking tour there, to comment on his new book, Slick Water, concerning 

Ms. Ernst, the Appellant. 
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experimental practice of brute force hydraulic fracking? If such a test case was to be found, what could this 

also mean for Abella’s reputation as a stalwart defender of human rights and justice?  

 

In Rosalie Abella’s portfolio as Supreme Court jurist (2004 – 2022) is such a nagging case. It involves her 

statement as a ‘swing judge’ published in a January 13, 2017, Supreme Court Appeal decision, Jessica 

Ernst (Appellant), and Alberta Energy Regulator (Respondent), and Attorney General of Quebec, Canadian 

Civil Liberties Association, British Columbia Civil Liberties Association and David Asper Centre for 

Constitutional Rights (Interveners), Docket 36167. Why would Abella, an internationally acclaimed 

defender of human rights and freedom of expression, and the only jurist out of nine Supremes, dare render 

a condemnatory label to the appellant, Jessica Ernst, the recipient of UNANIMA’s 2011 International 

Woman of Courage Award, as a “vexatious litigant,” an extreme condemnation levelled without contextual 

procedural evidence? Wrapped inside the lengthy Supreme Court Appeal ruling, and subsequent questions 

raised about its merits by a few forensic legal minds, are separate related questions: is it possible that 

Abella somehow wished to privately or collaboratively punish and forever condemn Ernst with that specific 

legal language? If so, what were her possible grounds for doing so? Did some one, or a group of people, of 

influence and standing perhaps, possibly, privately urge and prod her to do so? 

 

This test case concerns the intriguing Canadian story 

of a woman, Jessica Ernst, an Alberta citizen’s 

precedent-setting lawsuit against a grandiose, 

ongoing, shameless cover-up collusion by Alberta’s 

energy regulator, its environment ministry, and the 

giant Canadian petroleum industry corporation, 

EnCana (now Ovintiv), which, according to damning 

data obtained by Ernst from the Alberta government 

(which was never allowed to see the light of day in an 

Alberta court room), shallow toxic frack-contaminated 

her, and her community’s aquifer-fed well waters beginning some twenty years ago, a provincial / national 

legal case that would have challenged the petroleum industry internationally? 

 

One and a half years before Abella and the Canadian Supreme Court ruled against Ernst’s appeal, Canadian 

author Andrew Nikiforuk published a book on the history of fracking and appellant Ernst in 2015, Slick 

Water: Fracking and One Insider’s Stand Against the World’s Most Powerful Industry. The book – which 

Abella may very well have examined, in addition to examining some of the contents of Ernst’s famous and 

frank website, www.ernstversusencana.ca – is a breakdown of Ernst’s forays and legal battles with the 

Province of Alberta and energy corporation EnCana, namely the regulatory and permitting agencies that 

shamelessly authorized her drinking water to be poisoned and combustible, and the international petroleum 

corporation that polluted both it and 

numerous other groundwater sources in 

western Canada and the United States.  

 

I filmed Nikiforuk’s September 12, 2015, 

inaugural book launch presentation in 

Rosebud, Alberta, where both he and Ernst 

made presentations. The jacket cover of the 

book states: 

 

Years after Jessica Ernst’s well water 

turned into a flammable broth that 

even her dogs refused to drink, the 

biologist and long-time oil patch 

http://www.ernstversusencana.ca/
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consultant discovered that energy giant Encana [the corporation she had been under contract with] 

had secretly fracked hundreds of gas wells around her home, piercing freshwater zones including the 

community’s drinking water aquifer. Since then, her ongoing lawsuit against Encana, a government 

ministry, and the Alberta Energy Regulator has made her a folk hero in many places worldwide where 

fracking is underway or is being contemplated. In this powerful work of investigative journalism, 

Andrew Nikiforuk interweaves Ernst’s legal ordeal with the raw history of fracking and the 

technology’s growing impact on people, land and water. 

 

I also filmed Ernst’s important presentation in Cochrane, 

Alberta on September 10, 2011, “Frac’d in Alberta.” It was at 

this event that Ernst, “an environmental scientist with 30 

years of oil patch experience,” who, ten days previous was 

presented with UNANIMA’s annual Woman of Courage 

Award at the Church Center of the United Nations, and some 

five months after filing her amended Statement of Claim, 

first stated publicly that she would not settle out of court, 

she would not ‘gag,’ under any circumstances.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=khRz8lpWGgQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=khRz8lpWGgQ


536 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16.2.1. Breaking Through the International Gag Force Field 

 

According to an account from an audience witness at the September 10, 2011, event, moments after Ernst 

revealed her ‘never to be gagged’ strategy to the public at the very end of her presentation – that she would 

never sign a confidentiality agreement – about four men seated at the back of the auditorium were seen 

racing off outside the auditorium, immediately contacting unknown parties on their cell phones about what 

Ernst had just proclaimed.  

 

Why, one might ask, was this moment of any interest? What was its significance? It is of central, or 

supreme interest to defendants (the oppressors or guilty parties) and court justices and lawyers in litigation 

trials conducted within Canadian and American court rooms. Confidentiality agreements, or ‘gag orders,’ 

are, essentially, conditional bribes meant to protect defendants from litigants later ‘spilling the beans,’ 

forever sealing the truth (‘evidence’) from public disclosure. These settlements are understood by the courts 

and by the legal profession as an unwritten condition, despising those who would not bend the knee.   
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“[Murray] Klippenstein [Ernst’ lawyer] asked Ernst if she would settle out of court if Encana offered 

her millions of dollars. Ernst said no fucking way: “Murray, I’m not doing it for money. I’m doing it 

for truth and justice.” She explained that she wanted to expose what had happened, on the public 

record. There would be no cash settlement wrapped in gag orders and no sealing of court records.” 316 

 

Ernst well-understood the significance of this matter. Largely because of her intent to seek legal remedies, 

as an experienced researcher, she had judiciously monitored, and continued to monitor, all legal cases 

involving drinking water contamination from fracking in both the United States and Canada. The common 

denominator outcome evident in each legal case ended in the silencing of harmed parties by way of 

intimidating gag orders. Payment for silence. The cases, which amounted to a collective, deafening silence, 

obviously allowed industry to continue in its wanton ways, sealing confidential corporate and state data and 

claims, thereby cumulatively quashing truth and justice, quashing those next in line to be harmed. This was 

also the finding in a 2011 significant investigation series launched by former New York Times journalist 

Ian Urbina (prompting his sudden departure from the NYT), with similar investigations undertaken by the 

on-line, American-based, ProPublica magazine. Ernst was intent on putting an end to a legal tool she 

correctly perceived as malicious and manipulative, a malpractice applied throughout a broken judiciary. 

 

“By now, Ernst was following the protracted legal journeys of other North American groundwater 

contamination cases. Since the shale gas boom had begun in 2005, dozens of cases had popped up, in 

Pennsylvania, Texas, Colorado, Arkansas, and Louisiana. In 2011, the San Francisco-based Sedgwick 

law firm reported that hydraulic fracturing litigation had become a major legal trend. … Ernst noticed 

a worrisome development in the lawsuits, something Texas blogger Sharon Wilson later described as 

“the cycle of fracking denial.” Regulators began by claiming there was no proof of groundwater 

contamination. When landowners provided proof of methane or hydrocarbon contamination, industry 

attempted to bury it by offering landowners cash in return for signing confidentiality agreements. 

Landowner Grace Mitchell, for example, had sued Encana in 2010 in Johnson County, Texas. After 

Encana fracked shales near her property, Mitchell could “no longer use the water from her own well 

for consumption, bathing, or washing clothes because in approximately May 2010, the well water 

started to feel slick to the touch and give off an oily, gasoline-like odor.” Mitchell settled out of court 

and went silent. Even court discovery materials in her case were subject to “a protective order.” Gag 

orders erased history, Ernst realized, and allowed regulators to claim there had been no proof of 

contamination in the first place. To her way of thinking, the courts were participating in “criminal 

activity’ by allowing the gag orders. She had compassion for families who signed to protect the health 

of their children but only contempt for the authorities that willfully covered up industry’s dangerous 

methane liabilities.” 317 

 

I researched and examined some of these early related litigations by harmed American citizens who sought 

justice from America’s courts on American corporations polluting their groundwater sources since the 

1980s when fracking began to be applied by the petroleum industry. In chapter 9, “Mr. Smith’s Mission: 

The Interstate Oil and Gas Compact Commission Comes to Europe,” in my 2012 report, Frack EU: 

Unconventional Intrigue in Poland, I summarize findings on the harms to residents in Alabama, Colorado 

and New Mexico, and traced the extensive litigation conducted by the Florida-based Legal Environmental 

Assistance Foundation (LEAF) since the late 1980s that ultimately led to the insidious American federal 

legislation adopted in 2005, the ‘Halliburton Loop Hole,’ which sought to exempt petroleum corporations 

from polluting America’s water sources formerly protected by way of the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Wrapped inside this extensive and explosive litigious history was the bizarre and audacious claim, the 

repeated petroleum corporation mantra propaganda, upheld through gag orders and lawsuit defendant 

statements, that “fracking never caused contamination of groundwater!” In the following chapter 10, 

 
316 Slick Water, by Andrew Nikiforuk, page 200. 
317 Ibid., pages 227 to 228. 
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“Harper’s Men in Poland,” in which I summarized some of Ernst’s litigation history with EnCana, I noted 

that the Stephen Harper federal Conservative government awarded EnCana’s former influential ceo, Gwyn 

Morgan, a great friend of the Conservatives, with the Order of Canada in November 2010!  

 

“Since early 2006, Ernst, a trained oil-patch professional, demanded the proper scientific answers, 

records, and data from both the Alberta government and Encana about what happened to her fresh 

water aquifer. Her unswerving determination to discover the ugly truth, which still continues to this 

day, was filled to the brim with disappointments, particularly in Alberta’s regulator, the ERCB, which 

even attempted to banish Ernst! As a result, Ernst has gained a deep and bitter perspective on how 

the Alberta government actually behaves in “the public interest,” namely that the present 

administration acts to further the selfish and greedy interests of the petroleum sector over the rights 

and interests of its citizens. Indeed, Ernst is still standing in the sidelines with her skates on waiting 

to get onto the ice.” 318 

Gwyn Morgan (seen left) receiving the 

Order of Canada (nominated for the award 

by an EnCana executive). Right, on the 

formation of EnCana in April 2002, the 

map shows EnCana’s newly acquired and 

conglomerated, vast assets in Alberta, 

British Columbia, Saskatchewan, and 

Montana. There are many more assets not 

shown on this map. 

 

“In January 2012,” John O’Connor, an Irish-born doctor, “who worked in northern Alberta,” invited Ernst 

to give a presentation in Ireland, where an Australian corporation, Tamboran Resources, was advertising 

“fracking as a “100 per cent safe” activity with absolutely no risk.” In Ernst’s one-and-a-half hour 

presentations in the village of Belcoo and in Glenfarne, she said that: 

 

“Laws and regulations do not protect us from the new brute force of hydraulic fracturing or the new 

‘super fracking’ experiments. …  industry had a costly liability on its hands: leaking wells. The 

problem got worse as the cement aged and as industry punctured more pathways into the earth, 

providing more opportunities for gas to migrate. … Ernst traced the history of fractures going out of 

zone into freshwater aquifers and warned the assembled group that fracks were unpredictable things: 

they didn’t stay in the target zone, and they followed the path of least resistance. No amount of 

industry denial could change that fact. Next, she showed her attentive audience the cover of the 1987 

EPA report to Congress that had documented how “residual fracturing fluid migrated into a water 

well” in West Virginia in 1982. As the EPA later admitted, and the New York Times would report, 

hundreds of other cases had been hidden by confidentiality agreements or gag orders. No one 

 
318 Frack EU, page 10-14. 
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had the right to cover up contamination of lakes and rivers, said Ernst calmly, “because we 

share our water.” There was a groan of recognition.” 319 

 

16.2.2. Enter Solomon 

 

Of related significance, some two months after Ernst made public her promised determination to not settle 

out of court, Alberta’s new premier Alison Redford, a lawyer, and Alberta’s former Attorney General, 

abruptly punted the ERCB (Energy Resource Conservation Board, now, the Alberta Energy Regulator, or 

AER) energy regulator’s legal counsel. 

 

In November 2011, the ERCB abandoned its in-house legal team and hired the high-profile Calgary 

law firm Jensen Shawa Solomon Duguid Hawkes (JSS) to direct its defense against Ernst’s lawsuit. 

The “civil litigation boutique” boasted impeccable ties to both the Conservative Party of Canada and 

the Alberta government. One of the firm’s principals, Robert Hawkes, was the former husband of 

then Alberta premier Alison Redford, and he remained one of Redford’s trusted political advisers and 

campaigners. While serving as Alberta’s justice minister in 2010, Redford had personally chosen her 

ex-husband’s law firm to handle a $10 billion tobacco lawsuit on behalf of the government. (An 

ethics investigation later cleared Redford on a technicality.) JSS handled business for several energy 

firms, including a former Encana entity: Cenovus Energy. The firm also represented the Office of the 

Information and Privacy Commissioner, which Ernst had now been battling for four years. Most 

critically for Ernst’s lawsuit, JSS did work for the [Stephen] Harper [federal Conservative] 

government. 

 

A month after Alison Redford became premier, JSS senior partner Glenn Solomon got the job of 

defending the ERCB. Solomon, an energy litigation star in Alberta, had known Redford for twenty 

years. He not only donated regularly to the Conservatives but had served as a director of several 

federal Conservative Party riding associations. JSS celebrated Solomon’s “political involvement” on 

its website, alongside many glowing peer reviews of his legal performance. To Ernst, Solomon’s 

involvement in her case was a “fitting” reminder of the threat her lawsuit posed to a brute-force 

technology and its advocates. 320 

 

Glenn Solomon was an ambitious lawyer, and according to gossip circles, he was a political prospect and 

candidate for the higher court, the Queens Bench of Alberta, on to the Appeals Court, and perhaps then on 

to the Supreme Court of Canada. As described in Nikiforuk’s book, Solomon set upon courses of urgent, 

strategic action on behalf of his new client to belittle and extinguish Ernst’s lawsuit. I distinctly remember 

his snarling face when he spun his head around in the downtown Calgary courtroom on January 18, 2013, 

surveying a “packed” courtroom of “as many as eighty Alberta landowners and citizens,” “an 

unprecedented number for an infant lawsuit.” 321 I had flown to Calgary to witness and attend the 

proceeding held by Justice Veldhuis. The Harper Conservatives would soon disrupt and interfere with 

Veldhuis’ oversight of the Ernst lawsuit, by promoting Velduis to Alberta’s Court of Appeal. 

 

Some eight months later into the Ernst precedent-setting lawsuit, the ECRB’s defence lawyer made a 

monumental blunder that should have led to a severe reprimand or his disbarment, one which dearly cost 

him any remote hope of being politically appointed by his Conservative friends to higher provincial and 

Canadian courts. In September 2013, Solomon uttered confidential, insightful statements about the Ernst 

legal case to a prospective legal client, unaware that the ERCB’s lawyer was being audiotaped. 322 I 

 
319 Ibid., pages 235 – 238. 
320 Ibid., pages 228 – 229. 
321 Ibid., page 252. 
322 Ibid., page 263 ff. 
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received a copy of the highly embarrassing audio recording, transcribed its contents, and over a year later 

published the recording, with subtitles, on December 1, 2014, as a YouTube. In the recording, Solomon 

revealed, in summary form, the sleazy strategic secrets of how the collective fracking industry (government 

and private industry) operates, everywhere. An insider corporate “energy litigation star” revealed the well-

oiled template, how industry was routinely contaminating water sources, and then silencing the harmed. 

Ironically, it was this same lawyer, unpunished by legal authorities for breaking his professional oath, who 

would later appear, clean as a whistle, before Rosalie Abella and the Supreme Court in January 2016 to 

argue against Ernst! 

 

As Nikiforuk stated during his book launch presentation in the Rosebud community hall on September 12, 

2015, industry’s practice of gagging the harmed was akin to the Catholic Church’s routine practice of 

gagging the thousands of victims repeatedly harmed from sexual predation and violence by many 

shameless pedophilic clergy. It was a compelling comparison and persuasive parallel.  

  

“Now, what makes this [Ernst’s lawsuit] really unusual is that in most cases there is no lawsuit. So, a 

company comes in, they frack into an aquifer, the landowner goes to the company, there’s some kind 

of battle that goes on for awhile, the company says, you know what, we can’t be bothered with this, 

here’s a cheque, sign the confidentiality agreement, and goodbye! And that is normally what happens. 

And, as a result, the cycle of abuse can carry on. And hundreds of these agreements have been signed 

in Alberta. And thousands of these agreements have been signed throughout the United States. The 

Catholic Church used exactly the same approach when they had pedophile priests on the loose in 

various parishes in Boston. It was the Boston Globe that tracked down how the Catholic Church 

covered up the gross and abusive behaviour of these men. And they found the legal firm that drafted 

the confidentiality agreements that essentially locked the evidence from public view. That 

unfortunately is exactly what happened with the impacts of fracking. So, Jessica said I am not going 

to be part of that process. I will not settle. My case will go where it goes until all the evidence is on 

the table. I have never followed a legal case that has gone on eight years. I can tell you, my faith 

in the Canadian legal system is, holy smokes, how can something like this go on for eight years. 

There have been other similar cases in the United States that have gone on for three years or four 

years. But not eight years.” 323  

 

“Jessica Ernst is exposing a system, the same sort of system that the Catholic Church used to 

cover up the tracks of pedophile priests in Boston. And, the Boston Globe did a very good 

investigative series around 2001, 2002, on how the system worked. And it worked the same way, how 

the Bishop covered up for these pedophile priests. Fracking abuses have worked. You find a law firm, 

the law firm goes to the abused parties, gives them some money. They sign a settlement. There is no 

record of what then took place. The Church is allowed to go on and then send this abusive priest to 

another parish, and the cycle of abuse goes on.”  324 

 

The shockwaves of Solomon’s statements made in the September 2013 audio recording, and made public in 

December 2014, reached the ears of global investors, now on notice that corporate directors were acting 

with immoral impunity with their investment portfolios. And the Canadian public learned how the Alberta 

government and petroleum corporations routinely mistreated and misled its citizenry: 

 

[Solomon] “I told you on the phone, I act for ERCB when they’re sued on these types of things. 

There’s only one such case in Alberta that I’m aware of where they’re using outside counsel, which is 

me at the moment. And that’s an oil spill out in the Rosebud area, which has become more of a 

political grandstanding issue than a legal dispute.”  

 
323 Quote from Andrew Nikiforuk’s September 12, 2015, inaugural book launch presentation in Rosebud, Alberta. 
324 Segment from a interview of Andrew Nikiforuk, Radio CJSW, 90.0 FM, September 18, 2015. 
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“Over an oil spill?” asked O’Neil for clarification.  

“This was a fracking case,” Solomon replied.  

“Oh,” said O’Neil.  

“It was alleged contamination of a water well. Doesn’t appear to be any personal injuries. And...”  

“Just groundwater contamination?” interjected O’Neil.  

“Groundwater contamination,” confirmed Solomon. He continued: “Encana is the oil company. 

They’ve said, ‘We deny that we’ve done anything, but we’ll give you a lifetime supply of potable 

water anyway, because we just don’t care, and we don’t want to fight with you.’ You know, it’s 

Encana, and they have all the money in the world. And Alberta Environment and ERCB have been 

sued in that one as well. I can tell you it’s a case that is seven years old. I haven’t yet filed a 

Statement of Defense because it’s been tied up in preliminary applications ... because that’s what 

happens when you start suing Alberta Environment and ERCB.” 

Solomon went on: “We keep on telling the plaintiff’s lawyers, look, if you get rid of us [the dispute 

with the regulators], Encana is going to resolve this with you, ’cause they always do. That’s what 

they do. Encana has said, ‘Look, you know, we’re happy to pay for this, without admitting or denying 

liability... You know, it’s... this is a rounding error on our balance sheet, for God’s sakes. Would you 

stop being a nuisance?’ ” 

“But the PR and the bad publicity that comes from it for everybody, is that even worth it?” asked 

O’Neil.  

“Encana, ERCB, and Alberta Environment just don’t care about that either,” responded Solomon. 

“They just don’t care about bad publicity because... what tends to happen is that the people who go 

yapping to the media are typically seen as nutcases.” 

O’Neil then asked a direct question. “On your experience with fracking and stuff, where, what’s the 

success rate?” O’Neil noted that Quicksilver had had a claim filed against them by Dale Zimmerman, 

the Wetaskiwin farmer, involving fracking and groundwater contamination. “What’s the Canadian 

climate for that kind of stuff? Is it worth a fight?”  

“I’m not aware of any cases that have gone to trial where fracking damage has been successfully 

proved,” Solomon replied. “But, again, most of these cases resolve. ‘Okay, we damaged your water 

well. We’ll just set you up with potable water through a tank system forever, because, you know, we 

just spent a million dollars drilling this well that we made a hundred million on. And it’s costing us an 

extra three hundred thousand. We’re okay.’” Solomon elaborated on the industry’s attitude: “You 

know, we don’t need to litigate with you, we don’t even need to know that it was our fault. We’re just 

happy to pay you. And by the way, by doing that you shut up, the regulators stay off our back, we get 

to do it again down the street.’ And so that’s the oil company approach on these [things]. The people 

who typically are suing are getting a lot of resistance, and it’s a knock-em-down, drag-em-out brawl, 

where the oil companies are not resolving it. If you drag in the regulators, I can tell you from 

experience... it’s World War 111. And Encana, Alberta Environment, and the ERCB, as it turns out, all 

have effectively unlimited resources. You know they have office towers full of experts. They have 

bank accounts full of cash. The cost of having even an army of lawyers is something that they 

wouldn't even notice, and they don’t have to answer for it. So, anyone who wants to pick that fight 

literally is crazy.” 

O’Neil interjected, “Yeah, it’s almost – it is, it’s terrifying as a landowner in Alberta, like, to see what 

my mom’s gone through, and as you say, what she has to fight, or potentially look forward to 

fighting, it’s – it’s so scary.” 

“It is scary, and it’s expensive,” confirmed Solomon. 325 

 

 

 

 

 
325 Ibid., pages 264-266. 
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16.2.3. Victimizing, Blaming the Innocent 

 

It was already understood that the province of Alberta was a captured resource State, its recognition as 

Petro State, a fully integrated ‘Texas North.’ Ethical issues in the 1960s to the 1990s raged continuously in 

Albertan and Canadian newspapers about toxic, lethal clouds of sour gas (H2S) leaks and eruptions, 

resulting in the launch and evolution of organized public resistance in this resource state, and how that 

government often hijacked or delayed public resistance. Then, in the 1990s, the brazen issuances of forest 

management licenses and pulp mill proposals tied to stock investments by Cabinet ministers (there was no 

conflict-of-interest legislation), and the sudden ramping up of the controversial Athabasca tar sands 

developments. By the turn of the century, hydraulic fracturing (fracking) of coalbed methane geological 

deposits and deeper shales began in earnest, accompanied by the onset of deeper political partnerships 

between industry and governments, within Canada and America. As the experimental, brute-force fracking 

era emerged in western Canada, and as EnCana, formed in 2002, carpet frack bombed its ‘royalty-free 

zone’ coalbed methane holdings in the Chinook Business Unit in southern Alberta, Ernst began to spoil the 

big party. Then, in 2006, the Stephen Harper federal Conservatives ran the country for the next ten years 

(when Ernst filed her lawsuit), a program of gutting and hacking to pieces environmental legislations and 

regulations, amidst selectively appointing, willy-nilly, new provincial and federal court justices. 

 

In 2004 “Ernst and dozens of Rosebud residents flooded the regulator [the ERCB] with [written] 

complaints.” 326 By 2005 Ernst had repeatedly contacted the regulator for information, being rebuffed and 

refused government data held by the regulator. In 

November 2005, the EUB officially banished Ernst 

from communication, and without evidence or cause 

blaming her as a “safety and security” threat, to 

prevent her from accessing public data.  

 

On three separate occasions, Ernst had discovered 

that the oil patch industry’s noise consultants, which 

had conducted numerous noise tests on her property 

to monitor Encana’s newly installed, constantly loud 

and irritating compressor station noise levels, had 

broken the regulator’s Noise Directive: once for 

placing a microphone 1,000 metres from her home; 

for conducting noise monitoring while the 

compressor was inactive (turned off); another when 

insulation was temporarily placed in front of the 

compressor station to weaken the sound while the 

noise testing was conducted.  

 

Not only is Ernst a scientist, with numerous clients operating in Alberta’s and British Columbia’s oil patch, 

but she had been a consultant for the very company, EnCana, that fracked her aquifer. She was now 

 
326 Slick Water, page 100. 

Right: A copy of the Alberta Energy and Utilities 

Board’s November 24, 2005, banishment letter, sent to 

Jessical Ernst. The EUB copied the letter to the 

attention of the RCMP. The EUB also enlisted the 

Attorney General of Alberta. 
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considered a danger by the regulator, because she understood how the companies and the regulators 

functioned. It was a rare moment for someone inside the industry to make the government accountable. 

 

After Ernst reported the noise consultants’ infractions to the regulator, a regulator employee had leaked to 

Ernst that her reporting had triggered the regulator’s board to convene an embarrassing in-house, special 

meeting which involved discussion on the problems of widespread industry consultant abuse in Alberta of 

noise monitoring procedures. In turn, this resulted in the regulator issuing warnings to the industry’s noise 

consultants to mind their peas. Ernst’s reporting to the regulator was creating a greater problem both for the 

regulator and the oil patch, which ultimately led to an internal decision for the regulator’s Manager of 

Operations, Jim Reid, to draft and finalize a banishment letter to Ernst on November 24, 2005: 

 

It is clear that over the past several months you have undertaken an intensive letter writing campaign 

as a means to pressure the Alberta Energy and Utilities Board (EUB) to rule that EnCana has not met 

the regulatory requirements [under the EUB Noise Control Directive] for noise control in the 

Rosebud region. … the EUB agreed not to accept those results for your residence.  

 

… you chose to circulate widely through the internet [in an email] untruths that the EUB has 

unilaterally made significant changes to the Directive that would result in higher noise levels for rural 

residents. … While I find this approach disappointing, it is your right to free speech. 

 

What I cannot and will not accept is your threat, veiled as something someone said to you, as a means 

to incite people to resort to the “Wiebo Way.” Criminal threats will not be tolerated, and we are 

deciding on how best to work with the Office of the Attorney General of Alberta and the RCMP to 

register our concern and to ensure the protection of the public including our staff. Until the safety 

and security issues have been satisfactorily addressed and resolved, I have instructed my staff to 

avoid any further contact with you. The EUB field Surveillance Branch have been made aware of this 

situation as well. 

 

The EUB “somehow managed to obtain a copy” 327 of Ernst’s November 1, 2005, private email. The EUB, 

abusing its state powers to threaten and bully into silence a compliant citizen – who had only itself to blame 

for denying Ernst access to information and failing to conduct its public duties to monitor and restrict 

Encana’s frack-drilling operations near the hamlet of Rosebud – intentionally used and singled out a 

sentence in that email – “someone said to me the other day: ‘You know, I am beginning to think that the 

only way is the Wiebo Way” – as “reference to [Wiebo] Ludwig’s acts of violence and sabotage,” 328 

framing Ernst to the police as a security threat, triggering the machinery of recently implemented national 

and international terrorism legislation.  

 

Ernst then sent a letter to the EUB “seeking clarification.” The EUB “refused” to open the letter, and sent 

the unopened letter back to Ernst, never once “providing any opportunity for response or clarification.” In 

Ernst’s amended Statement of Claim, it noted that “Mr. Reid grossly overacted, and maliciously, recklessly 

or negligently” wrote the said letter. 329 In failing to seek clarification about what Ernst meant by the 

“Wiebo Way,” her Amended Statement of Claim later clarified to the Court that “‘Wiebo Way’ was a 

reference to Ludwig’s attempts to reduce dependence on fossil fuels by using various alternative power 

sources on his property, and not a reference to Ludwig’s acts of vandalism and sabotage.” 330 

 

 
327 Ernst Amended, 73-page, April 21, 2011, Statement of Claim, paragraph 115.  
328 Ibid., paragraph 114. 
329 Ibid., paragraphs 116-118. 
330 Ibid., paragraph 114. 
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It was on March 8, 2006, some three months after the EUB sent its letter of threat, that Ernst first revealed 

its contents to a crowd of “over 600 Alberta landowners” attending an evening information event in the 

town of Trochu, for which the audience gave Ernst a standing ovation, revealing those men spying the 

event still seated in their chairs, gazing at the standing audience with their arms folded overtop their chests. 

The fact that Ernst revealed the EUB’s groundless, threating letter to the public angered the EUB to no end.    

 

A paper by Alice Woolley – who now sits on Alberta’s Court of Appeal – published in the Spring of 2008 

by the Journal of Energy & Natural Resources Law (Vol. 26, No.2), was titled, “Enemies of the State? 

Alberta Energy and Utilities Board, Landowners, Spies, a 500kV Transmission Line and Why Procedure 

Matters.” The odd thing about Woolley’s paper was its eye-catching, explosive title, “Enemies of the 

State?” Framed with a question mark to avoid possible libel, the use of the title did not reflect the subject 

matter under discussion, begging the obvious questions of why and who was behind its choice. 

 

Ernst making the headlines in the 

Calgary Herald on November 15, 2006, 

a “Herald Special [four-part] Report.” 

https://ernstversusencana.ca/the-2006-albertapeoples-unconventional-gas-tour-for-the-people-by-the-people/
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The title, “Enemies of the State?,” was inappropriate, because it was the EUB’s “covert investigators,” as 

Woolley states in her paper, and as noted by Justice Perras in his September 2007 ruling report, that were at 

fault for illegally spying on Albertan citizens. Who then were these possible enemies, one might ask?  

 

Tucked inside Woolley’s inappropriately titled report was a contextual smear against Jessica Ernst. Out of a 

packed room of speakers that day, Woolley singled out a narrative about Ernst that she found in an internal 

transcript of the EUB’s April 16, 2007, public hearing event. By singling out Ernst, anyone, including the 

Courts, reading Woolley’s title, and then reading about Ernst in the body of the report, would automatically 

suspect, infer and connect Ernst as a casualty of the report’s title, an “Enemy of the State.” It’s Smear 101: 

 

“Statements by interveners took up the remainder of the day, without the Board imposing any normal 

hearing structure on what was said. The statements were neither argument nor evidence, and many 

did not address issues in any way related to the HEEA [the Hydro and Electric Energy Act] 

application. For example, Jessica Ernst made extensive submissions to the Board, extending from 

page 204 of the transcript to page 237. While Ms Ernst’s comments occasionally touched on matters 

related to the proposed transmission facility, they also addressed a host of unrelated issues ranging 

from the retirement of the prior Board chairman, a noise study filed by Encana in a different 

application, advice received by Ms Ernst from her grandfather and her relative affection for Alberta 

and Montreal. At one point, according to counsel present at the hearing, Ms Ernst turned her back to 

the panel and abandoned all pretence that her comments were submission as opposed to comments 

made for the benefit of her audience.” 

 

It is important to note that Alice Woolley failed to contact “Ms Ernst” for clarification purposes before 

publishing her paper in which she singled out Ernst. Had she properly done so, she may have decided not to 

include these references. For instance, the reason why Ernst “turned her back to the [EUB hearing] panel.” 

In my interview with Ernst, she stated that the three panel members, sitting on a platform and gazing 

downwards upon the large audience, were, as the hearing advanced, each hiding behind their large 

computer screens, so that no one could see their faces for the longest time before the hearing intermission. 

When Ernst rose to speak into the microphone, she, at one point, turned her back to the panel because the 

panel refused to look at her or at the audience, which is why the audience began to smile and clap. It may 

have been uncivil, as Woolley inferred (without having witnessed the event), for Ernst to turn her back to 

the quasi-judicial hearing panel – “abandoning all pretense that her comments were submission” – but it 

was plainly far more insulting, uncivil, for the regulator panel to hide and not to face Ernst or the audience. 

It’s a problematic, gaping hole in Woolley’s uncontextualized narrative. It is also significant to note that 

when the panel members returned after the 

intermission, after having been embarrassed by 

Ernst’s action, they decided not to hide their faces 

from the audience for the remainder of the hearing. 

 

Furthermore, it is also interesting to note that in 

retired Justice D.W. Perras’s September 7, 2007, 

report, “Examination of the Alberta Energy and 

Utilities Board Security Measures Related to the Alta 

Link 500 KV Hearing,” which Woolley references 

five times, he included an anonymous cartoon at the 

very end. The cartoon depicts four mice, two of 

which are standing (representing the two applicant 

companies, Altalink and AESO) and who are 

watching the actions of the third standing mouse (the 

EUB, regulator), which is screwing the fourth mouse (representing the “public”) in its rear end while lying 

down with its head trapped in a mouse trap with the name “EUB Procedures and Rules.” It is quite clear, by 
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the inclusion of this frank cartoon, that Justice Perras found the EUB’s actions reprehensible, leading to the 

logical question, once again, of why Woolley chose the title for her paper. After Justice Perras’ findings 

were published, the EUB, under a cloud of public shame and national scandal, would reboot its public 

image by changing its government name to the ERCB, the Energy Resources Conservation Board.  

 

Shortly after Ernst’s first filing of her lawsuit on December 3, 2007, Ernst accidently found the paper by 

Professor Alice Woolley and read it. Ernst regularly checked for access to the paper and later discovered, 

shortly after going public with her lawsuit in 2011, that Woolley’s paper was still on her list of publications, 

but the hyperlink to access it had been removed. After Woolley’s paper was later published in the Spring of 

2008 by the Journal of Energy & Natural Resources Law (Vol. 26, No.2), it was published for a second 

time with the same inappropriate title in June 2015, appearing in the prestigious Journal of Energy and 

Natural Resources Law (26(2): pages 

234-266), an informational resource for 

the legal and court community. The 

timing of the Woolley report’s second 

printing came just after Ernst filed to 

Canada’s Supreme Court of Appeal, and 

three months before Andrew Nikiforuk’s 

book about Ernst was published.  

 

Seven years after the EUB’s November 

24, 2005, banishment letter to Ernst, the 

ERCB’s new legal counsel, Glenn 

Solomon, would falsely claim to the 

Supreme Court via the defendant’s 

(ERCB’s) December 5, 2012, court filing 

(0702-00120), that Ernst was guilty of 

eco-terrorism, and the first instance of 

Ernst being labelled a terrorist in court 

documents. On top of providing a 

rationale for the RCMP’s previous 

uncalled for visit to Ernst’s private 

property and home, Solomon likely sought to not only destroy her credibility, but to also victimize her as a 

state criminal and discredit her precedent-setting lawsuit: 

 

133. The ERCB purportedly ceased communications with her after it learned she had commented that 

“the only way is the Weibo way.” While the Plaintiff can attempt to gloss over the significance of this 

comment, it must be remembered that the comment was not made in a vacuum. Rather, it was made 

in the context of numerous violent acts of eco-terrorism against oil and gas development in Alberta, 

many of which were undertaken by Weibo Ludwig. The ERCB is required to take such threats 

seriously. Indeed, that the ERCB reported this threat to the RCMP demonstrates the seriousness with 

which ERCB took the threat. By ceasing communications and reporting the Plaintiff to the RCMP, 

the ERCB was responding appropriately to a real threat of violence. The ERCB ceased 

communication in order to protect its staff, the Alberta public and the Alberta oil and gas industry 

from further acts of eco-terrorism.  

 

Glenn Solomon had no grounds to state in his legal filing to the Supreme Court that Ernst was intending 

eco-terrorism, or that the ERCB had proof of this. This was a lie, for which he was not reprimanded. 

 

Alberta court of Queen’s Bench Justice Neill C. Wittmann ruled on a hearing he did not hear. In his ruling 

of September 16, 2013, Wittman ruled on the hearing heard by justice Veldhuis heard in January of that 

Above: the infamous photo of Colin Powell, the chair of the U.S. Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, falsely testifying (lying) in 2003 before the United 

Nations Security Council, holding up a vial “that could contain 

anthrax,” which was in fact filled with sugar. His lies were responsible 

for the destruction of Iraq and the deaths of over one million people. 

Powell would later confess his lies as a “blot on my record.”   
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year who had been yanked off the case by Stephen Harper and prohibiting her from writing her ruling. 

Wittman summarizes a part of Ernst’s claim in paragraph 2: 

 

“The claim against the ERCB is that it was negligent in its administration of its statutory 

regulatory regime, that it failed to respond to Ernst concerns about water contamination from the 

EnCana drilling activity, that the ERCB knew that EnCana had perforated and fractured directly 

into the Rosebud aquifer, and that it failed to respond. Further, it is alleged that the ERCB owed 

a duty to Ernst to take reasonable steps to protect her well water from foreseeable contamination. 

It is also alleged that, by its conduct, the ERCB breached section 2(b) of the Canadian Charter of 

Rights and Freedoms, Part I of the Constitution Act, 1982, being Schedule B to the Canada Act 1982 

(UK) 1982 c 11 (the “Charter”), by barring Ernst from communicating with the ERCB through the 

usual public communication channels, and thereafter ignored her for a period of time until she agreed 

to communicate 331 with the ERCB directly only, and not publicly through the media or through 

communications with other citizens.”  

 

Of significance in Wittmann’s ruling 

(paragraph 31 following to paragraph 

43, under subtitle C., The Charter 

Argument) he dismisses Solomon’s 

claim as baseless: “I agree with Ernst 

that the ERCB cannot rely on its 

argument on the Weibo eco-terrorism 

claim, in the total absence of 

evidence. There is none.” There 

never was. Wittmann goes on to say 

later in paragraph 97: “there is no 

finding of outrageous or egregious 

conduct on the part of Ernst.” In 

other words, the allegations made by 

Alberta’s regulator since 2005 of 

misconducts by Ernst were also 

groundless.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
331 Ernst never agreed to being gagged by the ERCB. The ERCB finally unbanished her, but never did give her energy regulation, 

and then let EnCana drill under her land. 
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16.2.4. Off to Ottawa 

 

The case is being closely watched by Canada’s oil and gas industry. In 2014, Borden Ladner Gervais, 

Canada’s largest national full-service law firm, included the Ernst case in a top 10 list of important 

judicial decisions affecting the energy industry. 332 

 

“If it pleases the Court, I would like to start with this observation: my client, a regulator, finds itself 

in the unusual position as being a defendant in a lawsuit.” 333 

 

After the Alberta Court of Appeal’s three justices ruled on September 15, 2014, that there was “no 

reviewable error” in case management Justice Wittmann’s finding “that Section 43 [of Alberta Energy 

Resources Conservation Act] bars the appellant’s Charter claim,” 334 with the justices promptly dismissing 

Ernst’s appeal, Ernst proceeded to file a final appeal opportunity with the Supreme Court of Canada 

concerning constitutional rights under Canada’s Charter which Petro-Alberta’s courts and justices refused 

to honour and implement. On November 12, 2014, Ernst submitted her rather expensive and thick filing 

(thousands of dollars, 27 copies) presented to the Supreme Court and to other parties, which she never 

received a physical copy of: 

 

1. This case raises one of the most fundamental constitutional questions a court can consider: can 

legislation block an individual from seeking a remedy for a breach of her Charter rights pursuant to s. 

24(1) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (the “Charter”)? In this case, the Court of 

Appeal of Alberta has held that it can. 

 

4. The issues raised by this appeal impact all Canadians. General “protection from action” clauses 

similar to s. 43 of the Energy Resources Conservation Act are found in dozens of statutes across 

Canada, and in each and every province in Canada. The Supreme Court’s guidance on whether such 

statues can bar actions brought pursuant s. 24(1) of the Charter will benefit all Canadians. 

 

6. Review by this Court is therefore of national importance and will have value far beyond the 

interests of the parties and this particular dispute. 335 

 

Applying to the SCC is one thing. To get accepted and heard is another. Apparently, only about twenty 

percent of Canadian applicants are accepted, get through the big-hinged door. After a few nail-biting 

months, and in a Supreme Court Coram review huddle of three justices on April 30, 2015, justices Rosalie 

Abella, Andromache Karakatsanis and Suzanne Cote agreed for Ernst’s case to proceed.  

 

In Andrew Nikiforuk’s January 13, 2016 article, In Supreme Court, a Battle over Fracking and Citizens’ 

Rights, published in The Tyee, he notes that “initially three provincial governments and the federal 

government announced their intention to intervene in the case:”  

  

“But once they looked at the arguments, they withdrew,” said Murray Klippenstein, another of Ernst’s 

lawyers, after yesterday’s hearing. 

“So, there was no government here to support the argument of the [regulator],” added Klippenstein. 

“It kind of shows in a commonsense sort of way how ridiculous the position is.”  

 
332 Andrew Nikiforuk’s January 13, 2016 article, In Supreme Court, a Battle over Fracking and Citizens’ Rights, published in The 

Tyee. 
333 ERCB/AER lawyer Glenn Solomon’s opening statement before the Supreme Court, January 14, 2016. 
334 Jessica Ernst and Energy Resources Conservation Board, Alberta Court of Appeal (docket, 1301-0346-AC), September 15, 

2013, paragraph 30.  
335 Ibid. 

https://thetyee.ca/News/2016/01/13/Supreme-Court-Fracking-Battle/
https://thetyee.ca/News/2016/01/13/Supreme-Court-Fracking-Battle/
https://thetyee.ca/News/2016/01/13/Supreme-Court-Fracking-Battle/


549 

 

The case made legal history, too. “This is the first time the Supreme Court has heard a case about 

human rights with an environmental context,” noted Lynda Collins, a professor of law at the 

University of Ottawa’s Centre for Environmental Law and Global Studies. 

She said the case concerns the right of a citizen to pinpoint environmental wrongs, such as 

groundwater contamination, without being penalized by a regulatory body. 

Whenever a regulator allegedly takes punitive measures against a citizen addressing key 

environmental issues in the public interest, “you have a serious allegation,” added Collins. 

 

Who were these Attorney Generals from the “three provincial governments” that decided to bow out in 

December 2015, and which side of the fence were they on? They were the AGs from British Columbia 

(under the then ‘deregulatory’ B.C. Liberals), Saskatchewan, and Quebec. Both B.C. and Saskatchewan 

were homes of fracking operations. And what side of the fence was Canada’s Attorney General, 

Conservative Party Peter MacKay (succeeded in November 2015 by Liberal Party Jody Wilson Raybould), 

on at the time? The interveners that did come forth to defend the Ernst Charter case were the Canadian 

Civil Liberties Association, the B.C. Civil Liberties Association, and the David Asper Centre. 

 

During Cory Wanless’ January 12, 2016, presentation at Ottawa’s Supreme Court for plaintiff Ernst, which 

continued for about 61 minutes before the morning’s first intermission, justice Rosalie Abella conducted 

five interactions (questions, answers, and comments) with Wanless, with a total 

interaction time at 19 minutes, or about one third of Wanless’ appearance. 

 

However, during Glenn Solomon’s presentation for defendant ERCB, which 

continued for about 47 minutes after the morning’s first intermission, Rosalie 

Abella had no interactions with Solomon as he was arguing against and 

constraining the application of Canada’s Charter for the wayward government of 

Alberta. This could be seen as something out of character, as Abella often narrated 

the contextual ascendancy of the Charter, the envy of world nation states, who 

often extolled its virtues in her presentations and written documents. I.e.: Glenn Solomon 
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“It is of course fundamental that judges be free from inappropriate or undue influence, independent in 

fact and appearance, and intellectually willing and able to hear the evidence and arguments with an 

open mind. … We must be prepared, when the situation warrants, to experience what Herbert Spencer 

called “The Tragedy of the Murder of a Beautiful Theory by a Gang of Brutal Facts.” In other words, 

there is critical difference between an open mind and an empty one. 

 

It is worth remembering too the transcendent truth that while both courts and legislatures are entitled 

to enforce rights, only the courts have the institutional characteristics that best offers the possibility of 

responsiveness to minority concerns in the face of majoritarian pressures, namely, independence. 

Only courts have the independence from electoral judgment to risk controversy in enforcing rights. 

 

But although judges are not accountable to public opinion in the same way as are elected officials, 

this does not mean that they are not accountable. While they may not be accountable to the public’s 

opinion, they are nonetheless accountable to the public interest for independent decision-making 

based on discernable principles rooted in integrity. Performing the task properly may mean 

controversy and criticism. But better to court controversy than to court irrelevance, and better to court 

criticism than to court injustice. 

 

Our constitutional entrenchment of the [Canadian] Charter was designed to both represent and create 

shared, unifying national values of compassion, generosity and tolerance. It is the mirror in which we 

see our rights reflected and obliges us to ask, “Are we the fairest of them all?”” 336 

 

But the real test of Abella’s repeated, public defense for Canada’s critical Charter, for her and her fellow 

Canadians, would ultimately be revealed a year later within the ‘push comes to shove’ reality. 

 
336 Excerpts from Rosalie Abella’s July 7, 2011, presentation, Constitutions and Judges: Changing Roles, Rules, and 

Expectations, University College, London, The Constitution Unit, The Supreme Court, London, England, 27 pages. 

                                              Rosalie Abella (in conversation  
                                                   with Cory Wanless, about 30  
                                                   minutes in on the morning’s  
                                                   proceeding): “I wanted to get  
                                                   back to your operational  
                                                   distinction argument. If judges 
                                                   are protected, as you’d say, by  
                                                   judicial independence, what if  
                                                   somebody working for the  
                                                   court, like a registrar, or  
somebody in the registrar’s office, made a decision that someone claimed violated their 
Charter, such as you can’t bring in any more proceedings here, we’ve decided, as an 
administrative action. Is it your view that in those circumstances, even if it’s a protected 
body, that there is a possibility of bringing a Charter claim, because you are not able to 
access the institution? And doesn’t that carry with it the assumption that every public 
body entitles every individual, always, to get whatever access they want to that body? 
And, you can never have a vexatious litigant? You can never make any of those kinds of 
order? Those all trigger the Charter?” 
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During the Appeal Hearing proceedings, there were only two justices who chose not to volunteer comments 

or questions to the four Appeal presenters: Richard Wagner and Clement Gascon, both Harper appointed 

justices who would rule against Ernst in the January 13, 2017, majority judgement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tabor Times 
May 27, 2015 

Investigation launched into shredding of documents 
II was snowing in Edmonton last 

week. but it wasn' t precipitation falling 
from the sky, 

Reams and reams of shredded govern· 
ment documellts from over the course of 
the former PC government's 44 ),ear 
reign Ililed up outside the legislature in 
the wake of the NOP win. 

And now some of those shredded doc· 
uments have come under the closer 
strullnyof the Privacy and Public 
Interest Commissioners. 

The commissioners announced a joint 
im'es tigalion into the Ministry of 
Environment and Sustainable Resource 
Development 1asl Wednesday after a 
~iving a whistleblower tip from a 
minis try insider claiming improper doc
ument shredding. skullduggery and 
co\'cr up. 

None of these accusaUons have been 

pro\'en, and the investigation wil1 likely 
Lake severrumomhs to COmlJlete, but it 
would be surprising if there wasn't some 
truth to the claims. 

A government which has been in 
power as long as the former one must 
have had more than its fair share of 
skeletons in the closet. 

Records of backroom deals. of favours 
done a nd received, and formerly sup
pressed information which would make 
the government look bad if it were to see 
the light of day. 

It's also not surpris ing the Min istry of 
Environment and Sustainable Resource 
Development would be caught up in such 
tawdry a llegations. 

Accused by environmental activists of 
being little more than a rubber stamp 
institution for Alberla'senergy sector 
for decades, the Ministry has frequently 

been subjected to harsh questions about 
oil sands development. environmental 
health and public safety in Alberta 
which it has had difficultv ans .... 'Crinl!' 

OnernwsUf(, for example, currently 
before the court alleges the Ministry 
failed to mom a proper in~tjgation 
when fracking released hazardous 
amounts of methane. e thane and other 
chemicals into a well on a prope.ny near 
Rosebud, north of caJg3.r)! 

The claimant, Jessica Ernst. ..... on the 
r ight to sue the min istr}t Albena's 
Energy Regulator and Encana for S33 mil, 
lion last November. 

\VhUe the Mmistry of EnvltOnment 
and Sustainable Resource Development is 
the ftrst to receive closer scrutiny under 
lhe new NDP government. it will likely 
not be the last. 

There is always a certain amount of 

cronyism in any government. but the 
longer said government stays in power 
the larger the web of favours asked and 
receivro which binds insider interests 
together. sometimes to the detriment of 
the larger public good. 

However, Premier-deslgnate Notley is 
too good a politiCian to push too hard and 
too fast until she has managed her transi
lion into power, reoeivro all the keys that 
go with her office. and consolidated her 
own base of support within the govern
ment. 

She also has to put out a new budget 
for the province as her first priority 
before other mauers can be considered. 

Afte r that, expect more s tones in 
&l.monton 10 be ovenurned to see what 
crawls out. 

iI isn' t likely to warm and QutTy, nor 
adhere to the principles of due process. 

Shred Fraud? "Better Shred than Read! " Tory Cover-up Saga 
Continues: Document shredding rules not followed by Alberta 
Environment, investigation finds. " 344 boxes of executive 
records were destroyed between May 1 and May 13," including 
related to litigation, 660 boxes in total were destroyed 
Posted on Janua[Y . .L 2016 by Jessica Ernst 

Sh)'edding ban in environ)nent deparhnent still in place. NotleY..M!Y.§. by 

Mariam Ihrahim, ,January 7, 2016, F.dmonton .Journal in Calgary Herald 

Premier Rachel Notley said Friday a shredding ban in the envi ronment deparbnent will 
remain in place until she's confident the ministry has enacted stronger records 

management policies. Notley made the comments one day after a provincial watchdog 
investigation into the destmction of government documents in the days after the spring 

2015 eleclion rou nd widespread conrus ion a nd no overs ighl over AlberLa's records 

management policies. 
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-}4. This Part may be dled as the O:t/!Qdrall Cfl1JrtlrofRlgfrtf and FraJc1f1Il. 

~w( lIuuf "011' nti16liJIi tflt £HilI! pmrclplt!. t(1t NUiC I'U/Ud And Fdlt~ Il.'fr,tii froid 
Uf togt/(UT lIS CQ/,IId/ruff JIl tfrut btHllHd our 1lg/ollalloHilJl/tJ Ifrm h II U'ily of IIf' IIl1d II IN'Un! 

of I'illutl ut~idi make III Pli/UJ of l/it COUHI'N Inal frill awclt IH Judi (radom and Jlllh 
imn!rQlurahlc JoH. ~ 

-. 
as ~ can look back with pride on our past, 
~ can now look with pride to our future. 

Canada now has its own Constitution 
with the traditional rights and freedoms 

~ once took for granted. 
Today 

we can trUly say, 
the future belongs to us. 

Advertisment 
Toronto Star 
April 13, 1982 
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16.2.5. Supreme Lock-Up Shenanigans 
 

Prior to its beginning in 2007, and up until it’s abrupt, cruel end on April 1, 2021, the Ernst lawsuit case, 

embraced by many faithful supporters, has been on a rather bumpy, bizarre and nasty trajectory, on a 

politically charged, twisted and fraught front, with other adjectives best kept off the written page. One of 

those moments happened in July 2016. 

 

Those whose administrative duties it is to keep the Supreme Court’s engine rolling its many judgement 

wheels, announced some six months after the January 12th Hearing, that the nine Supremes were about to 

release their Ernst ruling, toward the end of July, but, under certain conditions and restrictions. The release 

also coincided with the sudden departure of Justice Thomas Albert Cromwell, who said goodbye on August 

31, 2016. The release method would all be staged preferential show and shenanigans, in the works, planned 

five months previous, since February 2016. 

 

On July 7, 2016, the Supreme Court notified Ernst’s lawyers and related parties that it was going to impose 

a “Lock-Up.” After Ernst investigated the Supreme Court’s fine print for this term which she was ignorant 

of, she promptly rejected the invitation, shutting down the special process. For her non-compliant freedom 

of choice, for her rejection of the Court’s request terms, the Court would then, essentially, punish Ernst by 

withholding the ceremonious release of the Supreme Court’s ruling by six more long months! The utter 

nerve! What would motivate ‘the Court’ do so? 

 

In the first paragraph of the Supreme Court of Canada Registry’s July 7, 2016, letter, it states that the 

Canadian Parliamentary Press Gallery (CPPG) “has requested permission for a lock-up on the date the 

judgement in this case will be released,” and that the Court “has entered into a Memorandum of 

Understanding” with the CPPG. If the CPPG’s executive had indeed “requested permission for a lock-up,”  
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[Extreme Danger, 101] 

In Anticipation of Ernst v Alberta Energy Regulator  

by Avnish Nanda 

December 30, 2015  

(Excerpts) 

 

On January 12, 2016, the Supreme Court of Canada will hear oral arguments in Jessica Ernst v Alberta 

Energy Regulator, an appeal from Alberta that has considerable implications for administrative bodies 

and the remedies available against them. 

 

Jessica Ernst v Alberta Energy Regulator is an action that was commenced by a landowner in Rosebud, 

Alberta against the administrative body charged with energy development and regulation in Alberta 

(initially the Energy Resources Conservation Board, which has now been reorganized and rebranded as 

the Alberta Energy Regulator — the “AER”). The landowner, Jessica Ernst, alleged a number of 

violations related to the approval and operation of hydraulic fracking and other incidental industrial 

activities near her residence, and the impact they were having on her health, property and quality of 

life. 

 

Among the allegations found in Ernst’s claim, and the one that will be dealt with by the Supreme 

Court, is the alleged violation of her right to freedom of expression protected at s. 2(b) of the Charter 

of Rights and Freedoms. Ernst claims that between November 24, 2005, and March 20, 2007, the AER 

refused to accept communications from her due to her criticisms of the regulator and the decisions it 

had made. Ernst sought the remedy of monetary damages for the alleged violation, which can be 

granted under s. 24(1) of the Charter. 

 

The AER brought an application to strike Ernst’s Charter claim on a number of grounds, including that 

it was barred by the statutory immunity clause found at s. 43 of the empowering statute of the regulator 

(at the time it was the Energy Resources Conservation Act, RSA 2000. 

 

Let’s assume that the lower courts are correct in their reasoning that awarding Charter damages against 

the AER will undermine good governance, as the administrative body will not be able to fully exercise 

its role out of fear of being financially liable for conduct it has engaged in. Does the same apply to 

declarations of constitutional invalidity under s. 24(1)? Can Charter damages be held to have the same 

adverse impact on the principle of good governance as the court merely stating that an administrative 

actor’s conduct was unconstitutional?  

 

Conclusion 

Ernst v Alberta Energy Regulator could have significant ramifications for holding administrative 

bodies accountable not only here in Alberta but across the country. If the Alberta Court of Appeal 

decision is upheld, governments in Canada will effectively have a blueprint to insulate 

administrative bodies from Charter scrutiny. By including statutory immunity clauses in the 

empowering statutes of administrative bodies and delegating to them Charter infringing conduct, 

governments can shield themselves from liability. Government conduct that was once prohibited 

due to its Charter infringing nature would now be lawful because of the presence of statutory 

immunity clauses barring Charter remedies. In my view, upholding this approach will invariably 

lead to an erosion of Charter rights, rendering such constitutional protections meaningless — a 

significant concern given the emergence and continued growth of the ‘regulatory state’ in Canada. 

 

https://www.nandalaw.ca/blog/2015/12/30/in-anticipation-of-ernst-v-alberta-energy-regulator
https://www.nandalaw.ca/blog?author=52adf0a0e4b04dd8c25c6ba0
https://www.nandalaw.ca/blog/2015/12/30/in-anticipation-of-ernst-v-alberta-energy-regulator
http://canlii.ca/t/kzbn
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when did the CPPG request it? From information posted on the Registry’s Docket 36167 (see above), it 

notes that a “request or proposal” for a lock-up had been in the works five months previous, on February 

15, 2016, some four weeks after the January 12 Supreme Hearing. The entry, which failed to register the 

name of the party “who” proposed or requested the lock-up, may likely indicate that it was someone in the 

Supreme Court apparatus, begging the accuracy of the statement to Ernst lawyers that it was the CPPG 

which “requested permission.” If this was so, why the misdirection? Answer: that it was the directive of the 

Supreme Court to give 

preferential press coverage of 

what it perceived as a 

politically sensitive ruling. 

 

Imagine, if you will, ‘selected’ journalists, lawyers, and affected parties, 

being put in a locked room, with no communication devices, no windows, 

shielded from the world in cages. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Andrew Nikiforuk, the author 

and journalist covering the 

Ernst case since 2005, was 

not a registered member of 

the Canadian Parliamentary 

Press Gallery, and therefore 

would be barred from 

attending the “lock-up.” 

Nikiforuk’s comprehensive 

perspectives and insights 

into the Ernst case, would be 

perceived as a threat, might 

stand out and sway public 

perception, differing from the 

framing of messaging and 

narrative from traditional 

media coverage. 
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16.2.6. Sossin’s Special Sauce 

 

“A week after the Wittmann ruling, her lawyers 

applied to the Supreme Court of Canada to 

challenge the Alberta Court of Appeal decision 

that excluded the ERCB from the lawsuit. To Ernst, 

the ERCB remained the most-guilty party in her 

lawsuit, and an agency with a closet full of 

incriminating data on hydraulic fracturing. On 

April 30, 2015, the Supreme Court agreed to hear 

her case. The decision both stunned and 

exhilarated Ernst. “This case is about whether a 

government regulator can be held accountable for 

breaching fundamental and constitutional free 

speech rights of a landowner,” said Cory Wanless to the media. Shortly afterwards, Albertans voted 

out the corrupt party that had ruled the province for forty-four years.” 337 

 

On January 13, 2017, the Supreme Court of Canada’s nine justices released their withheld Docket 36167 

Appeal ruling on Ernst and her Charter claim, minus a media “lock-up.”  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
337 Andrew Nikiforuk, page 303. 
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It was journalist Jim Bronskill’s syndicated article, Woman can’t sue Alberta regulator in fracking case: 

Supreme Court, that made the rounds in national print press on the day after the Court’s unabashed and 

shocking decision was released. Bronskill’s short, unanalytical take 338 ended with a summary of Justice 

Thomas Cromwell’s skewed interpretation of Ernst’s appeal: “allowing people to bring claims for damages 

against the regulator could “chill” the regulator’s ability to carry out its duties in the public interest.”   

 

In a same-ruling-day on-line article published by Kathleen Harris with CBC news on January 13th,  

Supreme Court rules fracking critic doesn’t have charter right to sue, it more carefully described the context 

and meaning of the decision. It also included the only media reference to Justice Abella’s fabricated 

“vexatious litigant” statement – that is, without attributing Abella’s sole and debated authorship to it – and a 

statement from plaintiff Ernst:  

 

In a 5-4 split decision, Supreme Court of Canada justices rejected Jessica Ernst's challenge to sue the 

Alberta Energy Regulator for denying her right to freedom of expression. … The ruling also defended 

the immunity clauses that protect many government bodies from lawsuits. 

 

“When the board made the decision to stop communicating with Ernst, in essence finding her to be a 

vexatious litigant, it was exercising its discretionary authority under its enabling legislation,” it 

reads.  

 

“I nearly fainted from the horror of what this means for all Canadians,” she [Ernst] said. “This blasts 

open our charter and puts a really serious kink into it, which other regulators are going to gleefully go 

ahead and violate charter rights to their hearts’ content. Because now we have this ruling, they’re free 

to do that.” 

 

In Andrew Nikiforuk’s same-

decision-day Tyee article, 

Landowner Loses Fight to Sue 

Regulator in Fracking Case:  

 

The split ruling Friday — 

five justices rejected her 

claim, with four 

supporting it — is a 

setback for the protection 

of groundwater and the 

 
338 The Whitehorse Star published much of Bronskill’s article the day before, on January 13, but with added information from 

reporter Chuck Tobin, Anti-fracker can’t sue Alberta regulator: court. 

https://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/supreme-court-fracking-charter-1.3934002
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rights of landowners dealing with provincial energy regulators, often funded or captured by industry 

interests, say many critics and lawyers. 

 

The majority, led by Justice Thomas Cromwell, upheld an immunity clause passed by the legislature 

that protects the Alberta Energy Regulator from any Charter claims or lawsuits. 

 

Alberta’s Energy Regulator accused Ernst of “criminal threats” in a 2005 letter and refused to 

communicate when she persistently asked embarrassing questions about the effectiveness of its 

enforcement actions on noise pollution and water contamination related to the fracking of shallow 

coal seams near her home. 

 

According to Ernst’s original statement of claim, an AER lawyer admitted during a taped interview 

with her in 2007 that the board never considered Ernst a criminal threat but felt “humiliated” by her 

public criticisms of its abusive conduct. That exchange was witnessed by Liberal MLA David Swann.  

The five justices in the Supreme Court majority concluded that immunity clauses are in the interests 

of “good governance.”  

 

“All Canadians have lost in this decision,” Ernst told The Tyee. “Whenever any Canadian is harmed 

by pipelines or fracking and they present evidence of harm to a regulator and then that regulator 

ignores or denies that evidence, citizens can no longer sue for justice.”  

 

“I believe that split decision will generate a lot of debates among lawyers and judges across the 

country,” added Ernst. “I think some good will come from this terrible decision on a level we can’t 

yet imagine. I will keep going until I run out of money or die or whatever comes first.” 

 

Understanding the perilous outcome of the Supreme Court’s collective, majority, split and dissenting 

judgements of Ernst’s appeal, in hindsight it becomes very clear about the motivation as to why unnamed 

parties requested the Court’s Registry in February 2016 to order a media “lock-up,” and why an 

unsuspecting and suspicious Ernst strongly believed through instructions to her lawyers that it was wrong 

to play that Court’s ball in July 2016. This was devastating news!  

 

Also included in Nikiforuk’s article was a gleeful, public statement from Alberta’s Energy Regulator, 

summarizing the profundity of the Court’s decision: 

 

In a public statement on Friday, the Alberta Energy Regulator hailed the Supreme Court decision as 

an important one for regulators across the country. It added that, “The Court did not find there was a 

https://thetyee.ca/News/2016/01/13/Supreme-Court-Fracking-Battle/
http://www.ernstversusencana.ca/wp-content/uploads/2010/10/Statement-of-Claim.pdf
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breach of Ms. Ernst’s Charter rights and made no findings of negligence on the part of the AER or its 

predecessor the Energy Resources Conservation Board.” 339 The AER statement also noted that 

court’s decision recognized “that permitting the claim would hinder the AER’s ability to carry out its 

statutory duties effectively and in the public interest.” Yet new legislation in 2013 removed “public 

interest” from AER’s mandate. It is now a corporation largely funded by industry.  

 

Ray [correction, Raj] Anand, a senior constitutional and human rights lawyer in Toronto, said he 

found the decision baffling. “I didn’t anticipate that none of the nine judges would decide the 

constitutional issue: whether a legislature can prohibit a constitutional damages claim against an 

agency of the government.”  

 

Shaun Fluker, an associate professor of law at the University of Calgary who has dealt with the AER 

in court, said the majority Supreme Court decision “simply piles on to the existing list of barriers 

constructed in the law to immunize the AER from proper legal scrutiny.” 

 

Those existing barriers include the AER’s ability to refuse to hear landowners and other interested 

members of the public on energy development concerns and the expectation that landowners must 

fund their legal challenges before one of the nation’s most powerful regulators. “The SCC adds to the 

list by effectively immunizing AER actions from Charter scrutiny,” Fluker said. “This is perhaps a bit 

of an overstatement, but not by much.” 

 

The Court judgements are represented by a makeup of three block or group judgements, two groups of 

justices which (Groups 1 and 2, below) formed a “majority,” a 5-4 split in the overall, final judgement, and 

the remaining four (Group 3) as dissenting justices: 

 

Group 1: Thomas Cromwell, Andromache Karakatsanis, Richard Wagner and Clement Gascon (in    

                 Reason paragraphs 1 – 60). 

Group 2: Rosalie Abella (in Reason paragraphs 61 – 130). 

Group 3: Beverley McLachlin, Michael Moldaver, Suzanne Côté and Russell Brown (in Reason  

                 paragraphs 131 – 192). 

 

Under what criteria and process did the nine justices decide to break themselves up into three thematic 

judgement blocks after the Appeal Hearing on January 12, 2016? Did they all politely convene around a 

table to consult on how each supreme was going to rule, and then group themselves accordingly? If a 

citizen was curious about this secretive process, could he or she directly ask any one of the Supremes, or 

their clerks about it? They would not provide or allow an answer. If anyone wished to get an answer to that 

specific procedural process through a Freedom of Information request, that route is barred. 

 

In a May 14, 2018 Globe and Mail article, Retired Supreme Court judges object to 50-year embargo on 

documents: ‘Too long for any useful purpose’, reporter Sean Fine describes how in June 2017,  “the court 

signed an agreement with Library and Archives Canada,” imposing a 50-year restriction on “internal court 

documents revealing the communications between judges on cases:”   

 

In the United States, Britain, Australia and in other Canadian jurisdictions, judges can decide what to 

do with such documents after retirement. At one time, Canadian Supreme Court judges had similar 

rights to their own files. In announcing the agreement, which attracted little attention at the time, the 

court said it would “ensure that the case files of Canada’s highest court will be preserved and 

accessible to future generations.” 

 
339 The AER’s statement, of course, is meritless as the SCC did not conduct any findings about Ernst’s case in Alberta: the SCC 

allowed no evidence to be filed, only matters of law were argued.  

http://ablawg.ca/2012/11/15/an-overview-of-bill-2-responsible-energy-development-act-what-are-the-changes-and-what-are-the-issues/
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/canada/article-fifty-year-embargo-on-supreme-court-documents-too-long-for-any/
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/canada/article-fifty-year-embargo-on-supreme-court-documents-too-long-for-any/
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In the midst of Canadian public confusion and disappointment of the Supreme Court’s judgments in the 

Ernst case, came a blistering, spot-on legal summary critique by Lorne Sossin, the former Dean of Osgoode 

Law, at York University of Toronto, who now presides as an Ontario Appeal Court justice. Damaging the 

Charter: Ernst v. Alberta Energy 

Regulator, was published on-line on 

January 20, 2017, a week after the release 

of the judgements. It was republished with 

minor edits on March 19, 2019, as part 3, 

Statutory Bars to Constitutional Remedies: 

The Importance of Being Ernst, within 

Constitutional Cases 2017: An Overview, 

in the Supreme Court Law Review (2019, 

88 S.C.L.R. 2d), from Sossin’s presentation 

at Osgood’s Annual Constitutional Cases 

conference held on April 6, 2018. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



561 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CONsTITuriONAlCASESCONF-ERENCE ·i.PRil67oi81 
OSGOOOE HAll LAW SCHOOL, !QRK~ 

I KEYNOTEj 
THE RIGHT HONOURABLE _ 
BEVERLEY MCLACHLlN, 

FORMER CHIEF JUSTICE OF CANAOA • 
- - (2000'2017)~ 

OSGOODE 

/' 
,. 

I he official b log of the Un:ario 

Legislature In:ernship Programl"le 

IT! APRIL 8, 2018 .l o Li r 

The highlight was meeting Retired Supreme Court of Canada Chief (SeC) 

Justice Beverley Mclachlin, who del ivered a speech on "The Arc of the 

Charter: A Personal Perspective ." 

When reflecting on the implementation of the Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms (Charter), the Chief Justice stated: "Someday, will be able to 

look back upon the Charter with the benefit of historical distance. But 

that day has not yet come. The whole story of the Charrer, from its 

inception to this day. is contemporaneous: for many of us, it is a story 

entirely encompassed within our own lifetimes." 

While the Charter is no longer in its infancy, the Chief Justice indicated 

that the Charter is an "unfinished project." Moreover: "The 'story' of 

Canadian law has been, and will for the foreseeable future continue to 

be, the story of the Charter's impact on Canadian law. But the Chaner's 

impact does not end there. A major part of the Charter's story is its 

impact, not just on Canadian law, but on Canada itself." 

The Ch ief Justice asserted that Canadians have come to see themselves 

as 'rights ho lders', which aligns with the Charters 'rights mindset'. The 

uniquely Canadian character of the Charter is reflected in its emphasis 

on three kinds of rights: individual rights, tied to a conception of 

tolerance and respect; collective interests, bound up with an 

appreciation of the relationsh ip of support and obligation between 

individual and commun ity; and group rights, tied to a recognition that 

of plura lism is one of Canada's animating values. 

In pith and substance, the Chief Justice's speech cou ld be summed as: 
'We have a Charter that reflect our most fundamental values, that tell s 

us who and what we are as a people.n 
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In both of Lorne Sossin’s brilliant, 

succinct and piercing legal 

evaluations of the Supreme Court 

justices’ January 13, 2017 

judgements, he summarily 

articulates that both the majority 

(Groups 1 and 2) and dissenting 

justices (Group 3) misconstrued 

technical legal applications and 

arguments about Ernst’s Charter 

rights from previous court rulings, rendering the majority’s  reasons “unpersuasive,” which ultimately led 

the majority “down a problematic path,” and with the majority and dissenting justices putting “the 

statutory cart before the constitutional horse,” more plainly, getting it all wrong.  

 

Of note in Sossin’s 2019 analysis, The Importance of Being Ernst, he begins by stating:  

 

“… in my view, the premise the Supreme Court of Canada accepts in Ernst, that a statutory immunity 

clause can in any circumstances bar a Charter claim, is suspect.”  

 

In his 2017 analysis, Sossin chose the word “flawed,” later substituting it with “suspect.” Here is a 

collection of excerpts that follow in Sossin’s 2019 analysis: 

 

“The majority’s discussion of countervailing factors is also unpersuasive. The existence of 

countervailing factors, as set out above, only arises where a party’s entitlement to Charter damages 

has been established and where the Crown seeks to demonstrate that damages nonetheless should not 

be awarded.” 

 

“The issue in the appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada was the scope of the statutory immunity 

clause, not the strength of the claim to Charter damages.”   

 

“An immunity clause can preclude only those claims that a legislature has the constitutional authority 

to bar – that includes civil claims for damages, but it cannot bar Charter claims (including Charter 

claims, as in Ernst, where one of the remedies sought is Charter damages). On this reading, the 

Supreme Court of Canada could and should have interpreted the statutory bar as inapplicable 

to this claim to the extent a breach of the Charter is properly pleaded.” 

 

“Ernst claims she was silenced as punishment for her opposition to the Board. The availability of 

Charter damages, like the availability of other Charter remedies (declarations, injunctions, etc.), 

cannot be precluded by an act either of a provincial legislature or of Parliament (unless the 

notwithstanding clause under section 33 is invoked, which is the sole mechanism for immunizing 

public bodies from Charter scrutiny, and therefore, from Charter remedies). … In my view, the Court 

in Ernst misconstrues the place of Charter damages in the context of Canada’s constitutional 

architecture. … By upholding the validity of a statute to bar a Charter remedy, the Supreme Court 

of Canada has allowed a legislature to unilaterally circumscribe constitutional protections and 

done so for no broader constitutional rationales or benefits.” 

 

“I believe Ernst will be remembered as a problematic precedent in working out the relationship 

between statutory interpretation on the one hand, and the requirements of the Constitution on 

the other.” 
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On October 7, 2021, Ontario Appeal Court Justice Lorne Sossin was interviewed in a video session about 

his personal and professional background. When asked about why he chose one of his doctoral degrees in 

Political Science at the University Toronto, he answered that “figuring out those relationships of power [in 

the late 1970s], figuring out who makes decisions over whom, and what impact those decisions have, those 

dynamics were always interesting to me.” Sossin clerked at the Supreme Court of Canada to Chief Justice 

Antonio Lamer and then obtained a doctorate in Law at Columbia University in New York. He migrated 

back to Toronto where he practised litigation with law firm 

Borden & Elliot. Sossin then transitioned to academia at 

Osgoode Law School from 1997 to 2002, where he later co-

authored the book, Administrative Law in Context, in 2008. 

Sossin emphasized his takeaway from academic teaching 

(“courses in administrative and constitutional law, the 

regulation of professions, civil litigation, public policy and 

the judicial process:” source, Sossin Short Biography):  

 

“You are constantly put in the position on reflecting on 

core principles, thinking about how people are affected 

by law. For example, in ways if you are a busy litigator, 

you may not always have those moments to reflect on 

the bigger picture, the systemic kind of influences and 

impacts in a way that academics can. … The style of 

academic life that I really cherished and tried to pursue 

was one of being engaged in those realities throughout 

the legal system, throughout the many walks of practice 

that our students pursued, and again where the ideas 

about law were coming from.”     

 

As an example of his interest in the wild and often weird field 

of Canadian politics, in 2009 Sossin co-edited Parliamentary 

Democracy in Crisis, a collection of 14 essays on 

Conservative Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s controversial decision to prorogue Parliament in November 

2008. Sossin and Adam Dodek co-authored the seventh essay, “When Silence Isn’t Golden: Constitutional 

Conventions, Constitution Culture, and the Governor General:”  

 

As Michael Valpy notes in his contribution to this book, ‘by convention,’ what transpires between a 

prime minister and the governor general is not made public, and again ‘by convention,’ no reasons 

were disclosed for the governor’s general’s decision on 4 December. In this article, we refer to these 

practices collectively as the ‘Practice of Non-Disclosure.’  

 

We examine whether the Practice of Non-Disclosure should be considered a constitutional 

convention, and if so, what the implication of such a convention would be given the evolution of 

Canada’s constitutional culture. We question the existence of this convention, and, to the extent it 

does exist, we argue that that our constitution has evolved to the point where the veil of secrecy 

should be lifted from such crucial settings of democratic accountability. Consequently, in the case of 

the events of December 2008, we conclude that the public has a right to know the basis for the prime 

minister’s request as well as the reason or reasons for the governor general’s decision granting that 

request. Absent a compelling public purpose to be served by silence, public officials ought to be 

expected to justify their actions, particularly when the legitimacy of Canada’s democratic institutions 

itself hangs in the balance. 
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With a cursory inspection of Sossin’s extensive publications, my sense is that he was always travelling on 

the road to enlightenment, paths in which he was seeking the ‘public good,’ for understanding and revealing 

the ethical and honest means in the maintenance and forging of public justice.  

 

For instance, in the year following the Alberta Energy Regulator’s (formerly, EUB’s) November 2005 letter 

banishing Jessica Ernst’s from all and any communications, Sossin published “Bureaucratic Disentitlement, 

Vulnerable People, and the Appeal of Review” (University of Toronto Law Journal, 2006). It distills from a 

study in the United Kingdom the behavioural relationships between a given state bureaucracy (as, for 

instance, Alberta’s regulator) and the “search for dialogue” with its citizenry on a range of matters of 

inquiry, dispute and contention, “the chance to engage in meaningful dialogue with officials:”   

 

Rather than instituting reforms based on greater opportunities to build trust and deepen the 

engagement of administrative decision makers in the life circumstances and social contexts of 

applicants, however, many jurisdictions, including Canada, appear to be heading in the opposite 

direction, toward forms of service delivery and decision making … This service-delivery model also 

tends to reduce the ability and practicality of applicants' challenging negative determinations, even 

where there is an avenue of review or appeal to do so. The incidences of what I would term 

‘bureaucratic disentitlement’ … demonstrate the breakdown of trust in the citizen-bureaucrat 

relationship.  

 

Sheri Danz has described bureaucratic disentitlement as ‘effectuated through such practices as 

withholding information, providing misinformation, isolating applicants and requiring extraordinary 

amounts of documentation,’ all of which ‘prevents the transformation of statutory rights into tangible 

benefits.’ 340 

 

In Sossin’s publications and University courses on constitutional law, came a co-authored November 16, 

2009, publication with Susan Gratton, In Search of Coherence: The Charter and Administrative Law under 

the McLachlin Court: “With her appointment as Chief Justice, Madame Justice McLachlin inherited one of 

the most exasperating analytical tangles in modern public law.” In their dissection and overview analysis on 

the Supreme Court’s interpretation of Canada’s Charter, they asked: “When an alleged Charter violation 

occurs as a result of an administrative decision, should the judicial review analysis proceed on Charter 

principles or administrative law principles?” 

 

“This uneasy relationship between administrative law and the Charter has surfaced more frequently in 

recent years as Charter jurisprudence has matured and possible Charter violations are weeded out of 

proposed legislation and regulations before they are ever enacted. Charter violations are more likely 

to arise as a result of discretionary administrative action rather than appearing explicitly in the 

wording of a legislative or regulatory enactment.” 

 

… During the McLachlin Court’s tenure, a strong argument for the coordination and, ultimately, the 

unity of public law values has taken hold in the scholarly literature. According to this theory, both 

areas of law are gradually merging into a unified concern for protecting individual interests from 

the abuse of public power. 

 

Chief Justice McLachlin has well-earned her reputation as a talented consensus-builder and the Court 

has set the stage for a fundamental shift in our understanding of the relationship between the Charter 

and administrative law. … We conclude that the Court has yet to develop a workable and coherent 

approach to the relationship between the Charter and administrative law. 

 
340 Sheri Danz, ‘Note: A Non-public Forum or a Brutal Bureaucracy? Advocacy Claims of Access to Welfare Centre Waiting 

Rooms,’ (2000) 75 N.Y.U.L.R. 1004. 
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I found an on-line link to one of Sossin’s power-point presentations on his co-authored paper with Gratton. 

In his presentation discussion, he included quotes from justices Beverley McLachlin and Rosalie Abella: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The above slide quote from a former court decision by McLachlin is not sourced. It originates from 

Sossin’s November 10, 2013, draft publication, Charter Values and Administrative Justice. 
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Sossin used the slide to illustrate McLachlin’s former championing of the Charter. In the same publication, 

while seeking to explore and understand “proper balancing of Charter values,” Sossin refers to justice 

Rosalie Abella on six occasions. 

 

Prior to his appointment to Ontario’s courts, Sossin spent considerable time evaluating the machinery of the 

Supreme Court, including the evolutionary integration of the Charter since the mid 1980s. In his growing 

familiarity with the history of the Supreme Court, he also noted its makeup in his 2009 paper, Should 

Canada Have a Representative Supreme Court?  

 

While regionally diverse, the Court historically was criticized as overwhelmingly homogenous. As 

Peter McCormick observed, “For most of the Court’s history, the basic characteristics of its justices 

were easily described: They were middle-aged (or older) white professional males of British or 

French ethnicity.” Writing in the 1970s, Paul Weiler stated bluntly that, “The most obvious limitation 

in the membership of the Supreme Court is that it is an all-male society”. 

 

… At least one of the non-Quebec judges historically has been francophone (examples would include 

LeDain, La Forest, Arbour, Bastarache, and most recently Charron). A similar proxy-regional concern 

was the mix of Catholic and Protestant Supreme Court justices. It was therefore noteworthy when the 

first Jewish judge (Bora Laskin), was appointed in 1970. Justice Fish became the second Jewish 

member of the Supreme Court in 2004, joined by Abella later the same year, and subsequently by 

Marshall Rothstein in 2008. The first woman, Bertha Wilson, was appointed as discussed above in 

Prime Minister Pierre Elliot Trudeau and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth signing the Proclamation of the 

Constitution Act on April 17, 1982, at a ceremony in Ottawa, “guaranteeing the rights and freedoms in the Charter 

as the supreme law of the nation.” (Source: Government of Canada website, Learn about the Charter) 
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1982, and has been followed by L’Heureux-Dubé in 1987, McLachlin in 1989, Arbour in 1999, 

Deschamps in 2003, Abella in 2004, and Charron in 2004. John Sopinka, a Ukrainian-Canadian, was 

(apart from Laskin) the first person appointed who was not clearly of British or French descent, and 

Frank Iacobucci, an Italian-Canadian, was the second. 

 

While the diversity of the Court has clearly been enhanced over the past three decades, particularly 

with respect to the categories indicated above, the Court remains distinctively and remarkably 

homogenous. The Court has yet to have a justice from the aboriginal community, or someone not 

born into a Judeo-Christian religious culture, or from a racialized or visible minority community or 

openly homosexual. In this sense, at first glance, the Supreme Court appears markedly out of step 

with the rapidly evolving heterogeneity of Canadian society. 

 

As discussed above, assessing the representative nature of the current Supreme Court is not as simple 

as a roll count of ethnicity, gender, religion or linguistic identity. Chief Justice McLachlin was born 

into a small-town community in Alberta, while Justice Abella was born into a displaced persons camp 

in Germany. Are these experiences not as formative as the various identity communities into which 

those judges might claim membership? 

 

Why did Sossin thought-provokingly title his second analysis of the January 13, 2017, Supreme Court 

Appeal Judgment, “The Importance of Being Ernst?” What was his meaning? Is it a riddle? Was it a 

provocation purposed for personal interpretation? Was it a clever twist on the title or even on the meaning 

of Oscar Wilde’s play, “The Importance of Being Ernest?” It may not be so easy to decipher, or it may be 

plain as day for someone whose eyes can see. Whatever its meaning, Sossin tells us, plainly, the Supreme 

Court justices collectively erred in their judgements, some, obviously, more than others. This is what is 

important to understand. Canada’s Charter was damaged as a result. The irksome questions are, why did 

the Court damage the Charter, and why did it not stand up to protect it? Is the “Importance of Being Ernst” 

a recognition of or an example of what Jessica Ernst was herself confronting and revealing to the world, 

what Sossin wrote (see above) in 2009, “a unified concern for protecting individual interests from the 

abuse of public power?” 
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16.2.7. Clever Defamation? 

 

A matter, a steaming controversy within the Justices written deliberations – which Lorne Sossin ignored in 

his analysis because of its relevance outside of his scope – is a statement by justice Abella. That statement, 

which four justices politely refer to as a “characterization,” is found in paragraph 64, bundled within the 

nest of Abella’s written Reasons (paragraphs 66 to 130). Abella states that Jessica Ernst, “claims that 

Charter damages are warranted because of the Board’s decision to stop communicating with her, in essence 

finding her to be a vexatious litigant.” As noted in paragraph 172 by the Chief Justice, representing the 

three other dissenting justices forming Group 3, McLachlin took special exception to Abella’s words about 

Ernst as a “vexatious litigant,” stating: “we see no basis for our colleague’s characterization.”  

 

“No basis” means no evidence, no foundation. The noun, “characterization,” as defined from Oxford 

Languages, means: “1. The creation or construction of a fictional character; 2. a description of the 

distinctive nature or features of someone or something.”  

 

In other words, what Abella stated about Ernst was done intentionally without corroborating evidence, a 

‘mischaracterization,’ out of thin air, a misrepresentation, made up, a false claim, a fabrication. The fact that 

four justices, McLachlin, Moldaver, Côté and Brown, noted, acknowledged and called out Abella’s 

fabrication in their dissenting judgements is significant for two reasons: because, firstly, they understood it 

as a fabrication; and secondly, because they wanted the public to understand that they didn’t want to be 

associated with it. Again, Abella had advice from four of her esteemed colleagues to refrain from including 

a fabrication in her nest of written findings. 

 

In this respect, it is also significant to note that the four justices in Group 1, Cromwell, Karakatsanis, 

Wagner and Gascon, did not commit to also criticizing Abella for her fabrication upon Ernst, leading to the 

painfully obvious question as to why they chose not to. A logical answer to that question may be related to 

why the Group 1 four justices ultimately chose to side with Glenn Solomon’s arguments on behalf of 

Alberta’s energy regulator: they not only ruled and sided against the Charter as the legal trump card (as 

plainly reasoned by Sossin), but therein also revealed they were satisfied with Abella’s defamatory trick 

upon the applicant. When understood in this light, it reveals a stunning perspective! 

 

Abella performed another, 

and sequential jab. Two 

paragraphs later, in 66, in 

Abella’s construct of why 

“Ms Ernst argument that 

the immunity clause does 

not apply when a Charter 

remedy is being sought …,” Abella determined the plaintiff’s argument fanciful, or words to that effect: 

“This invokes Alice in Wonderland.” Hmmm. A “vexatious litigant” wandering about in Wonderland. Yes, 

Ernst is in wonderland, as depicted in the political cartoon below. But is Abella, and perhaps other members 

of the Supreme Court, part of a separate political, insider wonderland? 
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Jessica Ernst would have none of this, who, correctly, sent an urgent “open” three-page letter, dated January 

25, 2017, addressed to the attention of Chief Justice McLachlin, demanding that “Justice Abella’s 

statements be retracted or corrected:” 

  

“Re: January 13, 2017 Ernst vs AER Supreme Court of Canada Judgement by Justice Rosalie Abella. 

I write to bring to your attention a concerning matter regarding Justice Abella’s reasons in the above 

decision. 

 

I have followed Justice Abella’s remarkable career for a long time, watching her gently and caringly 

uphold our Charter; I have always had great respect and admiration for her and her work. So, it stuns 

me that in her above decision in describing why I was banished by the Alberta Energy and Utilities 

Board (EUB, now AER), Justice Abella labels me a “vexatious litigant” and attributes it to the 

regulator: 

 

Above: Catherine Abel’s March 5, 2014, cartoon (with the report author’s modifications). Right of the vertical red line: anti-

wonderland, Abella Land side, with Alberta Premier Allison Redford, representing the “Political Turf” side of Alberta, 

holding on to the leash attached to former Justice Wittmann who presided over Ernst’s lawsuit after the Harper administration 

promoted justice Veldhuis off her case. The man driving the steamroller, Gerard Protti, the former vice president of the 

corporation Ernst was suing, was appointed the chairman of the newly formed Alberta Energy Regulator (AER) in 2013, 

renamed from the former ERCB (Energy Resource Conservation Board). Gerard’s brother, Raymond, was former head of 

CSIS, Canada’s spy agency, who then went on to serve as a board member of the Canadian Bankers Association in 1996, 

“with no previous experience in banking.” Left of the vertical red line: the wonderland side, with Jessica Ernst’s foot on 

“legal ground,” on side with the sunshine, clean water pond with duckies, a horse and a cow eating from healthy pasture, with 

birds flying through clean air, with standing, living trees, and with healthy children clutching warning signs.  
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“When the Board made the decision to stop communicating with E, in essence finding her to be a 

vexatious litigant, it was exercising its discretionary authority under its enabling legislation”.” 

(para. 64) 

 

“I was no such thing. I 

was a landowner 

suffering endless 

sleepless nights because 

of Encana’s many 

unattenuated 

compressors near my 

home. I was the subject 

of lies and bullying by 

the company and 

regulator. I tried to get 

the EUB to engage 

honestly and respectfully with me and others impacted in my community, to enforce the regulations 

and appropriately address Encana’s non-compliances. I studied Encana’s noise assessments and the 

regulator’s deregulation; I documented their fraudulent and outright misrepresentations. Many in my 

community raised concerns. When we asked Encana if there was frac’ing in our community, we were 

told no (two years later, I found out Encana had already by that time repeatedly fractured into our 

drinking water aquifers). 

 

I was not a “litigant” at that time, so it was impossible for me to be a “vexatious” one. 

 

Later in her judgement, Justice Abella acknowledges in fact I was not a litigant: 

 

“Rather than seeking judicial review of the Board’s decision to stop communicating with her 

when she was first informed of this in November 2005, Ms. Ernst waited two years and then 

filed a statement of claim on December 3, 2007….” (para. 84) 

 

It is disheartening to me that Justice Abella believes I spent two years just waiting and “chose not to” 

(para. 129) seek judicial review. During that time, I ran my business, tried to find legal counsel 

willing to help, helped hundreds of impacted citizens, and researched the frac impacts that were 

besieging my home and community – including the water and energy regulators covering-up that 

Encana had broken the law and fractured our drinking water aquifers, keeping it secret from those of 

us living in explosive risk in our homes. 

 

The day I received Mr. Jim Reid’s November 24, 2005 banishment letter, I immediately sought legal 

advice. An Alberta lawyer sent me a copy of ERCA Section 43 and told me he would not help me, 

except to apologize or take the issue public. I was shocked. I have lived much of my life with our 

Charter of Rights and Freedoms, which I love and respect deeply. I knew then, as I know now, that 

my Charter rights had been violated and I had the right to seek remedy, but it took me nearly two 

stress-filled years to find a law firm willing to help. 

 

It is a serious finding when a court declares a claimant to be a “vexatious litigant,” resulting in the 

claimant being restricted or having no further access to the courts. In my understanding, Canadian 

energy regulators do not have the legal authority to find and declare citizens to be “vexatious 

litigants,” especially when those citizens are not litigants. The fact is, in 2005 the EUB judged me a 

criminal, not a “vexatious litigant,” and punished me without due process and without any evidence. 
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To this day, the regulator has never filed a motion in any court accusing me of being a “vexatious 

litigant.” None of the defendants in my case have. 

 

In Justice Abella’s ruling, I have now been labelled a “vexatious litigant” attributed to the regulator, 

also without due process and without any evidence. I find this exceedingly shocking and thoroughly 

unsettling. 

 

I note that Justices Cromwell, Karakatsanis, Wagner and Gascon do not address Justice Abella’s 

“vexatious litigant” statement in the ruling, but you and Justices Côté, Brown and Moldaver do: 

 

“Our colleague Abella J. suggests that the Board, in deciding to stop communicating with Ms. 

Ernst, ‘in essence f[ound] her to be a vexatious litigant’ (para. 64). We see no basis for our 

colleague’s characterization.” (para. 172) 

 

Thank you for acknowledging this. I respectfully ask that Justice Abella’s statements be retracted or 

corrected (they appear in the summary and para. 64, and were published by various media). It is 

extremely distressing to me that false and seriously damaging statements are made and left to 

stand in my Supreme Court of Canada ruling. My main concerns are that: 

 

1) The two defendants remaining in my lawsuit may attempt to use Justice Abella’s statements 

against me; 

 

2) Justice Abella’s statements could prejudice future judges against me; and 

 

3) I continue to live with escalating harmful energy industry impacts, where the regulator – with 

no public interest in their mandate since 2013 – has established they are punitive towards me and 

may also attempt to use Justice Abella’s statements against me. 

 

The EUB judged and punished me without due process and without any evidence, because they 

were admittedly humiliated. In my seeking remedy for that, the Supreme Court of Canada has 

done the same, but the reason is unclear. I cannot understand why Justice Abella made such 

statements and why the Court published them. 

 

Our Charter, emulated the world over, is now fractured for civil Canadians because of my loss. 

I expect our energy regulators will take advantage of this to enable industry’s profits and harms. I will 

live with that burden for the rest of my life. Must I also suffer the repercussions of being defamed 

in a Supreme Court of Canada ruling? 

 

I respectfully request answers and correction in whichever way you deem fair and just.” 

 

As noted by Ernst in her letter to the former Chief Justice, the implications of Abella wrongly judging her 

to be a “vexatious litigant” was seriously harmful to her reputation and to her ongoing prospects in the 

Alberta courts.  

 

Was it a clever defamation? The question is posed because of two facts. Firstly, we must be clear about the 

matter. Abella did not frame the claim as her own. Abella implements a cheap trick by falsely claiming 

Alberta’s energy regulator had found the plaintiff guilty as charged, a “vexatious litigant.” Secondly, a 

Supreme Court Justice is protected, by law, and is provided statutory immunity. Therefore, a ‘harmed’ party 

by a justice in a Supreme Court judgement is barred from seeking remedy, redress. Does this therefore 

also mean, is there the implication from Abella’s fabrication, that the Supreme Court can hide itself 

behind the Charter, as Alberta’s energy regulator claims? The only seeming avenue for a harmed party 
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in such a matter is for a justice of the court to voluntarily confess acknowledgment of harm through written 

apology, which is what Ernst sought in her urgent letter to the Chief Justice, which is also what Ernst 

sought from the Alberta regulator in late 2005 which refused to open her letter. As abundantly evident in 

Ernst’s website, www.ernstversusencana.ca, Ernst has been patiently waiting for an apology for eight long 

years. 

 

Hypothetically, in weighing the seriousness of Abella’s ‘mischaracterization’ and her supposed refusal to 

remove it, to allow it to stand, McLachlin ought to have used her discretionary powers as Chief Justice to 

sever Abella’s judgements from the other eight Appeal case judgements (is there precedent for doing so?). 

This would have forced a tie vote in the Appeal Judgement, leaving the swing judge role hanging in the 

wind. Removing the Abella thorn from the Judgment would have been the proper course of action for all 

concerned, leaving to the obvious and burdensome question of why Abella’s “characterization” of Ernst 

was consented to stand by each and all the eight remaining justices. 

 

What was Justice Abella’s reason or reasons for the fabrication? Given that this seems to have been the first 

instance that Abella had made such a fictional judgement and dangerous gamble during her 18 years at the 

Supreme Court bench, why did she go out of her way to single out and punish Ernst? What was her motive 

or motives? How would the famous fictional detective Sherlock Holmes, relaxing in a comfortable 

armchair, with tobacco pipe in hand, gazing contemplatively on some distant object, ruminate this very 

serious matter? Ah hah, he might then utter! There would seem to be at least three distinct possibilities: 

 

(a.) It was perhaps something personal. After examining reams of information, Holmes would have 

found that Ernst openly advocated for Palestinians’ rights. Given Ernst’s international recognition and 

influence, could her open support for the Palestinian cause have created a sore spot, an inflammation?   

(b.) It was perhaps derivative, i.e., advice or suggestion from another party or parties. After 

examining over ten years of information, Holmes would have recognized Ernst’s courageous defiance 

in seeking the truth from government and corporate industry, the ever nagging national and 

international and investment implications for her legal case about fracking and its cumulative harms 

to people, to all God’s creatures, and to the environment. Holmes might then conclude: could 

someone from government, industry, or elsewhere have encouraged Abella to finally bring the matter 

to a speedy end?  

(c.) It was perhaps a combination of (a) and (b).  

 

To answer these possibilities, to get a lead on them, even the ‘clever as ever’ Holmes would not have a 

means to access Abella’s notes, nor to the other eight Justices’ notes, because of restrictions barring anyone, 

any investigator, from doing so for at least fifty years. Holmes might then have made a further 

consideration: if the matter at hand is deemed by our lawmakers to be pressing enough to serve the public 

good, perhaps there is something of precedent to be had in making a special exception to reverse the 

Supreme Court restriction to only review the narrow interest at hand.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ernstversusencana.ca/
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Part 17.  Beyond a Reasonable Doubt 

 

This report project began in Part One with an excerpt from Rosalie Abella’s April 2018 presentation at the 

Minerva Center for Human Rights, University of (West) Jerusalem. There, Abella – a child of Jewish 

Holocaust survivors, a celebrated legal icon human rights defender – heralded the international concept of 

democracy, declaring, incredibly, that the settler colonial occupier state of Israel, the dishonorable thief of 

Palestinian lands, was its “judicial beacon,” a “luminous symbol,” a “democratic oasis in the desert.”  

 

Six years later in late May 2024, four months after her opinion article published in Globe and Mail 

(provided in Part 3), Abella travelled back to Israel as a special guest, this time at the University of Tel 

Aviv, under different occupational and military oppressive, ongoing Nakba circumstances, some 34 weeks 

into Israel’s Gaza genocide. While Palestinians, including thousands of children and elderly, were being 

routinely bombed, slaughtered, targeted, tortured, starved, and imprisoned not far south of Israel’s capital 

city – the “democratic oasis in the desert” built overtop of former Palestinian settlements – and while 

Westbank Palestinians were mobbed, murdered and imprisoned as more of their lands and properties were 

being stolen, the honored Canadian jurist was there to honor another celebrated Canadian legal human 

rights advocate and former federal Attorney General and Minister of Justice Irwin Cotler, to commemorate 

the first forum of the Irwin Cotler Institute for Democracy, Human Rights and Justice. In the Institute’s 

biography of Irwin Cotler, it “celebrates and advances the legacy of one of the greatest and most respected 

jurists and advocates of justice in our time.” 

 

Before a review of this grotesque moment at the University of Tel Aviv … it is difficult for conscientious 

humanity to stomach it, where two celebrated Canadians reveled together without once, remarkably, 

referring to the hideousness of that genocide, nor contextually and specifically criticizing Israel’s judiciary, 

nor condemning Israel’s Knesset … lest there be any inescapable doubt about their hypocrisy as human 

rights advocates, and their loyalty to the impunity-driven occupier State of Israel. It is as if they live, or 

prefer to live, in a bubble, oblivious to the oblivion. And, baked into this hypocrisy, is the glaring pounding 

paradox, the infuriating irony, that Israel bombed, detonated, decimated, and assassinated all of Gaza’s 

universities, libraries and learning institutions, all the while the two human rights lawyers sat, comfortably, 

at a ‘safe,’ air-conditioned university, with refreshments on the table, just north of these unspeakable 

atrocities.  

 

Let’s step back for a moment. In Part 10 of this report, I described the series of events that led to the 

formation of Irwin Cotler’s Canadian-based propaganda organization, the Raoul Wallenberg Centre for 

Human Rights (RWC), born out of Zionist strategies in the 2000’s to counteract criticisms of Israel at 

United Nations forums, and the creation of the Zionist’s U.N. Watch, on which Cotler sits as an advisory 

board member. The essence of the RWC organization, aside from its stated noble objectives, formed after 

Cotler retired in 2015 as a Member of Parliament, was to deflect, through camouflage, international 

discussion, attention and criticisms against the State of Israel.  

 

There are other questionable 

directives by this Centre, 

such as its endorsement of 

Canada’s and western allied 

political support for the U.S. State Department to destabilize and replace the Venezuelan ‘left’ government, 

primarily to regain access to substantial petroleum reserves and newfound minerals. A few months after 

Cotler announced in late 2014 that he would not seek re-election in 2015, Reuter news broke a story on 

February 5, 2015, “Former Mandela Lawyer to join defense of Venezuela’s jailed activist,” that Cotler, still 

sitting as an MP, was “to actively join” the “jailed Venezuelan opposition leader Leopoldo Lopez’s legal 

team,” which had been announced by “the South American politician’s party,” Popular Will. 
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The on-line centre, Venezuelanalysis, soon published a summary account on February 9, 2015, “The 

Hypocrisy of Leopoldo Lopez’s New Lawyer,” with the preamble headline, “South African officials have 

refuted claims that Irwin Cotler was Nelson Mandela's lawyer, but the politician’s connection to Israel is 

clear.”  

 

“Carlos Vecchio, a 

leading member of 

Lopez’s political party 

Popular Will, boasted 

that, “(Nelson) 

Mandela’s lawyer in 

considering going to 

Ramo Verde”, the jail 

where Lopez is being 

held. Quickly, the 

international press – 

who have been 

exceptionally busy of 

late printing any 

stories that puts the 

Venezuelan 

government in a bad 

light – picked up the 

story, also referring to 

the Canadian 

lawmaker as the lawyer for the famed 

South African liberation movement head. 

 

Virtually no media picked up the 

declarations from South African leaders 

negating a connection between Cotler and 

Mandela. 

 

“Irwin Cotler was not Nelson Mandela’s 

lawyer and does not represent the 

Government or the people of South Africa 

in any manner,” the Ambassador of the Republic of South Africa to Venezuela Pandit Thaninga 

Shope-Linney said Thursday. 

 

While this statement may make Cotler’s role in the struggle against South African apartheid hazy, his 

role in defending another country that has been accused of creating an apartheid system is clear.   

 

Cotler has long been one of the most vocal defenders of Israel in the Canadian Parliament and has 

deep connections to numerous Israel lobby organizations in Canada and the United States. The 

lawyer was one of three founders of the Liberal Parliamentarians for Israel group and was also the 

former president of the Canadian Jewish Congress which in recent decades has devoted an 

increasing amount of its focus towards Israel advocacy and painting pro-Palestinian activism as 

tantamount to anti-semitism.” 

 

“In Parliament Hill, Cotler has been active in using his post to influence Canada’s foreign policy 

positions in favor of Israel. Cotler worked to undermine the credibility of United Nations Fact 
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Finding Mission on the Gaza Conflict, otherwise known as the Goldstone Report – ironically drafted 

by a South African judge – which accused both the Israel Defense Forces and Hamas of war crimes in 

the 2009 attack on Gaza. … While paying lip service to preventing further “tragedies,” Cotler went 

on to outline 15 recommendations – all of them geared towards placing further restrictions on 

Palestinians. Nowhere did the “human rights” lawyer even acknowledge the devastating blockade on 

Gaza, let alone the continued illegal building of settlements as a factor in the conditions that 

Palestinians face.” 

 

“Cotler’s Israel advocacy is perhaps one of the reasons why he is looking to align with Venezuela’s 

opposition. 

 

Under former President Hugo Chavez, Venezuela took unprecedented steps in support of Palestinian 

rights to statehood on the international stage, becoming one of the first countries in Latin America to 

set up full diplomatic relations in 2009. Three years before, Venezuela also recalled its representatives 

from Israel in response to the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, which led Chavez to call Israel a “terrorist 

state.” 

 

Indeed, Cotler is also an advisory board member of the board of U.N. Watch, which also has 

disproportionate focus on monitoring activity at the United Nations relating to Palestinian rights. 

Unsurprisingly, the organization – which also counts former members of the U.S. government in its 

board –  has historically been opposed to the governments of the Bolivarian Revolution as evidenced 

by the group’s intense lobbying efforts against Venezuela’s bid for a seat on the U.N. Security 

Council and the declarations from the head of U.N. Watch who upon the death of President Chavez, 

called the former leader a “symbol of evil”.” 

 

The American on-line Graystone pundit, journalist and author Max Blumenthal later attended a May 29, 

2018, forum in Washington D.C., hosted by the Organization of American States (OAS), formed in 1948. 

Blumenthal was the first to rise and ask the panel pointed questions. On-line media Mint Press reported on 

June 5, 2018, OAS Panel Dutifully Ignores Zionist Abuses, Pushes Venezuela Regime Change, that: 

http://blogs.timesofisrael.com/gaza-the-road-not-yet-travelled/
https://www.mintpressnews.com/oas-venezuela-reigme-change/243315/
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The “Washington-based OAS has come to be regarded as a vulgar tool of U.S. imperialism – earning 

the title of the “U.S. Ministry of Colonies” from Havana following post-revolutionary Cuba’s 

expulsion from the body in 1961. As such, it is now being wielded for the express purpose of 

effecting “regime change” in Caracas, a move that would not only remove a major regional obstacle 

to U.S. domination of the region but would also open the door to the exploitation of Venezuela’s 

massive crude oil deposits – as well as its people – by Western multinational corporations.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Press Release 

Panel of Independent International Experts Finds "Reasonable Grounds" for Crimes against 
Humanity Committed in Venezuela 

May 29,2018 

In their ~p-ort and executive summa[\( presented today, a panel of independent international experts 
designated by the Secretary General of the Organization of American States (OAS) found that 
reasonable grounds exist to believe that crimes against humanity have been committed in 
Venezuela dating back to at least February 12, 2014. 

The panel of experts - Santiago Canton (Argentina), Irwin Cotler (Canada), and Manuel Ventura 
Robles (Costa Rica),- recommended that: 

• The Secretary General of the OAS should submit the report and the evidence collected by the 
General Secretariat of the OAS to the Office of the Prosecutor of the International Criminal 
Court (ICC) . 
• The Secretary General should invite States Parties to the Rome Statute to refer the situation of 
Venezuela to the Office of the Prosecutor of the ICC and to call for the opening of an investigation 
into the crimes against humanity set forth in this report, in accordance with Article 14 of the Rome 
Statute. 

The 400-page report, supported by 400 pages of Annexes, is divided in two parts. Part I, written by the 
OAS General Secretariat, includes material provided by witnesses who testified during the public hearings 
conducted in September, October, and November 2017, and material collected from interested parties, 
Venezuelan civil society and intergovernmental organizations. Part II of the report was written by the 
Panel of Independent International Experts, and provides a legal assessment of the information 
gathered, an examination of relevant international jurisprudence and precedent, as well as 
their conclusions and recommendations. 
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“The OAS panel on crimes against humanity in Venezuela is overseen by Argentine lawyer Luis 

Moreno Ocampo, another friend of the Israelis. The former International Criminal Court (ICC) 

prosecutor has advised the Israelis on how to evade criminal charges for their perpetual expansion of 

illegal settlements — maintaining that the settler-colonial state could wage a successful defense by 

manipulating international perceptions through legal arguments justifying the displacement of 

Palestinians and expropriation of their land, “once [legal permission is] ratified by the [Israeli] top 

court,” which Ocampo called “highly respected internationally”.” 

 

The creation of the Irwin Cotler Institute operational centre at Tel Aviv University in 2023, funded 

primarily by Cotler’s first cousin Richard Dubrovsky, should be understood as a logical outcome, an 

extension of the Raoul Wallenberg organization, to draw in and train international graduates in the human 

rights arena. Are these ‘human rights’ students and graduates criticizing and demonstrating against Zionist 

Israel’s genocide? 

 

There is a long list of members and directors of the Raoul Wallenberg Centre, including Rosalie Abella 

(appointed as an Honorary Co-Chair), alongside Honorary Co-Chairs Meir 

Shamgar, the former president of the Supreme Court of Israel, and Goran 

Persson, the former Prime Minister of Sweden. Alan Dershowitz was also a 

member, whose identification and role has been conveniently stricken from the 

Centre’s website. On the Wallenberg Centre’s current 25-member International 

Legal Advisory Board, some notables of which have long since retired from 

professional life, sits Rosalie Abella’s former jurist colleague and former chief 

justice (2000 to 2017) of the Supreme Court of Canada, Beverley McLachlin. 

Another former female Supreme, Claire L’Heureux-Dube. Some of the ten 

Canadians on that Legal Board, as is the case with Irwin Cotler, have served for the 

federal Liberal Party. Some of the 25 members: 

 

Aharon Barak, former president of the 

Supreme Court of Israel; Anne McLellan, 

former Deputy Prime Minister of Canada, 

and Minister of Justice and Attorney 

General; Frank Iacobucci, former Canadian 

Deputy Minister of Justice and Deputy 

Attorney General, and former justice on the 

Supreme Court; Yves Fortier, former 

Canadian ambassador to the United Nations, 

and representative on the U.N. Security 

Council; Kim Campbell, former, short-lived 

Conservative Party Prime Minister of Canada; 

https://m.jpost.com/Arab-Israeli-Conflict/Former-ICC-prosecutor-High-Court-approval-could-save-settlements-from-war-crime-label-436967
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Harold Koh, Sterling professor of 

International Law at Yale Law School; 

Robert Prichard, chairman of the board 

of Bank of Montreal, and former 

president of the University of Toronto; 

Allen Rock, former Canadian Minister 

of Justice and Attorney General, and 

former Canadian ambassador to the 

United Nations, who, “at the 2005 World Summit,” “led the successful Canadian effort in New York 

to secure … the unanimous adoption by UN member states of The Responsibility to Protect 

populations from genocide, ethnic cleansing and other mass atrocities;” Stephen J. Toope, former 

director of the Munk School of Global Affairs and Public Policy, former president of the Pierre Elliot 

Trudeau Foundation, and former president and vice-chancellor of the University of British Columbia. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

17.1. Raoul Centre’s Media Page 

 

Found in a scrutiny of the Centre’s media releases and statements published since October 7, 2023, there is 

substantiated, corroborating evidence in the claim made in this report that the Raoul Wallenberg Centre 

(RWC) is aiding and shielding Zionist Israel. Within its lengthy media list is not one ounce, not one gram, 

of criticism against Israel’s ongoing oppressive atrocities and genocide of Palestinians.  
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In addition to a December 10, 2023 

celebration of International Human 

Rights Day, where the RWC called for 

“securing freedom and justice for the 

hostages of Hamas” and “justice for the 

people of Ukraine” and “the freedom of 

brave political prisoners from Iran,” in 

addition to a January 15, 2024, tribute 

to Martin Luther King Junior Day, in 

the media list is a July 18, 2024, 

celebration of Nelson Mandela 

International Day. Mandela, a former 

resistance prisoner of the South Africa 

military Apartheid state – similar to 

thousands of imprisoned Palestinians – 

who openly denounced Israel’s 

apartheid, was a strong supporter of 

Palestinian resistance and critic of Israel as a racist State. This essence of Mandela, and his characterization 

by the South African government as a terrorist, was concealed from the tribute: 

 

Today, we celebrate Nelson Mandela International Day, honouring the extraordinary legacy of a 

leader whose courage, compassion, and unwavering commitment to justice continue to inspire the 

world. 

 

Mandela’s journey from prisoner to president embodies the power of resilience, forgiveness, and 

reconciliation. His profound impact on dismantling institutionalised racism in South Africa and 

promoting peace and unity globally continues to inspire our work today. Mandela taught us that no 

act of kindness is too small, and every effort to promote human rights can lead to significant change.  

 

Our Founder and International Chair Irwin Cotler described Nelson Mandela as “the metaphor and 

message of the struggle for human rights and human dignity in our time.” His spirit and memory, and 

the values that he upheld, serve as a beacon of virtue. 

 

In a recent November 12, 2024, public forum hosted by the International Center of Justice for Palestinians 

(ICJP) in the United Kingdom, “Conversation with Dr. Naledi Pandor,” Pandor candidly spoke about her 

life and experiences before and after Mandela became president of South Africa in 1994 – imagine a leader 

of the Palestine Liberation Organization becoming president of Palestine/Israel! – and held a series of 

ministerial portfolios in the post-apartheid 

government. Pandor, until June 2024, when she left 

politics, was the former South African Minister of 

International Relations, and was in the international 

media spotlight following South Africa’s 

comprehensive legal filing with the International 

Court of Justice in late December 2023 following 

alleging Israel’s genocide.     

 

In the interview, Pandor reminded listeners that during 

the decades of struggle and resistance to South 

Africa’s apartheid regime, the government often 

referred to resistance members as terrorists, the same 

accusations by Isreal towards Palestinian resistance members.  
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“Mandela was declared a terrorist and then became the darling of those who called him a 

terrorist. I mean this just illustrates, you know, the level of double standard and dishonesty that 

exists in parts of the world today. And we’re experiencing it right now.” 

“These [western democracies] are societies that you believe esteem the highest values of human 

rights. But you see that in practice they don’t. And I think it’s sad for many of us who’ve come to 

believe that there are notions of freedom in countries that claim to be a leading example of the 

exercise of human rights and freedom, and it’s very sad to discover that they’re not a leading 

example, and that actually what is practiced is double standard where they believe there’s human 

rights for some and there aren’t for others. It depends [on] who you are, your color, your religion, or 

where you live, your geography. This is a sad, sad statement about the world.” 

 

She notes that the main difference between the South African and Palestinian liberation movements was in 

organizational structure: 

 

“Even though we had many of our leaders in exile, we had structures in country, and we had a very 

robust underground movement. So, their range of features of organization are very different from 

what exists in Palestine. And it may be a result of a much more deadly context of Israeli 

Apartheid which is hugely violent. [South Africa’s] Apartheid was violent, but the Israeli 

violence … is some of the worst excesses, are being practiced.”  

 

In Pandor’s insider revelations about the chain of events within her government’s Ministry and departments 

in December 2023 during the preparations of the legal filing to the ICJ, she strongly advised members of 

Cabinet to keep a tight lid on her government’s internal legal preparations, so as not to alert the attention of 

South African Zionists before the December 29 filing: “we have one of the strongest Zionist federations in 

South Africa.” After the legal filing cat was out of the bag, pro-Israelis in and outside of South Africa began 

accusing Pandor:  

 

“They said I’m a representative of Hamas in South Africa, that I’m a tool of Iran. I had gone to Iran 

on another matter, but they said I went there to get instructions. I was called all sorts of things. The 

worst things were written about me. … But the submission had gone, and we had the best legal team, 

so I wasn’t bothered.”  

 

Pandor also revealed that the resistance movement’s principles against South African apartheid was 

supportively anchored in the United Nation’s Charter and its organs, which Zionist Israel has continually 

denounced, chastised, and demonized: 

 

“The [South African] Liberation movement was drawn from the processes that followed the Great 

War, the Second World War, particularly the creation of the United Nations, which for us did make a 

real difference because of the establishment, eventually, of the Special Committee of the U.N, the 

Committee Against Apartheid. We believed very much in international institutions and in 

internationalism. We made it a huge effort to approach the international community and to get their 

support in what we felt was a moral offense of Apartheid, of racism, of discrimination against us. And 

when we could not secure support from formal governments, we approached civil society. And we 

found morality and support there from faith-based organizations, youth formations, women’s 

organizations, trade unions especially. So, all of these organs of civil society agreed to become part of 

the international Anti-Apartheid struggle.” 

  

There is a RWC January 10, 2024, media release on Irwin Cotler’s same-day opinion article in the National 

Post, “South Africa is inverting reality by accusing Israel of genocide,” examined in Part 3 of this report, in 

which Cotler, accusing, rather, Hamas as the committer of genocide, blaming South Africa’s application to 

the International Court of Justice as one which “inverts reality” and a “baseless proceeding.” Cotler states 
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that South Africa’s application is “a cynical weaponization of international law,” “subversion and 

dangerous,” equating it “with President Putin using false accusations of genocide in his “Nazification” libel 

as the pretext for launching his criminal aggression against Ukraine.” Although as an Honored Co-Chair of 

the RWC, it has no media release of Rosalie Abella’s January 9, 2023, mirror opinion article in the Globe 

and Mail, a curious omission.  

 

The RWC media page includes about ten media releases condemning Hamas, advocating the release of 

Israeli hostages, but not one media release mention of thousands of imprisoned Palestinian hostages. On 

February 13, 2024, the RWC, which opposed the filing by South Africa to the ICJ, filed a counter brief at 

the International Criminal Court against Hamas, regarding the taking of hostages by Hamas while Israel 

was slaughtering thousands of innocent children, women, men, and the aged. 

 

There is also an earlier November 15, 2023 media release of Cotler’s opinion article in the Globe and Mail, 

“The new axis of evil is attacking democracies worldwide,” in which he states that Hamas and Hezbollah – 

both political resistance movements, the first of which was monetarily sponsored by the Israeli state – are 

“terrorist proxies” of Russia, China, and Iran, part of an “authoritarian “axis of evil”.” In that opinion 

article, Cotler blames Russia for interfering “with the elections of numerous countries around the world,” 

without revealing the decades of Israeli lobby networks – reported, ad nauseum, by scholars and 

investigative journalists – running similar programs, particularly in the United States: “disinformation is 

convincing domestic populaces … of false and harmful narratives, causing distrust and instability.”  

 

Cotler later applies language about the “axis of evil” in his opinion article published in the National Post on 

April 2, 2024, “Canada needs to fundamentally rethink its approach to the Israeli-Palestine conflict.” In it, 

Cotler criticizes the federal NDP on its March 18, 2024 “motion on Palestine” (without providing a 

hyperlink in the Centre’s release to the House of Commons debate), calling it “a mockery of the 

parliamentary process.” The March 18, 2024 debate in the House of Commons, on an original motion 

moved by Heather McPherson, the NDP MP from the riding of Edmonton Strathcona in Alberta, referenced 

Gaza’s death toll which “surpassed 30,000,” and the ICJ’s January 2, 2024 “six provisional measures,” 

“including for Israel to refrain from acts under the Genocide convention, prevent and punish the direct and 

public incitement to genocide, and take immediate and effective measures to ensure the provision of 

humanitarian assistance to civilians in Gaza.” The originating motion, which was voted against by both 

Liberals and Conservatives, and later that evening watered-down and immobilized, requested the 

government of Canada to: 

“(b) suspend all trade in military goods and technology with Israel and increase efforts to stop the 

illegal trade of arms, including to Hamas; (c) immediately reinstate funding and ensure long-term 

continued funding to the United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA), and support the 

independent investigation; (d) support the prosecution of all crimes and violations of international 

law committed in the region, and support the work of the International Court of Justice and the 

International Criminal Court; (e) demand unimpeded humanitarian access to Gaza. … (g) ban 

extremist settlers from Canada, impose sanctions on Israeli officials who incite genocide, and 

maintain sanctions on Hamas leaders; (h) advocate for an end to the decades-long occupation of 

Palestinian territories and work toward a two-state solution; (i) officially recognize the State of 

Palestine and maintain Canada’s recognition of Israel’s right to exist and to live in peace with its 

neighbours. 

Our NDP motion today sets out specific actions that would work toward peace and justice for 

Palestinians and Israelis. Today, the Liberals and the Conservatives have an opportunity to join the 

NDP in upholding the values of Canadians to show that Palestinian lives matter as much as anyone's 

life matters, that Palestinian rights are human rights and that children, all children, deserve justice. 

     

We are witnessing the collapse of the rules-based international order in Gaza. Canada has the 

responsibility and the obligation under international law to prevent genocide where it may 

https://www.ourcommons.ca/documentviewer/en/44-1/house/sitting-290/hansard
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occur. Canada has the responsibility to prevent ethnic cleansing, to condemn war crimes and to 

uphold international law, but that is not what is happening right now. While Canada rightfully 

condemns the attacks on Israelis, Liberals are not doing the same thing for Palestinians. In fact, 

Canada is openly hindering the progress at the International Court of Justice regarding the 

occupied territories. Canada’s refusal to support the work of the ICJ regarding South Africa's 

claim, and its refusal to urge Israel to comply with provisional orders, is shocking.  

 

Professor Ardi lmseis, told our foreign affairs committee, “Canada’s declared commitment to the 

rules-based international legal order is crucial to maintaining its moral standing in the world”, going 

on to say that commitment “must both be and be seen by others to be credible.” 

 

We are fast losing our credibility. It is very clear to Canadians, to Palestinians, to many Israelis 

fighting for peace and to the rest of the world that Canada currently holds a double standard when 

it comes to the question of Israel and Palestine in international law. … Over and again, we have 

risen in the House, demanding an end to Canada’s arms sales to Israel and support for humanitarian 

efforts. Day after day, week after week, New Democrats have demanded that the government pursue 

peace and justice, while in Gaza the bombs continue to fall. How many more bombs must fall? How 

many more children must die before the government finally does what is right?” 

 

17.2. Thursday, May 30, 2024, Tel Aviv – Day 236 of the Gaza Genocide 

 

The Irwin Cotler Institute is devoted to instruction, training, and policy-oriented research on human 

rights, democracy, justice, and the fight against antisemitism and racism at large. (Irwin Cotler 

Institute, website) 

 

During the Tel Aviv University’s (TAU’s) Board of Governors forum from May 29 – 31, 2024, the Irwin 

Cotler Institute, formed in mid-2023, located within the University’s campus, held its first public forum on 

May 30, called “Democracy, Antisemitism and the Assault on Human Rights.” The three guests of the panel 

were Rosalie Abella, Irwin Cotler, and professor Milette Shamir. Later the same day, Abella was conferred 

an Honorary Doctorate by TAU, alongside eight others, five of which were from the United States. The 

occasion marked Abella’s 41st Honorary Doctorate. Quite a collection. Four of the named Americans 

included: professor Lucian A Bebchuk, James Barr Ames Professor of Law, Economics and Finance, 

Harvard University; professor Andrea Goldsmith, Dean of Engineering & Applied Science, Princeton 

University; Jan Koum, philanthropist and co-founder and former CEO, WhatsApp; and professor Daniel 

Simberloff, Gore Hunger Professor of Environmental Science, University of Tennessee.  

 

The Board of Governors’ forum held a series of plenaries and panels over the three days, including 

reflection on the “Iron Swords war.” In Israeli-based websites, they state that “Operation Iron Swords” was 

the code name for the IDF’s response to the Hamas breach of the Gaza prison wall on October 7, 2023, the 

name for its genocide of Gaza, calling it a “war.” President Putin had outlawed citizenry for calling his 

Ukraine invasion a “war,” while Israel fabricated its occupier military carpet bombings as a “war,” to 

wholesale justify its murders, under a cloud of decades-long murders. By October 13th, some 350,000 IDF 

armed soldiers were positioned along Gaza’s concentration camp prison perimeters and garrison walls. 

After October 7, 2023, The Jewish Agency for Israel, advertising on its website “Israel at War, Swords of 

Iron,” appealed to donors for financial support for delivering “critical relief, enhance security, and ensure 

long-term recovery for those in need,” and its reliance on “the generosity of the Jewish Federations of 

North America / United Israel Appeal, Keren Hayesod, foundations and donors worldwide.” In January 

2025, Israel named its invasion of the Westbank “The Iron Wall,” after the infamous 1923 booklet by 

revisionist Zionist Jabotinsky. 
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The TAU forums were held during the 34th week of the genocide. Electronic Intifada, the online journal 

operating since 2001, regularly under watch and smeared by pro-Israeli bodies as “Anti-Semitic,” had been 

closely monitoring the genocide events, providing hundreds of written news articles and investigative 

reports, including video 

interviews and and 

weekly video 

summaries. In its May 

2024 video, News 

highlights on week 34 

of Israel’s genocide in 

Gaza, Nora Barrows-

Friedman summarized 

the daily events for that 

week, highlighting the 

Intifada’s May 27 

article, A Scene of Pure 

Horror:  

 

“Between May 25th and May 29th Israeli occupation forces carried out a systematic massacre, 

several systematic massacres across the Gaza strip this past week, from Jabalia in the north, to 

Nusseirat in the center, to Rafah in the south. On Sunday night, Israeli air strikes targeted the Tel al-

Sultan area in the Northwest part of Rafah 

into the tents of internally displaced 

families who were told by the Israelis that 

it was supposedly a safe humanitarian zone 

because of the high density of the tents in a 

relatively small area which are built with 

cloth and found materials and the lack of 

roads firefighting equipment and water a 

raging fire quickly spread through more 

than a dozen tents burning people alive. At 

least 45 people were killed and nearly 250 

were injured in the attacks.  

 

Our colleague Maureen Clarem Murphy 

reported that Sunday’s deadly attack came less than 3 days 

after the International Court of Justice demanded an 

immediate halt to Israel’s military offensive in Rafah which 

the court stated may inflict on the Palestinian group in Gaza 

conditions of life that could bring about its physical 

destruction in whole or in part. Moren added that video and 

photographs that emerge from the Rafah massacre are, 

quote, “some of the worst we have seen in the past 7 and a 

half months,” according to Al Mezan, a Human Rights group 

based in Gaza. Those images which I will not show here 

were widely circulated around the world. They include 

Palestinians desperately attempting to recover charred 

bodies from the still raging fire, and a man holding up the 

limp body of a headless baby, as sirens and survivors wail 

around him.” 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Electronic_Intifada
https://www.youtube.com/@TheElectronicIntifada/videos
https://www.youtube.com/@TheElectronicIntifada/videos
https://www.youtube.com/@TheElectronicIntifada/videos
https://www.youtube.com/@TheElectronicIntifada/videos
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DPOmGLyFyE4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DPOmGLyFyE4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DPOmGLyFyE4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DPOmGLyFyE4
https://electronicintifada.net/content/scene-pure-horror/46651
https://electronicintifada.net/content/scene-pure-horror/46651
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 “While observers around the world reeled in horror from the media streamed out of Rafah, some 

prominent Israelis, including journalists, found the images befitting of the Lag BaOmer holiday, during 

which Jewish worshippers traditionally light bonfires.” 

CHAPTER 3: DISPLACEMENT 
ForensicArchitecture 

73 

An airstrike was caught on video causing a huge explosion inside the al-Mawasi 'humanitarian zone' 
on 24 May 2024 (see Figure 3.49). [Inc ident ID: 40524-35109] 

The munition is eire ed in red. 

I • 
CD 

• 

89 On 14 January 2024, the demolition of aHsraa University took place within 385 metres of the Palace 
of as seen in shared on 18 Janua ncident ID: 

Figure 6 .27 Left: Image of the controlled demolition of the aH sraa University in AI Zahra taking place in a video uploaded by 
Birzeit University on 18 January 2024. Right: Image of the same explosion being detonated on the universi ty. shared by Younis 
Tirawi on XITwi tter on 5 April 2024.26 

https://www.middleeasteye.net/news/israelis-celebrate-rafah-massacre-jewish-holiday-bonfire
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A functioning Tel Aviv University and campus 

Above: images from Forensic Architecture’s October 15, 2024, report, A 

Spatial Analysis of the Israeli Military’s Conduct in Gaza since October 

2023, on the destruction of the Palace of Justice in December 2023. 
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Images and figures from Chapter 

6, Destruction of Civilian 

Infrastructure, in Forensic 

Architecture’s October 15, 2024, 

report, A Spatial Analysis of the 

Israeli Military’s Conduct in Gaza 

since October 2023. 

 

In Table 1.12 of “damaged and 

destroyed education facilities,” it 

lists 19 universities, 15 colleges, 

one institute, one academy, and 

almost 400 schools!  
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Image and figure from Chapter 6, Destruction of Civilian Infrastructure, in Forensic Architecture’s October 15, 

2024, report, A Spatial Analysis of the Israeli Military’s Conduct in Gaza since October 2023. Israel destroying 

places of worship, while Canadian and American authorities investigate reports, incidents and threats made upon 

Jewish synagogues, churches and mosques. Israel’s destruction of ancient Christian churches and Islamic mosques 

seriously discredit concerns raised, internationally, about Antisemitism, Zionist Israel’s weapon of choice, designed 

to silence criticism of Israel, internationally, a silence now administered legislatively upon citizenry in some world 

states. 
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As Zionists around the world were celebrating the 76th anniversary of the occupier State, Maureen Murphy, 

in her May 27 instalment for Electronic Intifada, Israeli strike on Rafah kills dozens of displaced 

Palestinians, commented that “observers” of the on-line genocide “around the world reeled in horror,” 

reporting that UNRWA officials stated that “Gaza is hell on earth:” “attacking women and children while 

they cower in their shelters in Rafah is a monstrous atrocity.” “More than 36,000 people have been killed in 

Gaza since 7 October, and more than 81,000 injured, though the actual number of fatalities is likely much 

higher, with thousands of people missing under the rubble of destroyed buildings.” Forensic estimates of 

the murdered Palestinians by in a July 10, 2024, article, published in the Lancet, put the actual figure close 

to 200,000! Murphy also reported that “Karim Khan, the chief prosecutor of the International Criminal 

Court, implied that Israel’s self-

investigations were a “sham” in his 

announcement on Monday that he is 

seeking arrest warrants for Prime 

Minister Benjamin Netanyahu 

and defense minister Yoav Gallant 

and three Hamas leaders.” Israel’s 

war cabinet would soon hunt down 

and murder 2 of “three Hamas 

leaders.” Prime Minister Netanyahu, 

later officially registered by the ICC 

as a war criminal, would be 

welcomed by American federal 

politicians and permitted to make an 

address to Congress, receiving 58 

standing ovations, an unspeakable 

spectacle!   

 

Within this context of Israel’s 

genocide week 34, with Palestinians 

burned alive, under a cloak of 

shameless ‘business as usual,’ 

Rosalie Abella approached the 

podium at Tel Aviv University to 

make a 24-minute presentation:  

 

“I have always felt very 

lucky to be able to come to 

Israel and to visit Israel. 

And never more than now.  

 

… I want to start by saying a few words about 

Irwin. Irwin has shown that not only can one person 

make a difference; he can make all the difference in 

the world. Irwin is what happens when someone 

with a profound commitment to his Jewishness 

weaves the visceral influences of its culture and 

history into a crusade of tolerance for everyone. … 

And using only the finest ingredients he donates 

this energetic magic selflessly and brilliantly to everything he does and everyone he loves, turning all 

Left to right: Rosalie Abella; Irwin Cotler, Milette Shamir, and Uriya Shavit. 

Comfortable chairs, refreshments, and flowers. 

https://electronicintifada.net/blogs/maureen-clare-murphy/israeli-strike-rafah-kills-dozens-displaced-palestinians
https://electronicintifada.net/blogs/maureen-clare-murphy/israeli-strike-rafah-kills-dozens-displaced-palestinians
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of it and all of us into something better than we thought 

possible. Those of us who have had the privilege of being up 

close and personal to Irwin Cotler know where he gets the 

fuel to keep him and the rest of us in perpetual, positive and 

joyful motion. … Irwin’s whole life is a monument of 

optimistic humanism and courageous tenacity, and he’s 

living proof that when the right person is bending it, the 

long arc of the moral universe does bend towards justice. 

Irwin, thank you for being the illuminated inspiration who 

helps the rest of us see. And thank you for all you have done, 

all you’re doing, and all you will do for justice in the 

world. This magnificent Institute which bears your name is 

just the latest in a long line of institutional tributes to your 

unique leadership. Long may it and you last. 

 

I want to talk today about a subject that has magnetized 

Irwin’s professional interests for decades. Not only because it 

is at the defining heart of Irwin’s passion for justice but 

because it is at the defining heart of the world’s hope for humanity. And I’m speaking about 

international human rights law.” 

 

“So, let’s go back to the beginning, to the origin of the species we call modern international human 

rights law, not only to understand what we evolved from but also to understand what we’ve evolved 

into. Human rights in our lifetime cannot be understood without understanding their conceptual 

proximity to the Holocaust. The genocide convention and the spiritual symbolling, the universal 

Declaration of Human Rights whose 75th anniversary we celebrated last year, where the wings of the 

phoenix that rose from the ashes of Auschwitz and roared their outrage. They were the powerful legal  

“Israel is a democracy, a Jewish state 

with democratic values.” Quote from 

Rosalie Abella, April 16, 2023, 92nd Y 

Street event, New York, YouTube, 

“Three Supreme Court Justices on 

Israel’s Judicial Overhaul.”  
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One of the authoritative sources that  

examines this fallacy – “Israel is a  

democracy” – is a 1994 volume, Jewish  

History, Jewish Religion – The Weight of  

Three Thousand Years, by author Israel 

Shahak, a former citizen of Israel and an  

honest scholar critic of Judaism, who died in  

July 2001. Gore Vidal writes in the volume’s  

introduction: 

 

Israel’s authorities deplore Shahak. But  

there is not much to be done with a  

retired professor of chemistry who was  

born in Warsaw in 1933 and spent his  

childhood in the concentration camp at  

Belsen. In 1945, he came to Israel;  

served in the Israeli military … He was  

– and still is – a humanist who detests  

imperialism whether in the names of the 

God of Abraham or of George Bush.  

Equally, he opposes with great wit and  

learning the totalitarian strain in Judaism.  

 

The reason that Israel, defined by Israeli laws as a “Jewish State,” can never be understood as a 

democracy, is because of its “discrimination” and practice “exclusivity.”  

 

Without a discussion of the prevalent Jewish attitudes to non- Jews, even the concept of 

Israel as “a Jewish state,” as Israel formally defines itself, cannot be understood. The 

widespread misconception that Israel, even without considering its regime in the Occupied 

Territories, is a true democracy arises from the refusal to confront the significance of the 

term “a Jewish state” for non- Jews. In my view, Israel as a Jewish state constitutes a 

danger not only to itself and its inhabitants, but to all Jews and to all other peoples and 

states in the Middle East and beyond. … the State of Israel is not a democracy due to the 

application of a Jewish ideology directed against all non- Jews and those Jews who oppose 

this ideology. But the danger which this dominant ideology represents is not limited to 

domestic affairs. It also influences Israeli foreign policies. This danger will continue to 

grow, as long as two currently operating developments are being strengthened: the increase 

in the Jewish character of Israel and the increase in its power, particularly in nuclear 

power. 

 

Non- Jewish citizens of Israel do not have the right to equality before the law. This 

discrimination is expressed in many Israeli laws in which, presumably in order to avoid 

embarrassment, the terms “Jewish” and “non- Jewish” are usually not explicitly stated, as 

they are in the crucial Law of Return. (Quotes from Chapter One) 
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symbols of a world shamefully chastened. And 

what lifted the phoenix, and gave it power to 

fly, was the momentum it got in 1949 from the 

trials at Nuremberg which started almost 80 

years ago and bore witness to Holocaust 

atrocities, the greatest injustice of the 20th 

century.” 

 

“When I was younger, I thought the answer was 

the United Nations. The U.N.’s charter said that 

the peoples’ United Nations are determined to 

reaffirm faith of in fundamental human rights, 

in the dignity and worth of the human person, 

in the equal rights of men and women, and of 

Nations large and small. …”  

 

Abella’s presentation invoked remembrance of the 

Nazi Holocaust and her childhood experiences. She 

cited 27 times the name and significance of 

“Nuremberg.” In this context, her statement, “the 

U.N. was the institution the world set up to 

implement Never Again,” reflecting in part on the 

legacy of the 1982 book published by her husband 

Irving Abella, “None is Too Many: Canada and the 

Jews of Europe, 1933-1948,” was not directed nor 

applied to the ongoing genocide in the country of her 

visit, which she had earlier denied in her 

disappointing opinion article in the Globe and Mail.   
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Abella correctly summarized the failure of the Nuremberg initiatives to bring to trial and sentence German 

fascist Nazi war criminals, a failure of the western powers to further pen in the European provokers of 

Antisemitism, murderers of not only about six million Jews, but of some five million ‘unwanted others.’ 

 

“I don’t for one moment want to suggest that Nurenberg trials weren’t important. Of course they 

were. They were a crucial and heroic attempt to hold the unimaginably guilty to judicial account, and 

they showed the world the banality of evil and the evil of indifference. But although Nuremberg 

represented a sincere commitment to justice it was a commitment all too fleeting. … By 1949 it was 

all over. No more Nuremberg trials, no more Nazi war crimes prosecutions anywhere in the western 

world for over two decades, and the early release of many convicted war criminals who’d been 

sentenced at Nuremberg. The past was tucked away, and the moral comfort of the Nuremberg trials 

gave way to the moral, amoral, expedient of the Cold War. Worse, as the passion for justice faded into 

the passion for reconstruction, the world once again lost its compass and yielded to the seductive 

temptations of intolerance. Even before the decade was over, the 

decade that had seen the Holocaust and the Nuremberg trials, 

Nazis were being welcomed in the west as immigrants to help 

design the industrial strategy against the new villain, communism. 

… Some justice did in fact emerge in the aftermath of Nuremberg 

and there are many connective dots of history that we can be proud 

of. We’ve made remarkable progress in many ways, and we’re 

immeasurably ahead of where we were in many ways. But we still 

have not learned the most important lesson of all to try to prevent 

the abuses in the first place. We have not finished connecting 

history’s dots. Decades later we still have not 

developed an international moral culture which will 

not tolerate intolerance. … Almost 80 years later, the 

judgment after Nuremberg is a lament. In a world 

seeming so often to be on the verge of spinning out 

of control, can we afford to be complacent about the 

absence of multilateral leadership, making sure the 

compass stays pointed in the most rights-oriented 

direction? In my view, the global legal community 

needs to rethink the morality of its almost reflexively 

protective attitude towards this institutional 

behemoth. Stop making excuses for its inexcusable 

and seemingly infinite patience for injustice and start 

insisting that it do the job it was set up to do.” 

 

All well to call out the sins of the western powers, 

including Canada’s. But Abella omitted an embarrassing, 

unethical, paradoxical, hypocritical, and cruel component 

of that post Nuremberg history as it relates to the colonial 

and military occupational regime of Israel: post 1948, the 

Mossad made secret alliances with Nazi war criminals, and 

Israel received significant secret military aid and financing 

from a re-nazified West German government.  

 

In a November 22, 2024, investigative documentary posted on YouTube channel Bes D. Marx, 

Whitewashing the Nazi Past: Why Germany is (REALLY) obsessed with Israel, it corroborates Abella’s 

summary on the failure of western states to convict Nazi war criminals during the restitution period of the 

Federal Republic of Germany after the Second World War, a period which the author reviews in previous 

https://www.youtube.com/@BesDMarx
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documentaries, including How 

Nazism Survived in Germany: “In 

my series on the supposed German 

denazification, we’ve talked about 

the prevalent myth that Germany 

achieved effective moral 

rehabilitation from Nazism, and that 

in truth many Nazis were 

deliberately spared and put to their 

former positions. The leaders of 

judiciary civil service or academia 

were largely those of the Nazi 

regime.”  

 

Essential source narratives presented 

in this documentary were borrowed 

from the 2020 book by Daniel 

Marwecki, Germany and Israel: 

White-Washing and State Building. 

In that book’s preface, author Marwecki describes that his “book is based on research from the archives of 

the German Foreign Office,” “for the time period from the early 1950s until 1967,” “recently declassified.” 

He states that the subject matter from “a lot of this material has so far remained ignored reflects a form of 

academic negligence” particularly by “German-language political scientists.”  

 

“This book shows that prior to the decisive Arab-Israeli War of 1967, it was not the United States but 

West Germany which was the most important supporter of the newly-found Jewish state in the 

Middle East. Postwar German reparations, financial aid and military support helped in turning Israel 

from a risky enterprise of destitute refugees and committed settlers into a regional power. 

 

According to the [research] report [by the US Congressional Service], ‘[t]he extent and precise value 

of arms shipments to and from Germany through the mid-1990’s remains unclear, yet analysts assert 

that German arms played a considerable role in Israeli military victories in 1967, 1973 and 1982’ [the 

1982 Israel invasion of Lebanon] (Belkin 2007: 5). The report further asserted that: 

 

German leaders have consistently chosen to support Israel – whether militarily, financially or 

politically – despite periods of public, political or even international opposition. This support, 

however, has often been carried out secretively. In fact, historical accounts suggest that German 

success in maintaining relatively positive relations on both sides of the Arab-Israeli conflict has 

depended largely on its ability to avoid a high-profile leadership role in the region.” 

 

The documentary also points out that the United States helped appoint former “senior Nazi officers” to the 

“foreign intelligence agency” of the new “German intelligence and national security apparatus,” and how 

that “domestic intelligence agency” was “also contaminated by fascist elements:” 

 

“The Nazi-led German intelligence agency would be the most important partner of the CIA during the 

Cold War. In the private sphere too, most of the titans of German business, who were complicit in 

Nazi crimes, got away with no consequences despite all the evidence being there. Through the 

Marshall Plan and NATO, the West German state and capital were integrated in the new U.S. 

dominated imperialist world. One among many countless examples is Adolf Heusinger, who served 

as an operations chief in the Wehrmacht. He later became head of the West German military and the 

chairman of the NATO military committee.” 
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“… Just after Israel started the genocide on Palestine through 

the Nakba, the new German government led by its first 

Chancellor, Konrad Adenauer, from the conservative CDU 

[Christian Democratic Union of Germany], announced in 

1952 that it would send reparations to Israel, “based on a 

compelling moral obligation.” The [15-year long] Chancellor, 

who was described as a “Rhenish-Catholic Zionist,” did this 

under massive opposition within the new country. The 

German liberals and people from his own party were not fans 

of the 3 billion [German currency] Marks agreement either, 

since this wasn’t good for German business. Though recently 

discovered documents reveal that Adenauer was “only willing 

to negotiate reparations with Israel due to pressure from the 

USA,” who saw Israel as a keynote in its web for imperialist 

domination. 

 

The German ruling class would soon understand that relations 

with Israel would provide them with a firm foundation for their own long-term business interests. For 

the FRG, these payments were not that big, but for Israel they were crucial for building its state. Most 

people don’t know that significant US military support would only start from 1967. For Israel, 

it was the West German money that enabled them to build its domestic military industry and its 

settler structure, in general.  

 

Support for Israel had reasons other than whitewashing 

German Nazi crimes. Adenauer despised the anti-

western, anti-colonial Arab nationalist governments for 

their unwillingness to subordinate themselves to 

western imperialism, and [Adenauer] supported Israel’s 

first major operation after the Nakba. … At this point 

[1956] West Germany wasn’t just a reparations payer 

anymore, but a key cooperation partner with Zionism. 

German support from 1956 was more important than 

that of the U.S., U.K., or France. Bonn [WRG capital] now started to secretly gift financial aid. And 

while France was sending weapons to Israel as well, the Germans did not sell theirs to the 

Zionists: but gave them for free! Israel founder and first Prime Minister, David Ben-Gurion, said 

that “the contribution of the German government for our military security exceeds what any other 

government does for us” [quote from the Israeli newspaper, Ma’ariv in 1964]. But the United States 

“Most people don’t know 

about the real history of why 

the German state is so 

committed to Israel, and it is 

more disturbing and obscene 

than you think. Most are not 

aware of the fact that the 

U.S. rose to become Israel's 

biggest supporter only after 

1967, and that before it was 

the West German State led 

by former Nazis in virtually 

all of its institutions that 

enabled the establishment 

and continued existence of 

the Zionist settler state.” 
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was still important in these dealings. They would, for 

instance, pressure Bonn to send 150, M48 patent tanks, 

becoming the most 

important component of 

Israel’s tank fleet, and 

key in the victory of the 

Zionist army in 1967.”  

 

“In 1960, Adenauer met 

for the first time with 

David Ben-Gurion in 

New York where he told him that Israel is “a fortress of the West … I can already now tell you that 

we will help you, we will not leave you alone”.” 

 

The documentary reviews the early 1950s when 

Germany began its program of remilitarization, 

promoted and aided by the United States, “supporting 

the rearmament efforts to strengthen the German army 

with former Nazi officers:” 

 

Israeli intelligence didn’t want to miss out on 

these attractive hiring prospects either, of course, 

and recruited former Nazis as well. These would 

for instance help them intel on Arab countries.  

 

Among them infamous SA and former Waffen 

SS Commander, Otto Skorzeny, who had been 

responsible for the killing and deportation of countless Hungarian Jews, and now became an agent of 

the Mossad.  
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Above: contents of page 86, from “The Brown Book: War and Nazi Criminals in West Germany,” 

published by the National Council of the National Front of Democratic Germany, 

Documentation Centre of the State Archives Administration of the German Democratic 

Republic, submitted by Professor Albert Norden on July 2, 1965. 

Skorzeny LIBERATOR OF MUSSOLINI 
DUo DIRECTS FLIGHT OF MASS MURDERERS 

today 
Owner of an "Engineering and Employment Agency" in Madrid; founder and 
chief of a nazi secret organization the "Spider", which has so far helped more 
than 500 war criminals to escape, and which operates from Spain. 

5korzeny, 55 Oberstunnbannfiihrer. was since April 1943 group leader of VI 5 
of the Reich Security Main Office and thereby commander of the "special 
detachment Oranienburg". The tasks of this top secret special detachment con-
sisted in building up as quickly as possible a totally effective secret service with 
global application, that is, for bombing attacks. diversions, kidnapping, sabotage 
and murder. The agents trained and equipped by Skorzeny were to halt the defeat 
of the fascists in Iran and India, in England and in the USA but above all in the 
Soviet Union. 

On 12 September 1943 5korzeny on the order of Hitler organized with his 
"55 special detachment" the kidnapping of the Italian fascist leader Mussolini. 
who by then had been arrested by the Badoglio government. From January 1945 
5korzeny was carrying out diversions as the leader of a diversionist detachment 
on the "eastern front" which meanwhile had reached the Oder river. Atter the 
collapse 5korzeny remained what he was - a leading fascist and secret service 
head. He began a versatile activity to re-establish contacts between the fanner 
members of the Waffen (armed) 55. The founding of the nazi secret organization 
the "Spider" (Die Spinne) is his work, which not only had at its disposal sub-
stantial resources from the pool of looted riches of the SS, but also enjoys the 
support of leading German trusts. The seat of the secret organization is Denia 
(Spain). Skorzeny moved there in 1953. 

Supported by his friendship with Franco and the Spanish minister of infor-
mation Skorzeny keeps up contacts from his feudal villa in Madrid in the borough 
of Velasques with influential West Gennan circles as well as with his fonner pals 
in the S5 who are in the Federal Republic and other countries. 

Among the over 500 incriminated war and nazi criminals who were enabled 
by the 5S undergrolUld organization "The Spider" to flee from West Gennany 
are. for example, the SS and concentration camp murderers Eisele, Mengele and 
Zind. 

Although the crimes committed by Skorzeny are known to the Bonn govern' 
ment it did not do anything to have him sentenced or at least prevent his neo· 
fascist activity. On the contrary. The Bonn government tolerates the activity of 
this war criminal and supports the "Spider" through its close cooperation with 
the Franco regime. 
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In a March 2, 2022, article, When Israel Hired Ex-Nazi Officers, 

published in New Lines Magazine, the article’s author, Danny 

Orbach, an associate professor at the Hebrew University of 

Jerusalem, attempted to Nazi-wash Skorzeny. He tried to do so, 

because recent published revelations and discussion on Israel’s 

hiring of Skorzeny was conflicting with and crippling its 

international stalwart application and defence claim of 

Antisemitism. Orbach played doctor to dilute the colonizer’s 

hypocrisy and excuse its reprehensible sins. 

 

Orbach, marching through details behind Mossad agents’ trickery to reel in colonel Skorzeny in 1963, 

states that the main agent, Avraham Ahituv, “a future head of Israel’s internal security service, the Shin Bet 

… was a scion of a religious Jewish family and intensely despised Nazis, Skorzeny included.” Orbach 

wrote that Ahituv’s initial meeting with Skorzeny “was a difficult emotional experience,” and “hated” 

doing so. Yet Rafi Meidan, the head of “Mossad’s Nazi-hunting unit,” the man assigned to bait Skorzeny’s 

wife, Countess Ilse von Finkenstein, had sex with her. No emotional experiential problems in that 

assignment!   

 

“[Rafi] Meidan recalled, however, that Skorzeny also asked for another unofficial favor. Might the 

Mossad request Simon Wiesenthal, the Nazi hunter from Vienna, to remove Skorzeny from his list of 

wanted Nazi criminals? According to Meidan, Wiesenthal point blank refused. For him, Skorzeny 

was a war criminal, involved in the burning of synagogues, and he would not let him off the hook, 

even for the benefit of the Mossad. The Mossad had a list, obtained from Yad Vashem, Israel’s 

Holocaust remembrance center, of culprits of the pogrom in Vienna, where Skorzeny’s name, and his 

alone, was marked with an X. The colonel [Skorzeny] told Meidan that it proved that he was not 

involved in the burning of synagogues. Wiesenthal was not convinced. Skorzeny was disappointed by 

the Nazi hunter’s refusal but still agreed to cooperate with Israel. 

Eitan, [head of Mossad’s “Junction,” the European department on recruitment of agents] who 

managed Skorzeny through Ahituv, also met with the colonel directly. His opinion of him was very 

positive. According to Eitan, the colonel was a “soldier of the first grade” who wanted to build a 

new, better Germany, nationalistic but free of Nazism. “Never did I encounter any animosity 

toward Jews in our meetings,” he recalled. 

The secret affair between Israel and Otto Skorzeny ended with the latter’s death in 1975. For me, 

the importance of the connection lay not mainly in the murky realm of intelligence but rather in the 

insights one could gain on the flexibility of human memory. It demonstrated the ease with 

which former foes — even victims of genocide and their murderers — can cooperate closely 

when circumstances change. The ability of human beings to adapt is marvelous, indeed sometimes 

painfully so.” 
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Contents on Hans 

Globke, from pages 319-

321 of “The Brown 

Book: War and Nazi 

Criminals in West 

Germany,” published by 

the National Council of 

the National Front of 

Democratic Germany, 

Documentation Centre 

of the State Archives 

Administration of the 

German Democratic 

Republic, submitted by 

Professor Albert Norden 

on July 2, 1965. 
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More quotes from the Whitewashing the Nazi Past documentary: 

 

“When the press [in 1965] finally leaked the secret West German armament shipments to Israel, and 

after East Germany leader Walter Ulbricht visited Cairo, Bonn officially entered into diplomatic 

relations with Israel. By then, Adenauer was not in office anymore, but he continued to stress the 

importance of Israel for West German geopolitical interests.”  

 

“Ironically, from 1960, just after the Federal Republic of Germany re-nazified its state institutions, it  

became the most important supplier of military hardware to Israel. The alliance would enable Bonn to 

restore its “international standing.” It could now recast its image, by portraying itself as being at 

the forefront to fight what they saw as the new Nazis, the Arab nationalists.” 

 

The documentary, Whitewashing the Nazi Past: Why Germany is (REALLY) obsessed with Israel, makes an 

insightful and critical finding: it connects the story of Germany’s bizarre post World War II political, 

military and spy-craft support relationships with Zionist Israel as continuous, homogeneous, and ever more 

bizarre. This explains why today’s right-of-centre Germany has prevalently instituted what the 

documentary gleans from a 2008 magazine as ‘Zionist McCarthyism:’ 

From the documentary:
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“Even liberal voices around the world are astounded by 

Germany’s unhinged genocidal support [of Israel] and internal 

[political] oppression. The Dissent magazine calls the situation 

in Germany, Zionist McCarthyism. An American Jewish liberal 

philosopher [Susan Neiman] who teaches in Berlin, and who just 

a while ago celebrated Germany’s fake memory culture, says the 

Social Democrat and Greens’ led coalition government is 

somewhere to the right of AIPAC!” 

 

17.3. Final Thoughts 

 

“We changed the world’s institutions and laws after the Second World War because they had lost 

their legitimacy and integrity. We may be there again. Not so much because our human rights laws 

need changing, but because a good argument can be made that our existing global institutions, and 

especially the United Nations deliberative role, are playing fast and loose with their legitimacy and 

our integrity.” (Rosalie Abella, TAU, Irwin Cotler forum, May 30, 2024) 

 

Rosalie Abella 

 

The distinction between Rosalie Abella and Irwin Cotler (a practicing lawyer), both of Jewish ethnicity, is 

that Abella was a Canadian judge, presiding in provincial and federal courts. Abella’s professional task was 

to render careful decisions, based on complex evidence, the law, and interpretation of the laws from trial 

law history. However, in Abella’s public statements about applicable international human rights law, she 

manifestly waivers from her professionalism, ignores international jurisprudence, ignores manifold 

evidence on Israel’s train of transgressions, a rather large pile of cumulative and publicly available report 

evidence docked at the United Nations, the international organ which began documenting this evidence in 

the late 1940s, ignores publicly available evidence docked at the International Court of Justice. How can 

one explain or understand such grievous oversights by a prized and famous justice? 
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This January 1, 2025, post, published on social platform BlueSky, appeared almost a year following 

Abella’s January 9, 2024, opinion article in the Globe and Mail, which Nigel Bankes provides a hyperlink 

to. Bankes is a former Professor Emeritus of Law at the University of Calgary, former Professor Emeritus 

of Law at the University of Calgary, “the Vice-Chair, Board of Directors for the Canadian Institute of 

Resources Law and a member of the Education Advisory Board of the Association of International 

Petroleum Negotiators. … In 2019, Nigel received a Killam Annual Professorship for his excellence in 

research, mentoring and teaching. Nigel retired in 2021.” Nigel is one of the very few Canadian lawyers 

to openly, publicly denounce Abella for her comments in the Globe and Mail. 

 

 

https://profiles.ucalgary.ca/nigel-bankes
https://profiles.ucalgary.ca/nigel-bankes
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The answer is, it is not a mistake, because Zionism, as Palestinian intellectual Fayez Sayegh well 

understood and carefully imparted in his writings some sixty years ago, is a mean machine, manipulating 

Antisemitism in a grand mixer of colonialism, imperialism, capitalism and racial supremacy, hates, in-

tolerates, and twists the truth. Stealing land means stealing conscience, stealing morals, stealing justice, and 

breaking God’s commandments. Murdering and displacing inhabitants of Palestine (and those in 

neighboring states) means murdering and displacing truth and justice, infecting, disabling and manipulating 

the world from understanding the truth. Lawyers are taught how to lie, many of whom are accomplished 

liars and world stage performers.  

 

One Canadian woman that I interviewed for this report, had, back in the day, decades ago, thought highly 

of Rosalie Abella (as did Jessica Ernst in her letter to Chief Justice McLachlin). For that Canadian woman, 

Abella once represented a shining example of how a woman, a mother, of Jewish ethnicity, could achieve a 

prestigious position and become a sympathetic, caring advocate in Canada’s courts. Since Abella’s opinion 

article published in the Globe and Mail on January 9, 2024, her sometimes wavering thoughts about Abella 

have entirely reversed, finding Abella’s silence, support and denial of Israel’s genocide as not only 

disappointing, but disgusting, leading her to wonder and realize, correctly, about who Abella really is and 

what she stands for. As noted in Part 16, Jessica Ernst continues to have similar reservations. 

 

Indeed, Rosalie Abella’s repeated, encapsulating public statement, that “Israel is a democracy,” is an 

oxymoron, a contradiction in terms, what Palestinian author Susan Abulhawa below refers to the Zionist 

project as “an epic forgery.” Despite all the overwhelming, historic evidence to the contrary, Abella, 

tragically wants the public to believe it is so.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Transcript of Susan Abulhawa’s November 

28, 2024, presentation at the Oxford Union 

Debate, “This House Believes Israel is an  

Apartheid State Responsible for Genocide.”  

 
“Addressing the challenge of what to do about 

the indigenous inhabitants of the land, Chaim  

Weizmann, a Russian Jew, said to the World  

Zionist Congress in 1921 that Palestinians were 

akin to “the rocks of Judea, obstacles that had  

to be cleared on a difficult path.” 

 

David Grun, a Polish Jew, who changed his  

name to David Ben Gurion, in order to sound  

relevant to the region, said, “We must expel Arabs  

and take their places.” 
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“There are thousands of such conversations among the early Zionists who plotted and implemented the violent 

colonization of Palestine and the annihilation of her native people. 

 

But they were only partially successful, murdering or ethnically cleansing 80% of the Palestinians, which meant 

that 20% of us remained, an enduring obstacle to their colonial fantasies, which became the subject of their 

obsessions in the decades that followed, especially after conquering what remained of Palestine in 1967. 

 

Zionists lamented our presence, and they debated publicly in all circles regarding what do about us: about the 

Palestinian birthrate, about our babies which they dub a demographic threat. 

 

Benny Morris, who was meant to be here [invited for the Oxford debate, later declined], originally once publicly 

regretted that David Ben Gurion “did not finish the job” of getting rid of us all, which would have obviated what 

they refer to as the “Arab problem”.” 

 

 
 
“Benjamin Netanyahu, a Polish Jew, whose real name is Benjamin Mileikowsky, bemoaned a missed opportunity 

during the 1989 Tiananmen Square uprising to expel large swaths of the Palestinian population “while world 

attention was focused on China.” 

 

Some of their articulated solutions to the nuisance of our existence include a “break their bones” policy in the 

1980s and 1990s, ordered by Yitzhak Rubitzov, a Ukrainian Jew, who changed his name to Yitzhak Rabin for the 

same reasons. 

 

That horrific policy that crippled generations of Palestinians did not succeed in making us leave. And frustrated by 

Palestinian resilience, a new discourse arose, especially after a massive natural gas field was discovered off the 

coast of Northern Gaza worth trillions of dollars.” 

 

This new discourse is echoed in the words of Colonel Efraim Eitan, who said in 2004, “we have to kill them all”.” 
Arnon Soffer, an Israeli so-called intellectual and political advisor, insisted [on May 21, 2014] that “we have to 

kill, and kill, and kill, all day, every day.” 
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“When I was in Gaza this year, I saw a little  

boy no more than 9 years whose hands and  

part of his face had been blown off by a  

booby-trapped can of food that soldiers had  

left behind for Gaza’s starving children. I  

later learned that they also had left poisoned  

food for people in Shujaiyya. And in the  

1980s and 1990s, Israeli soldiers had left  

booby-trapped toys in southern Lebanon that  

exploded when excited children picked them  

up. 

 

The harm they do is diabolical, and yet they  

expect you to believe that they are the victims. 

Invoking Europe’s holocaust and screaming  

Anti-Semitism, they expect you to suspend  

fundamental human reason to believe that the daily sniping of children with so called “kill shots,” that the bombing 

of entire neighborhoods that bury families alive and wipe out whole bloodlines is self-defence. 

 

They want you to believe that a man who had not eaten a thing in over 72 hours, who kept fighting even when all 

he had was one functioning arm, that this man was motivated by some innate savagery and irrational hatred or 

jealousy of Jews, rather than the indominable yearning to see his people free in their own homeland. 

 

It is clear to me that we are not here to debate whether Israel is an apartheid or genocidal state. This debate is 

ultimately about the worth of Palestinian lives. It’s about the worth of our schools, our research centers, our books, 

our art. It’s about the worth of the homes we worked all our lives to build, and which contain memories of 

generations. It’s about the worth of our humanity and our agency, of our bodies and ambitions. 

 

Because if the roles were reversed: 

• if Palestinians had spent the last eight decades stealing Jewish homes, expelling, oppressing, imprisoning, 

poisoning, torturing, killing, raping them;  

• if Palestinians had killed an estimated 300,000 Jews in one year, targeted their journalists, their thinkers, 

their healthcare workers, their athletes, their artists, bombed every Israeli hospital, university, library, 

museum, cultural center, synagogue, and simultaneously set up an observation platform where citizens 

came watch their slaughter as if a tourist attraction; 

• if Palestinians had corralled them by the hundreds of thousands into flimsy tents, bombed them in so-called 

safe zones, burned them alive, cut off their food, and water, and medicine; 

• if Palestinians made their children wander barefoot with empty pots; made them gather the flesh of their 

parents into plastic bags; bury their siblings, their cousins, their friends; made them sneak out from their 

tents at night to sleep on their parents’ graves; made them pray for death just to join their families and not 

be alone in this terrible world; if we terrorized them so utterly that their children lose their hair, lose their 

memory, lose their minds, and made those as young as 4 and 5 die of heart attacks; 

• if we mercilessly forced their NICU [Neonatal Intensive Care Unit] babies to die, alone in hospital beds, 

crying until they could cry no more, died and decomposed in the same spot; 

• if Palestinians used wheat flour aid trucks to lure starving Jews, then opened fire on them as they gathered 

to collect the day’s bread;  

• if Palestinians finally allowed a food delivery into a shelter with hungry Jews, then set fire to the entire 

shelter and aid trucks before anyone could taste a bite of the food; 

• if a Palestinian sniper bragged about blowing out 42 Jewish kneecaps in one day as one Israeli soldier did 

in 2019;  

• if a Palestinian admitted to CNN that he ran over hundreds of Jews with his tank, their squished flesh 

lingering in the tank treads; 
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• if Palestinians were systematically raping Jewish doctors, patients, and other captives with hot metal rods, 

jagged and electrified sticks, and fire extinguishers, sometimes raping them to death, as happened with Dr. 

Adnan al-Bursh and others; 

• if Jewish women were forced to give birth in filth, get C-sections or leg amputations without anesthesia;  

• if we destroyed their children, then decorated our tanks with their toys;  

• if we killed or displaced their women then posed in their lingerie; 

• if the world were watching the live-streamed systematic annihilation of Jews in real time; 

 

there would be no debating whether that constituted terrorism or genocide. 

 

And yet two Palestinians – myself and Mohammed El-Kurd – showed up here to do just that, enduring the 

indignity of debating those who think our only life choices should be to leave our homeland, submit to their 

supremacy, or die quietly and politely. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

But you would be wrong to think that I came to convince  

you of anything. This House Resolution, though  

well-meaning and appreciated, is of little consequence  

in the midst of this holocaust of our time. 

 

I came in the spirit of Malcolm X and Jimmy Baldwin, both of whom stood here, and in Cambridge, before I was 

born, facing finely dressed well-spoken monsters who harbored the same supremacist ideologies as Zionism, these 

notions of entitlement and privilege, of being divinely favored, or blessed, or chosen. 

 

I’m here for the sake of history. To speak to generations not yet born, and for the chronicles of this extraordinary 

time where the carpet bombing of defenseless, indigenous societies is legitimized. 

 

And I also came to speak directly to Zionists here and everywhere. 

 

We let you into our homes when your own countries tried to murder you and everyone else turned you away. We 

fed you, and we clothed you, we gave you shelter, and we shared from the bounty of our land with you. And when 

the time was ripe, you kicked us out of our homes and homelands, then you killed and robbed and burned and 

looted our lives. 

 

You carved out our hearts because it is clear that you do not know how to live in the world without dominating 

others. You have crossed all lines and nurtured the most vile of human impulses. But the world is finally glimpsing 

the terror we have endured at your hands for so long, and they are seeing the reality of who you are, and who 

you’ve always been. They watch in utter astonishment: the sadism, the glee, the joy, and the pleasure with which 

you conduct, watch, and cheer the daily details of breaking our bodies, our minds, our future, and our past.” 
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“But no matter what happens from here, no matter what fairytales you tell yourselves and tell the world, you will 

never truly belong to that land. You will never understand the sacredness of the olive trees which you’ve been 

cutting down and burning for decades just to spite us, just to break our hearts a little more. No one native to that 

land would dare do such a thing to the olives. No one who belongs to that region would ever bomb or destroy such 

ancient heritage as Baalbak or Battir, or destroy ancient cemeteries as you destroy ours, like the Anglican cemetery 

in Jerusalem, or the resting place of ancient Muslim scholars and warriors in Maamanillah [?]. Those who come 

from that land do not desecrate the dead; that’s why my family for centuries were the caretakers of the Jewish 

cemetery on the Mount of Olives, as laborers of faith and care for what we know is part of our ancestry and our 

story. 

 

Your ancestors will always be buried in your actual homelands of Poland, Ukraine, and elsewhere around the world 

whence you came, and Yemen. The mythos and the folklore of the land will always be alien to you. 

 

You will never be literate in the sartorial language of the thobes we wear, which sprang from the land through our 

foremothers over centuries, every motif, every design and pattern speaking to the secrets of local lore, flora, birds, 

rivers, and wildlife. 

 

What your real estate agents call in their high-priced listings, “old Arab home charm,” will always hold in their 

stones the stories and memories of our ancestors who built them. The ancient paintings and photos of the land will 

never contain you. 

 

You will never know how it feels to be loved and supported by those who have nothing to gain from you, and in 

fact, everything to lose. You will never know the feeling of masses all over the world pouring into the streets and 

stadiums to chant and sing for your freedom. And it is not because you are Jewish, as you want everyone to 

believe, but because you are violent colonizers who think that your Jewishness entitles you to the home my 

grandfather and his brothers built with their own hands, on lands that had been in our family for centuries. It is 

because Zionism is a blight onto Judaism, it is a break in humanity. 

 

You can change your names to sound relevant to the region, and you can pretend that falafel, and hummus, and 

zaatar are your ancient cuisines, but in the recesses of your being, you will always feel the sting of this epic 

forgery. That’s why even the drawings of our children hung on the wall at the U.N., or in a hospital ward, send 

your leaders and lawyers into hysteric meltdowns. 

 

You will not erase us, no matter how many of us you “kill, and kill, and kill, all day, every day.” We are not the 

rocks that Chaim Weizmann thought you could clear from the land. We are its very soil! We are her rivers and her 

trees and her stories, because all of that was nurtured by our bodies and our lives over millennia of continuous, 

uninterrupted habitation of that patch of earth between the Jordan and Mediterranean waters, from our Canaanite, 

our Hebrew, our Philistine, and our Phoenician ancestors, to every conqueror or pilgrim who came and went, who 

married, or raped, or loved, or settled, or enslaved, or converted between religions, or prayed in that land, leaving 

pieces of themselves in our bodies and our heritage. The fabled, tumultuous stories of the land are quite literally in 

our DNA. You cannot kill or propagandize that away, no matter what death technology you use, or what 

Hollywood or corporate media arsenals you deploy. 

 

Someday, your impunity and arrogance will end. Palestine will be free. She will be restored to her multi-religious, 

multi-ethnic, pluralistic glory. We will restore and expand the trains that run from Cairo to Gaza, Jerusalem, Haifa, 

Tripoli, Beirut, Damascus, Amman, Kuwait, Sanaa, and so on. We will put an end to the Zionist-American war 

machine of domination, expansion, extraction, pollution, and looting. 

 

And you will either leave, or you will finally learn to live with others as equals?” 
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Rosalie Abella’s defence of Israel as a ‘democracy’ was finally flattened, quashed by the International 

Court of Justice on July 19, 2024, some seven weeks after her stage performance at Tel Aviv University. In 

its 83-page advisory opinion, Legal Consequences Arising from the Policies And Practices of Israel in the 

Occupied Palestinian Territory, Including East Jerusalem, which stemmed “from a December 

2022 request by the United Nations General Assembly to the court to consider the legal consequences of 

Israel’s policies and practices in the Occupied Palestinian Territory,” 341 Human Rights Watch Executive 

Director, Tirana Hassan stated in a same-day media release: 

“In a historic ruling the International Court of Justice has found multiple and serious international law 

violations by Israel towards Palestinians in the Occupied Palestinian Territory, including, for the first 

time, finding Israel responsible for apartheid. The court has placed responsibility with all states 

and the United Nations to end these violations of 

international law. The ruling should be yet another wake 

up call for the United States to end its egregious policy 

of defending Israel’s oppression of Palestinians and 

prompt a thorough reassessment in other countries as 

well.” 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
341 World Court Finds Israel Responsible for Apartheid, Human Rights Watch, July 19, 2024. 

https://www.icj-cij.org/sites/default/files/case-related/186/186-20230117-REQ-01-00-EN.pdf
https://www.hrw.org/news/2024/07/19/world-court-finds-israel-responsible-apartheid
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Irwin Cotler  

 

I don’t pretend to know the ins and the outs of Irwin Cotler’s former and later life and role as a Canadian 

defender of Israel. I have never interviewed him. Since taking up my self-burdensome and self-funded task 

in January 2024 of digging into some of his life history, sourced from hundreds of news articles, essays, 

books, documentaries, and videos, he was a key player in the specialized and highly organized Zionist 

propaganda agenda engine that began rolling out after the June 1967 six-day war, particularly with his 

soon-to-be-role as chairman of Canadian Professors for Peace in the Middle East in 1973 following, when 

he began his law tenure professorship at Montreal’s McGill University. Irving Abella, Rosalie Abella’s 

husband, would become his successor chairman some ten years later, and both would serve terms as 

presidents of the Canadian Jewish Congress. 

Cotler had already established a friendship with the American 

law academic Alan Dershowitz in the mid-1960s, a celebrity 

apologist for Israel. Dershowitz would later write about their 

special friendship, as would Cotler later acknowledge the same. 

In his own law academic garbs, Cotler, since the late 1960s, 

began the special speaker circuit in American and Canadian 

synagogues, which he continued for many decades, advocating 

later, in part, the right of return for oppressed Russian Jews to 

Israel, and for the most part, preaching to congregations and 

the masses the special problems of Anti-Semitism, what was 

already termed in the mid-1970s as the ‘new Anti-Semitism.’ 

Cotler has had easy access to the Prime Minister’s (Trudeau’s) Office 

since 2016. Here, as photographed by that Office, on November 27, 

2024, at the outset of the ousting of Syria by Israel, Turkey, U.S. and 

Qatar, and following rumored, unsubstantiated threats to Cotler’s life. 



610 

 

Since 1973, Cotler became a key organizational figure in academic and political institution circles, 

beginning with a highly charged and organized political propaganda campaign to counter the November 

1975 U.N. Resolution #3379 which equated Zionism with racism.  

 

There are rumours and speculations, from way back in the mid-1970s, 

that Cotler, was, on occasion, a special intelligence agent for Israel. I 

can’t confirm these rumours. I only bring it up, because I read about 

them. Of course, if such rumours about such secret assignments were 

true, then this brings a different perspective to Cotler’s other roles. There 

is, of course, this later problem about Cotler’s repeated, unconfirmed 

statements, a mantra published on his websites and recycled ad nauseum 

in the media, that he was special counsel to Nelson Mandela. With 

investigators digging into this matter, there have been many follow-up 

statements made by Mandela’s friends and associates who have 

repeatedly denied such a claim. Why then make this claim, what was his purpose to this boast, if it wasn’t 

true? It obviously brings fame and adds standing to Cotler’s advertisements as international human rights 

advocate, another bee in his big bonnet. 
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Cotler had always been a follower and ally of the federal Liberal Party since his student days in the early 

1960s at McGill University, where he sparred against the likes of Liberal MP John Turner in a mock debate, 

the very politician he would soon work under as campaign speech writer when Turner was assigned as 

Justice Minister. After some three decades since his graduation, he would run for Member of Parliament for 

the Liberals in November 1999, under Prime Minister Jean Chretien, in the by-election of the Montreal 

riding of Mount Royal. Cotler was well-connected and respected, a rising star in the Liberal Party 

establishment, to be assigned four years later, under succeeding Prime Minister Paul Martin, to the 

significant, powerful role as Canada’s Attorney General and its Minister of Justice, a position he would 

hold for some three years.  

 

From the perspective of Zionist-oriented, occupier State of Israel and its lobby outfits in Canada, this was 

likely a unique, political celebratory opportunity and moment, and a significant Cotler-credentialism. One 

of his immediate and primary assignments as new Justice Minister was to appoint two Supreme Court 

justices. Instead of keeping his promise to appoint an aboriginal provincial court justice to the Supreme 

Court, Cotler recommended Rosalie Abella, an old friend. She would later transition to become an honorary 

Co-Chair of Cotler’s propaganda Raoul Wallenberg Centre, while still presiding as Supreme Court justice. 

After his departure in 2015 from federal political life as a Member of Parliament, Cotler took on the self-

appointed role as ‘legal ambassador’ and gatekeeper for Israel (as acknowledged, in part, at the beginning 

of Part 13).     

 

Cotler’s pivotal role was in defending and defining Anti-Semitism, which he began to take on in a more 

serious way in 2006 following, after the Liberals were defeated in the 2006 federal election, and while in 

his opposition political party role.   

 

From my 

perspective, 

perhaps the most 

disappointing, 

unworthy role 

Cotler has taken in 

his life’s portfolio 

has been his 

participation as 

International 

Advisory board 

member in the 

extreme Zionist 

propaganda 

organization, U.N. 

Watch, run by his legal ‘student’ and close friend, Hillel Neuer. I find Cotler’s shadowy role in this outfit 

most perplexing, disturbing and revealing. When closely reviewing the objectionable history of U.N. 

Watch’s materials and public statements collectively produced over the last two decades, in close 

harmonious partnership with other Zionist organizations which criticize and flatly condemn the United 

Nations, in its aggressive and threatening attacks on people’s reputations, is my deduction, my finding of a 

Zionist Doctor Jekyll and Hyde. I don’t know what else to call this phenomenon. One the one hand, the 

public ‘sees’ a great legal defender of human rights, yet, on the other hand, the public doesn’t ‘see’ a quiet 

participant in some of the most objectionable, hate driven statements which Cotler himself would be loathe 

to make in public. For instance (mentioned in Part 3), the most recent hate mongering, abhorrent, 

condemnatory statements made by Hillel Neuer in October to November 2024 regarding Francesca 

Albanese, the United Nations Special Rapporteur of the Occupied Palestinian Territory, on her American 

and Canadian circuit presentations of her latest report, Genocide as Colonial Erasure. 


