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Introduction

This essay is an attempt at interpretation. It does not claim to make any
real contribution to the present state of research regarding the three cases un-
der study, namely South Africa, Southern Rhodesia and Israel. It is not the result
of a research undertaken in the field. Instead, it is an ambitious attempt at
relating basic facts, already known, in such a way as to discern through them a
pattern of behaviour that is claimed to be constantly existent in the three
experiments which are the subject of this essay.

Underlying this essay is an assumption that there is a pattern of behaviour
which is identical in its general lines exhibited by those European settlers who
have formed political entities in non-European lands; that this pattern of beha-
viour is quite recognizable in South Africa, Southern Rhodesia and Israel; and
that it is therefore warranted to study those experiments within the framework
of this pattern of behaviour. It is the author’s contention that such an approach
to the study of settler colonialism is not only essentially valid, but is also useful
in comprehending the past and rewarding in attempting to predict the course
which events may take in the future.

* % %

The pattern of behaviour, claimed to be constantly existent and easily reco-
gnizable in the three experiments which are the subject of this essay, could be
expressed in ordinary non-technical words as follows : From the first colonial
era following the age of modern geographical discoveries, till the age of impe-
rialism in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, non-European lands were con-
sidered vacant enough to allow Europeans to settle there on a permanent basis;
indigenous cultures were considered far too inferior — in comparison to Euro-
pean culture — to earn the Europeans’ respect for the indigenous population.
The main concern of those Europeans who desired to settle permanently on
lands that were not theirs was to secure a physical — that is geographical —
basis for their settlements; thus they were invariably pre-occupied with the
question of acquiring land. For their process of settlement to be “legally” secu-
red — and this was important because legal security means not only legitimizing
their acquisition of the natives’ lands but also legitimizing their own political
institutions' — certain colonial, imperial acts were adopted or issued. These acts
placed the settlers as a recognized entity in the orbit of colonialist-imperialist
traditions. Once established in their new settlements, the settlers, as befits all
colonialists, used to deal with the natives inhumanly. As settler colonialism is

.



different from traditional colonialism because the settlers are permanently
there, and permanently in contact with the natives, this discriminatory inhuman
treatment of the natives has been more systematic, intense and brutel than
that which the natives were subjected to by overseas colonialist authorities.
Declared espousal of discrimination, on the basis of race, colour or creed,
without the need to feel apologetic about it, is the distinguishing feature of
settler colonialism. Because the settlers are well-entrenched in the lands they
acquire, settler colonialism is not as easy to dismantle as traditional colonialism.
The colonialists here were not overseas agents who came to the colonies on duty;
they were permanently stationed in the colony, permanently in control of the
natives and permanently fortifying their positions of strength. Hence the anti-
colonialist revolution after the Second World War did not affect them directly.
They were and still are able to hold on stubbornly, and they will continue to
hold on as stubbornly for some time to come in the future. This, however, does
not mean that they are not being challenged, by the natives, by the countries in
the regions in which the settler states are implanted, and by the world at large.
Notwithstanding all these challenges, settler colonialism is at present far from
being about to give up. The future still seems uncertain, and there is little doubt
that it will be marred by fear and blood. What is the future of settler colonia-
lism ? of the discriminatory practices of the settlers vis-a-vis the natives ? of
the native liberation movements ? These are some of the most important
questions of our present historical era.

W% %

Studies of comparative political developments have advanced steadily in
fecent years. Methods remarkable for their sophistication- have been evolved.
All sorts of quantitative and qualitative data are currently being employed to
test, prove or disprove a ‘‘theory”. In the pages that follow there is no effort
whatsoever to formulate a neat, tight and coherent theory; and there is no
effort to adopt or devise a methodology of the type students of comparative
politics feel is necessary. The main reason lying behind this “short-coming” is
that settler colonialism has not so far been adequately treated as a subject
quite distinct from traditional colonialism. There are too many books written on
South Africa, on Southern Rhodesia, on Israel and Algeria; yet there has not
been enough attention paid to comparing the static and dynamic mechanisms
that have shaped settler colonialism in its recognizable form. Little effort has
been made to abstract a “model”, rough as it may be, common to all experiments
in settler colonialism.

The pages that follow do not present a meticulous study of the subject.
They seek to draw no final, irrevocable and definite conclusions. Rather, the
intention is that of sketching a ‘“perspective” through. which one can view the
development of settler colonialism and its present condition, a thought-provoking
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perspective that can be elaborated and refined in future studies, an attempt at
understanding the three experiments, hitherto treated independently of each
other, viewed in a new and essentially valid focus.

* % ¥

One of the motives of writing this essay is a personal bias. It has always
seemed to me unjustified for the world to unequivocally condemn the discri-
minatory practices of the settlers in South Africa, to unequivocally condemn
the usurpation of power by the settlers in Southern Rhodesia, and at the same
time to be more lenient in respect of the crimes the Zionist settlers have commit-
ted and are still committing in Palestine, when the basic lines of all these regimes
are identical to one another, when the three regimes are but manifestations of
the same colonialism, settler colonialism. There are of course many causes that
explain why the world was most indignant at the Smith regime’s declaring its in-
dependence in 1965, while it was generally favourable to a similar act by Ben-
Gurion less than two decades earlier. Such causes will be adequately dealt with
below. The personal bias that was, in part, responsible for my writing this
essay has prompted me to present a reasonably coherent interpretation of the
similarities between the three settler regimes in South Africa, Southern Rho-
desia and Israel. This essay, I hope, will help bring about a better understanding
of the so-called Arab-Israeli conflict, in the light of its similarities to what is
taking place in South Africa and Southern Rhodesia.

The basic thesis of this essay can explain many phenomena that require
special studies. Of these phenomena, one may mention Israel’s reserved attitu-
de towards African independence movements until recently; the equivocal Israeli
stand on apartheid at the UN; the flourishing Israeli trade and economic relat-
ionships with the settler regimes in Southern Africa; and — most importantly
— the Israeli neo-colonialist policy in many African countries — especially
those which are not in the vanguard of the battle against the settler regimes.
But the most important of these phenomena and, indeed, the most deserving of
detailed study are the effects of the structural similarities inherent in the South
African, Southern Rhodesian & Israeli regimes on Israel’s African policy on the
one hand, and on the Middle Eastern policies of South Africa & Southern Rho-
desia on the other.






—_1

EUROPEAN SETTLERS ON NON-EURCPEAN LANDS :
PRETEXTS AND REALITIES

Western civilization is generally considered to be dynamic. It is sometimes
alleged to be more dynamic than any other previous civilization. It is not our
aim here to analyze those factors in Western civilization that could be held
responsible for such dynamism, nor is it our aim to detail the history of this
dynamism. What will be attempted in this chapter is a presentation of an im-
portant manifestation of this dynamism, namely, territorial expansionism, es-
pecially as regards the three cases under study : South Africa, Zimbabwe (Sou-
thern Rhodesia)! and Palestine (Israel). In order to do that, a brief account of
the atmosphere of colonialism and imperialism that prevailed in Europe during
that epoch is necessary.

1. The Atmosphere of Colonialism and Imperialism.

Colonialism and imperialism are two terms that meant different things on
different occasions. There is no real value in trying to define them. Both of
them, however, connote a tendency exhibited by certain countries to dominate
other countries and peoples. Both of them entail one or another form of
expansion at the expense of others. Imperialism, however, is held to be a more
self-conscious effort at expansion, emerging, as it did, as a result of the industrial
revolution, the subsequent accumulation of capital, and the desire to export it.

European expansion began on the heels of the geographical discoveries that
changed the time-honoured concepts of the extent of the earth. The explorers of
the fourteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth centuries reported to their countrymen
on the existence of lands not known to them before. Merchants and politicians
seized on the new ‘“discoveries” and started thinking of ways to utilize them for
a variety of purposes. Economic, strategic, political and other purposes were
involved. But one of the dominant themes, declared by politicians time and again,
was the “white man’s burden” of civilizing others, the “altruistic” desire to
spread civilization among barbarians. The assumptions on which this “burden”
was. based, were pretty clear: the great European powers are the most civilized

(1) Zimbabwe is the African name for S. Rhodesia. The name Zimbabwe should
have been used throughout this study, but for purposes of clarity, the European name
was used instead.
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because of their espousal of certain ideals : Christianity, democracy, good and
organized government, and their development of modern technology. The rest
of the world, the non-European world, was considered to be essentially barbarian.
Motivated, but only outwardly and in part, by the Christian faith to save the
heathens through preaching the Gospel, forces ready for adventure and to conquer
the lands of the barbarians were set into motion after the explorers and missio-
naries. Economic profits, the assertion of superior racial qualities, the desire to
further national interests through expansion — all interacted together under
the general banner of the civilizing mission to provide the theoretical bases, the
pretexts, for colonialism and then for imperialism. In the atmosphere that pre-
vailed then, the non-European lands were generally considered as “vacant” —
vacant, that is, not necessarily in terms of people (though this was the belief of
many) but primarily in terms of civilization. The white man’s burden was to
fill the gap, to develop the lands, and to bring the natives, whenever their
existence was not denied, to a better order of things; to teach them how to
appreciate the western values, believed to be “universal” values revealed for
the first time through western civilization.

It was always presumed that civilizing the barbarians would ultimately
be to their own benefit, though the barbarians would not be in a position
to appreciate these benefits at first. This meant that the natives had to be
brought to civilization against their will, if and when necessary. In this context,
argued Treitschke, the German historian, “the great strides which -civilizat-
ion makes against barbarism and unreason are only made actual by the sword.”
1t was also presumed that commerce is bound to play an important role in
civilizing the natives, as commercial relations would entail a “meaningful ex-
change” between the natives and the Europeans.

The vacant, non-European lands, were then conceived to be ready for the
Christian gospels and European enterprises. European powers felt it legitimate
to extend their domains into lands that were not their own. The fifteenth cen-
tury witnessed the Europeans expand toward the south and the west. The Por-
tugese opened up Eastern trade with India. The Spaniards were also curious to
discover new routes to India and in the process discovered what was to be called
America. Vacant lands were thus opened up in the fifteenth century, mainly
through the efforts of the Portuguese and the Spaniards. Local inhabitants were
driven back, clearly put on the defensive, while the ardent propagators of
Christianity found it convenient to divide the “spoils” of their conquest. What
seemed important at the time was not to chart out a coordinated course on how
to civilize the natives, but to work out agreements precluding the possibility of
collision between the colonizing European states. A brilliant example of such
agreements to divide up the lands conquered was the Treaty of Tordesillas in
1494, whereby Pope Alexander VI, acting as an arbiter for Christendom between
Spaniards and Portuguese, divided the American continent according to his fa-
mous North-South line.
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The sixteenth century witnessed the advent of new-comers to colonialism:
Britain, France and Holland. Competition between European powers in their
energetic. expansionism grew keener. This pattern of competition was also fur-
ther complicated by a multiplicity of other factors. The ultimate effect of all
these factors was that by the end of the eighteenth century, the Westerners
had already spread themselves over almost all the globe.

What was the attitude of the natives ?

It is beyond the scope of this essay to detail the natives’ reactions to Euro-
pean expansion. Two points, however, could be made in this respect. The first
point is that the Europeans were more advanced technically, and stronger mili-
tarily. The second point is that Europeans found it convenient — in order to
substantiate their announced aim of civilizing the natives — to picture the na-
tives as real barbarians belonging to primitive, almost sub-human races.

It is a fact that the natives were no military match for the new-comers.
But this military non-competitiveness is not to be confused with primitiveness.
Many of the non-European communities were quite well-developed culturally,
such as India, China and the indigenous communities in what is now Latin Ame-
rica. In the case of Africa, certain archaeological remnants points to the long
existence of a culture that had been well advanced prior to European expansion.
In fact, one of the main concerns of many African nationalists at present is to re-
write the history of Africa in a fashion free from the traditional European dis-
tortions of that history. What should be emphasized, then, is that the Europeans,
immersed as they were in the atmosphere of colonialism and imperialism, pre-
sented to themselves a picture of non-European lands and peoples that fitted
them well in their self-appointed role as missionaries for Christianity and civi-
lization. The natives’ opposition to the invaders was generally described as an
attack on civilization, while the systematic European penetration, accompanied
by untold brutalities committed against the natives, was hailed as a civilizational
triumph.

% % %

One of the most spectacular results of the atmosphere of colonialism was
the legitimacy given by European powers to groups of European adventurers
to settle on conquered non-European lands. European settlements on non-Euro-
pean lands represent one of the major events in world history, and their effects
on future developments were and continue to be immense and far-reaching. The
two continents whose existence was not known to the old world, America and
Australia, had been for a long time settled by Europeans in a fashion not widely
questioned at present. Other comparable experiments, such as those subjected
to study in this essay, continue to be open not only to questioning, but are the
sources of friction that threatens international peace and security. What are the
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factors that made for the general acceptability of the U.S.A., Canada, the
countries of Latin America, Australia\ and New Zealand, and the general
questioning that surrounds the European settlements in South Africa, Southern
Rhodesia and Palestine ?

The experiments that are generally accepted now took place in areas that
were — comparatively speaking — thinly populated, where the process of driving
the natives back was fairly well accomplished before the advent of the twen-
tieth century, and where the geographic conditions were such that they allowed
the settlers to “clear” the whole area of the continents involved of native
strong-holds. In the case of the experiments under discussion in this essay, the
settlers did not penetrate far enough into the regions in which they settled.
Groups of natives, of the same stock as those natives who had been driven back
by the settlers, continued and will continue to surround those pockets of European
settlers in South Africa, Southern Rhodesia and Palestine. The natives’ resis-
tance to the settlers, in the experiments under discussion, was not sucessful
insofar as it did not prevent the settlers from achieving their temporary object-
ives, but it continued to be alive throughout the history of the European intrusion.
The natives’ resistance was thus successful in keeping the case — so to speak —
open until such time as ours with its ideals of freedom of self-determination for
all the peoples of the world.

These are then the factors that worked against any possible general accep-
tance of the European settlements in Africa and the Middle East as a “closed
case” similar to what took place in America and Australia. Let us turn now to
a discussion on how Europeans started their settlements in the experiments
under study.

* % %

European expansion in Africa started, at first, as a result of the drive to
reach India by sea. The first European contacts with the “experiments” under
discussion came in the year 1652, when the Dutch East India Company estab-
lished a midway naval station at the Cape (South Africa), where Dutch sailors
could rest half-way on their long trip Eastward. It should be recalled that the
Dutch East India Company was established in 1602, when its Charter
was approved by the United Provinces of the Netherlands. This company in a
little over twenty years succeeded in ousting Portugal from large East Asian
islands such as Java and Ceylon. The early Dutch comers to the Cape were
Company servants. There they met the Bushman and the Hottentots and later
the Bantu. The Bushmen and the Hottentots, generally not war-like tribes, po-
sed no serious difficulties to the Europeans, especially in the early years, when
Europeans were confined to the coast, restricting themselves to naval servicing.

The naval station was soon however to expand into a colony of farmers,
who found themselves in a constant need of more land. With their superior tech-
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nology, the Europeans were able, gradually, to drive the natives back and were
able to make “herdsmen and servants of the Hottentots, whose tribal organizat-
ion was broken by the double attack of colonists and smallpox.” The luck of
the Bushmen was no better than that of the Hottentots, and today there are no
more than ten thousand of them left, while the number of the Hottentots is even
less than that.

It is of importance to note at this point that Holland was Protestant in the
traditions of Calvin, with all that these traditions involve: belief in predestinat-
ion and strict adherence to the Bible. The bulk of the farmers, then called Boers,
were Dutch. But later, some French came along. France was predominantly
Catholic. The Edict of Nantes, however, proclaimed in April 1598, guaranteed
for the French Protestants (usually called Huguenots) their religious freedom.
In 1672, France attacked Holland and in October 1685 the Edict of Nantes was
revoked and was followed by terrible religious massacres in France. French Pro-
testants fled to neighbouring countries. The Dutch East India Company, in its
quest to increase the number of European settlers in South Africa, seized on the
opportunity and offered the Huguenots good conditions for.settling there: free
transportation and large lots of land. Thus, in 1688, for instance, the Cape Colo-
ny received a wave of immigrants larger in numbers than any other wave before
the 19th century. The French (Huguenots) immigrants were dispersed by the
company among the Dutch, so as to preclude the establishment of any special
French colony. The Dutch language triumphed, and gradually a rather homoge-
neous European “community” developed.

The colony did not advance rapidly in the 18th century, due mostly to
the increasingly weakened political position of Holland, and its Dutch East
India Company. The company finally went bankrupt in 1794, the same year
in which revolutionary France invaded Holland again. British power, on the
other hand, was gathering momentum, and was becoming increasingly aware
of the strategic value of the Cape. The Cape then was to become a bone of
contention between rival European powers. When the Dutch William of Orange
fled to England and proclaimed his Government-in-exile there, after the
establishment in Holland of the French-Supported Batavian Republic, England
decided to occupy the Cape in order to prevent revolutionary France from
doing so. British occupation took place in 1795 and lasted for eight years. In
1803, after signing the Treaty of Amiens between England and France, and
in accordance with the terms of the Treaty, England had to withdraw her
forces from the Cape and give it back to Holland, then an ally to France. But
again tempted by the Cape’s strategic position and immense potentialities,
England found in the renewed war between herself and Napoleon a pretext to
re-occupy the Cape once more. This was done in 1806, and was not regarded
as temporary occupation. The British control, and their influence in South
Africa, was to last till the proclamation of the Republic of South Africa in the
early 1960’s, as will be seen later on.
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When Britain took over, there were some 20,000 European settlers in
South Africa, their lands extending hundreds of miles from Cape Town. The
century and a half that they (or at least some of them) spent over there
moulded them together as a rather homogeneous community. They even
developed certain special linguistic characteristics : their language deviated
from the original Dutch. They could be classified according to the degree of
their proximity to Cape Town: those in the city were mostly company servants.
On the periphery of the Cape Town were farmers or Boers, many of whom had
large numbers of slaves and Hottentots to work their lands. Still further from
Cape Town lived the pastoral, semi-nomadic farmers known as the Trek-boers,
who comprised half of the white population.? The Boers and the Trekboers
(later known as the Trekkers) were to constitute the hard-core of what came
to be called Afrikaaners. They were strictly Calvinists, who regarded them-
selves as predestined to occupy South Africa and settle there. “Like the children
of Israel seeking the promised land, the seventeenth century Dutch settlers
removed themselves to the promises of the Cape.”? In the Bible they justified
their colonialism, and their treatment of the natives as slaves whom they likened
“to the Amalekites, heathens who could rightfully be ‘smitten before the Lord’.”
Their boundaries were not defined except for those along the Ocean. Into the
interior of Africa they found it possible to penetrate gradually.

The history of South Africa under the British occupation was distinguished
by two consecutive lines of development. First the British tolerated the Boers’
advances northward, at the expense of the Bantu tribes. The imperial govern-
ment wanted essentially to anglicize the territory, and to abolish slavery and
slave trade that was predominant among the Boers. The Boers were in no
mood to forsake their traditions and found it better to trek north, in an
attempt to move out of the British sphere of influence. But the half-hearted
British efforts to carry out their schemes resulted in a sort of modus operandi,
whereby, by the second half of the 19th century, the existence of settler (Boer)
states was tolerated within the. general framework of British control. Later,
with the beginning of diamond and gold mining in the last quarter of the 19th
century, British as well as the Boers’ appetites for further economic profits
were whetted to a degree that the latent seeds of conflict between the European
settlers and the imperial authorities began seriously to energe. This conflict
culminated in the second Anglo-Boer war of 1899.

The Boers who trekked northward, especially after 1836, were then ideolo-
gically determined people, so to speak, set on reading the Bible, and seeing
through it a temporal guide for them. Their clashes with the natives, which
were bound to ensue, were considered as their religious ordeal and duty. The

(2) W. Henry Vatcher, Jr.: Whita Laager: The Rise of Afrikaaner Nationalism
(N. Y., 1965) p. 4.
(3) 1Ibid., p. 5.
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Afrikaaners’ sense of mission never failed them; in 1955 a hard core Afri-
kaaner leader interpreted history in this way: ‘“The Afrikaaner nation was
placed in this country by God’s hand and is destined to remain as a nation
with its own character and its own mission.”*

This “manifest destiny” was less clear in 1867, when diamond was dis-
covered in the Orange river, and later in the adjacent areas. Soon diggers-for-
wealth and fortune-hunters came from everywhere. Claims were advanced by
persons as well as by states and confusion followed. Out of this confusion
emerged the personality of Cecil Rhodes. With the emergence of Cecil Rhodes,
a new chapter in the history of Southern Africa, especially Rhodesia, was
opened; as will be explained later.

Less than twenty years after the diamond discovery came the gold discovery
in 1886 — the gold was discovered in Witwatersrand (in the Transvaal Boer
Republic, then officially known as the South African Republic). Again fortune-
seekers flocked to the country. Again a confused and subsequently tense
situation developed as gold dominated all Southern African politics. Soon after
the discovery of gold, British interests led by Cecil Rhodes had the upper hand
in the gold-fields, notwithstanding the attempts of the Boer republic to keep
its riches for its own people.

Cecil John Rhodes, an Oxford educated Englishman with inherited contacts
in South Africa, was a man of unlimited imagination and determination. An
imperialist dreamer, a schemer of the first order, he envisaged bringing the
territory from Cape to Cairo under the British Crown, linking the two ends
of Africa by rail. In the 1870’s and 1880’s he assembled his wealth, which had
come from African diamond and gold. In 1889 he secured a charter for his
British South Africa Company — as will be seen later when discussing
Rhodesia. In the 1890’s he was the Prime Minister of the Cape colony. His
energies were then devoted to schemes of uniting the African territories over
which his actual and potential financial interests extended. He always pleaded
to the Boers “to work together” but on British terms. The nascent Afrikaa-
ner nationalism was however stronger than the temptations Rhodes offered.
His schemes, notwithstanding certain successes, met a great failure in the
abortive Jameson raid in 1895 — a raid organized by Rhodes and his friend
Leander Starr Jameson with the consent of the imperial authorities, the aim
of which was to take over the Transvaal by force. Cecil Rhodes was obliged
subsequently to resign the premiership of the Cape colony. The British then
took the matter into their own hands and fought the Boers in 1899. The Anglo-
Boer war was to last some three years, when Peace was restored on British
terms by the Treaty of Vereeniging (31 May 1902). It took eight years of
reconciliation and maneuvering till the Union of South Africa was formed in

(4) Ibid, p. 149.
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such a way as to satisfy the Boers and the British. Thus came to a close, in
1910, the conflict between the European settlers and their rulers, as a result
of a settlement that assured the settlers of ‘“rights” acquired at the expense
of the natives, who were conquered in a series of Kaffir wars extending over

a century.
¥ W %

The history of South Africa from the days of the naval station at the Cape
to the days of the Union scems complicated by the richness of its events and
the diversity of interests that were brought into conflict. The politics of South
Africa during those two centuries and half was the result of many inter-
weaving factors: strategic, political, economic and financial. The principal
actors were not two sides, the settlers and the natives, as one is initially led to
assume, but three: the imperial government in addition to the settlers and
the natives. As we will see in other “experiments”, those three principal actors
make themselves felt wherever there is an attempt at permanent European
gettlement. From the view point of each of the principal actors the enemies
are, theoretically, the two other actors, together. It should not be overlooked,
however, that the two principal actors are always Europeans — and for their
mutual relationship to reach a climactic degree as in the Anglo-Boer war of
1899 was the exception. Against the natives, the two principal European actors
always felt a degree of superiority that allowed them to disregard their
interests and to justify brutalities and atrocities committed against those
natives. It was also axiomatic that the natives detested and resisted the two
principal European actors, and regarded them as intruders.

In the case of South Africa one can detect a major policy line that domi-
nated European endeavours there during the first two centuries and a half; this
line is reducing the natives to subjugation, driving them “back” as far as
possible, and denying them rights that they had inherited for centuries. All
European differences could ke regarded as minor conflicts resulting from minor
policy-lines, compared to this all inclusive, dominant policy line,

¥* % %

The case of Southern Rhodesia is more illustrative of a consciously pursued
imperialist policy. This policy reached its climactic point in 1889-1890, as a
result of efforts started over more than half a century before.

It was not long after the British took over the Cape that they started,
through missionaries, to extend their contacts with the interior of Africa. In 1830,
Rohert Moffat, a British missionary, visited Matabele land (or what is now
the eastern part of Zimbabwe). Negotiations between Moffat and the tribal
chief, conducted (symbolically) at the Cape led‘to the conclusion of a “treaty”
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whereby the Matabele pledged an alliance with the Cape colony. This treaty,
which we know about from western sources, was of importance only in as much
as it allowed British missionaries to penetrate into the interior of Africa. But
missionary activities were only a prelude to further interests. Dr. David
Livingstone, also a British protestant missionary and the son-in-law of Moffat,
was by the middle of the 19th century advancing his belief that “geographical,
scientific and medical exploration of Africa would in turn open the continent to
‘commerce and Christianity’, to western economic enterprise and throught.”

Dr. Livingstone’s advocacy bore fruit in 1858 when the British government
sent him as a head of an expeditionary team “for the purpose of exploring the
Zambezi basin from its mouth to the interior, to prepare the way for trade,
navigation and white settlement” '

It was shortly before this time that the Trekkers started developing their
contacts with the Matabele. These contacts led to the 1853 agreement between
the Transvaal state and Um Ziligazi, giving the Transvaal certain advantages.
Also, at the time when diamond was discovered in South Africa, a European
explorer, the German Carl Mauch, wrote a letter to Cape Argus, g Cape journal,
describing the treasures he claimed to have found in the interior of Africa
which was to become Southern Rhodesia:

“The vast extent and heauty of those goldfields are such that at a
particular spot I stood as it were transfixed, riveted to the place, struck
with amazement and wonder at the sight, and for a few minutes I was
unable to use the hammer. Thousands of people here might find ample
room to work in this extensive field without interfering with one another.”

It was a clear call for Europeans to flock to the interior of Africa.
Another of Mauch’s discoveries was to come a few years later, when he
discovered the “Stone House” at Great Zimbabwe. This discovery of a sophis-
ticated Stone House in the interior of Africa did not conform with the general
conviction of the primitiveness of Africans. Hence, speculations grew wild
in an effort at interpretation. Speculations linking Southern Rhodesia to the
Bible were advanced and generally accepted. Many thought of Southern
Rhodesia as the Ophir of the Bible and the source of much of antiquity’s gold.
It was around this time that Rhodes, and others, started envisaging the pos-
sibility of linking Cape to Cairo through the opening up of the interior of
Africa.

It should be recalled at this point that the last part of the 19th century
was the golden age of imperialism., Industrial Western European countries
were vying for spheres of influence and control over the non-European world.
Belgium and Germany were new-comers to the imperialist game, but were,
by the latter part of the 19th century, becoming increasingly interested in
extending their influence over some parts of Central and Southern Africa.
Hence, in order to avoid a violent clash of interests among the European
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imperialist powers, a Congress was called in Berlin and began its deliberations
in December 1884. The Congress of Berlin defined in clearer terms the imperial
powers’ interests in Africa, and the frenzied scramble for Africa began.

It is beyond the scope of this essay to tell the story of the “scramble”, but
it could be safely said that, relative to Southern Rhodesia, the stage was
well set for the British to pursue their expansionist schemes. In September
1885 Bechuanaland came under their control. Their agent for the opening up
of the interior of Africa was Cecil Rhodes, well-launched, by the mid-1880’s,
in his imperial career. What he needed to put into operation his imperial
dreams was a “charter”, an imperial charter for his British South Africa
Company. This he got in 1889.

%* % %

Southern Rhodesia is a clearer case of imperialism than that of South
Africa where the white settlement started with company servants for servi-
cing ships. As we have seen, back in 1858 the British thought of exploring
the area to prepare it for white settlement. In Southern Rhodesia, the white
settlement was well within the general framework of British designs, unlike
South Africa where the settlement was prior to British occupation. However,
the lesson of the utility of white settlements in Africa, after the South African
example, was not lost on the British. In fact there is ample evidence to suggest
that Britain was well aware of the usefulness of controlling Africa through
British — and European — settlers, Economic and strategic considerations
pointed clearly in that direction.

* % %

The third experiment under study in this essay, Israel, could be better
understood in the light of two phenomena : the feeling among some Jews, in
modern times, of the so-called Jewish nationality, and the development of the
British interests in the Middle East. Both phenomena belong to the general
atmosphere of colonialism and imperialism.

The age of colonialism, a result of the geographic discoveries, the reco-
gnition of the modern national-state system, and the emergence of a nationally
based bourgeois leading-class, brought a feeling of national awareness to
the Jewish minorities in the countries of Europe. Those Jews who felt that
they did not belong to their European countries followed the traditions of
European colonialism, and started thinking of setting up for themselves a
separate community in any part of the non-European world, then considered
vacant. The Western colonial nations also felt that their Jews would be of benefit
to them. if they assigned them a piece of “vacant” land for them to settle on.

It is indicative that when colonial Holland was booming, when the Dutch
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East India Company was expanding its activities and setting up the Cape
naval station, the same Dutch East India Company granted in 1652 (the same
year in which the Cape station was established) a large tract of land in the
island of Curacao, off the coast of Venezuela, to Joseph Nunez da Fonseca and
others to found a colony of Jews in that island.

Holland was not alone in putting forward non-European lands to be
settled by Jews. Many colonial powers took an active interest in using some
Jews loyal to them as settlers in the newly discovered areas. In 1654 “a
project was formed for a settlement in Surinam, then a British colony, with
Jewish fugitives from Brazil”; while in 1659 the French East India Company
granted to David Nasi, a Portuguese Jew, a charter authorizing him to establish
a Jewish colony in Cayenne.’

Attempts at systematic Jewish settlements then were part and parcel of
the colonial policy of each colonial European state. These states, most proba-
bly, looked to the Jews as an additional potential or reserve to that sector
of their population which is interested in settling on non-European lands.

The materialization of European (Jewish) settlement in Palestine was
the result of a factor additional to the factor discussed above. This newer
factor is the development of British interest in the Middle East. As will be
shown later, imperial Britain allied itself with Zionism (the 19th century
expression of the feeling of nationality among some Jews) and as a result of
this alliance, a non-European land, Palestine, was chosen for settlement because
it was advantageous to British interests to do so. This choice was also convenient
to the Zionists who interpreted controversial Biblical pronouncements as
promising them Palestine.

Britain started to develop her interests in the Middle East in the early
part of the 19th century. Bible societies were established pursuant to vague
but intense religious sentiments. Pratical motives, however, were not very
late in coming. Britain became actually involved in the affairs of the Middle
East when she rallied to the support of the Ottoman Sultan against Muhammad
Ali during the latter’s invasion of Syria. The “Eastern Question” was formally
opened then. The European powers interested in the settlement of the Question
to their advantage developed a pattern of intervention in the internal affairs
of the Ottoman Empire under pretext of protecting the minorities. The Russians
used to act as protectors to the Christian Orthodox Communities, while the
French did the same for the Catholics. Britain then felt she could champion
the cause of the Jews. This she formally did when she established a consulate
in Jerusalem in 1840 for the protection of British Jews in particular, and Jews
in the Ottoman Empire in general. Real motives for opening the British con-
sulate were however more complex than the simple protection of a religious

(5) For these and similar projects see: N. Sokolow, p. 57 and after.
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minority. Britain was thinking in terms of a strategy to thwart any attempt
by Muhammad Ali to threaten the Ottoman Empire, then a British ally. In
a letter dated 11 August 1840 sent from Palmerston to Ponsonby, then British
Ambassador to Istanbul, Palmerston stated that the “Jewish people if returning
[to Palestine] under the sanction and protection and at the invitation of the
Sultan, would be a check upon any future evil designs of Mehmet [Muhammad]
Ali or his successor.” ®

This was the first step. Soon there followed, with the beginning of the
second half of the 19th century, clearer conceptions about the strategic im-
portance of the Middle East (Syria — including Palestine — and Egypt) to
the British colonial interests. In an address delivered on 25 January 1853,
Colonel George Gawler, former Governor of South Australia, mixed strategic
with “civilizational” motives in advocating British supremacy in Egypt and

Syria:

“Divine Providence has placed Syria and Egypt in the very gap
between England and the most important regions of her colonial and
foreign trade — India, China, the Indian archipelago and Australia...
She does most urgently need the shortest and the safest lines of com-
munication to the teritories already possessed.. Egypt and Syria stand
in intimate connection. A foreign hostile power mighty in either, would
soon endanger British trade and communications through the other.
Hence the providential call upon her, to exert herself energetically for
the amelioration of the condition of both of these provinces. Egypt has
improved greatly by British influence and it is now for England to set
her hand for the renovation of Syria...”

Gawler then went on to recommend that the Jews would be the best
servants of the British interests in this regard.

By the second half of the 19th century, then, the theme that Syria should
be occupied by Britain or be brought under her influence was a dominant
theme in British strategic thinking. Let us mention further illustrations.

In 1853, Colonel Charles Henry Churchill, who was a staff officer in the
British expedition to Syria that compelled Muhammad Ali to withdraw from
Palestine, published a book about his experiences in the Middle East, entitled
Mount Lebanon: a ten years residence from 1842 to 1852. He wrote in this book
after referring to Britain’s civilizing mission and her strategic needs: “... it
must for obvious reasons be clear to every English mind that if England’s
Oriental Supremacy is to be upheld, Syria and Egypt must be made to fall
more or less under her sway or influence.” From there he went on to say:
“T call upon my countrymen, therefore, to adopt this political doctrine and
nail it to the National Colours — that when Palestine ceases to be Turkish,

(6) Albert M. Hyamson (ed.) The British Consulate in Jerusalem (London,
1929) in two volumes. Vol. I, p. 34.
(7) Reported by Sokolow, op. cit.,, Vol. I, p. 138.
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it must either become British or else form part of a new independent state,
which... shall yet be able... to promote the great object for which it will be
called into existence... that of creating, developing and upholding a com-
mercial intercourse in the East..” 8

Sir Austin Henry Layard, an authority on the Orient and a member of the
British House of Commons, declared in a speech in the House : “We should
not forget that, although Egypt is a high road to India, Syria and the valleys of
the Tigris and Euphrates form the high road, and any power holding these
countries would command India.”?

The same considerations prompted another contemporary of those quoted
earlier, Dr. Thomas Clarke, to make the following statement in his book India
and Palestine or The Restoration of the Jews in relation to the Nearest Road
(1861) : “If England is ... relyini on its commerce as the corner stone of its
greatness; if one of the nearest and best channels of that commerce is across
the axis of the three great continents, and if the Jews are essentially a trading...
people, what so natural as that they should be planted along that great highway
of ancient commerce; and were the Ottoman power to be displaced, that old
commercial route would immediately re-open.” *°

To add credence to all those pronouncements, Lord Shaftesbury wrote in

1876 :

“Syria and Palestine will before long become very important ... The
country wants capital and population. The Jews can give it both. And
has not England a special interest in promoting such restoration ? It
would be a blow to England if either of her rivals should get hold of Sy-
ria. Her Empire reaching from Canada in the West to Calcutta and Aus-
tralia in the South East would be cut in two ... She must preserve Syria
to herself. Does not policy there ... exhort England to foster the nationality
of the Jews and aid them ... to return as a leavening power to their old
country ? .. To England then, naturally, belongs the role of favouring
the settlement of the Jews in Palestine.” 11

Such ideas, mixing together the mission of England to civilize others, her
gtrategic and commercial interests, the vague biblical belief that Palestine is
somehow promised to the Jews, dominated British thinking about the Eas-
tern Question. In 1879, General Sir Charles Warren included all these consider-
ations in his proposal for “the formation of a chartered company which should

(8) Reported by Ibid., p. 156 from pp. v-x of the book.

(9) Reported by Ibid., p. 157 from the Turkish Question, speeches delivered in
the House of Commons on August 16, 1853, and February 17, 1854 by A.H. Layard
Esq. M.P. (London, 1854) p. 10.

(10) Reported by Ibid., p. 139.

(11) Reported by Ibid., p. 207.
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obtain a concession from the Sultan to permit a Jewish settlement with a view
to self-government.” 12

The movement to colonize Palestine was then advanced essentially by
advocates of British colonialism — but it was not confined to those advocates.
The feeling of discrimination among Jews in East and Central Europe during
the 19th century, the golden age of nationalism, prompted some Jews to think
in terms of Jewish nationality. The advocates of Jewish nationality, especially
in East and Central Europe, were attracted by the British championing of
their cause, and by the existence of rich British Jews, some of whom were
members of the British nobility, who turned toward their British co-religionists
in order to help them — morally and financially — to settle in Palestine. Cons-
cious efforts at Jewish settlement in Palestine took place at the time Britain was
getting increasingly interested in the Middle East. In 1861, an Orthodox Ger-
man Rabbi, Hirsch Kalischer, published a book entitled In Quest of Zion in which
he agreed “that a society of rich Jews should be formed to undertake the colo-
nization of Palestine; that many Jews from Russia, Poland and Germany
should be helped by the society to settle on the land, and that a guard of able-
bodied young Jews should be trained to protect the settlers from attacks by
the Bedwin.” 13 Rabbi Kalischer succeeded, in the same year in which his book
was published, in establishing a “Society for the Colonization of the Land of
Israel.”

Also, in the same year in which Sir Charles Warren proposed a chartered
company for the colonization of Palestine (1879) another distinguished British
Christian personality, Lawrence Oliphant (member of parliament), visited
Constantinople and tried, without success, to obtain a concession from the
Turkish Government for special facilities for the settlement of Jews in Pales-
tine.

Shortly after Oliphant’s visit a wave of anti-semitism was unleashed in
Czarist Russia (1881-1882) with the result that many Jews emigrated from
Russia, to the U.S.A. and Britain mainly, but also to Palestine where the British
Consulate helped them immensely. The “Lovers of Zion” movement was esta-
blished in Russia with branches in Britain and other European countries. In
1891 a Jewish Colonization Association was founded in Britain for the purpose
of establishing Jewish “colonies in various parts of North and South America
and other countries for agricultural, commercial and other purposes”. The
Association was the result of the efforts of Baron de Hirsch, who considered,
after lengthy investigation, that the Argentine was the place most suited for
Jewish settlement.

The advocates of Jewish nationality were till then not quite determined

(12) Israel Cohen, The Zionist Movement (London, 1945), p. 49.
(13) Israel Cohen : A Short History of Zionism, (London, 1951), p. 21.
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as to where and how to settle. Their schemes at settlement were still at large.
It could be Palestine but it could also be the Argentine. In 1896 Theodore
Herzl, the philosopher of political Zionism, published his pamphlet The Jewish
State, in which he outlined a ‘“modern solution to the Jewish Question”. Again
Herzl was not determined on where to build the Jewish state.

The Jewish State ushered in a new era of Zionism, What is interesting and
suggestive in the pamphlet is its underscoring of the particular role to be
played by European powers. Herzl envisaged the creation of a Society of Jews
“who fell in with our idea of state.” The Society would put itself “under the
protection of the European Powers” in its efforts to secure Palestine or Ar-
gentina. As to the question on how to build the state Herzl was convinced that
private infiltration of Jews ought to be stopped. Instead, immigration has to
be “based on an assured supremacy.”1*

Herzl was the embodiment of the refined European secular colonial spirit.
He has nothing to do with the oft-spoken-about historic attachment of the Jews
to Palestine. The founder of modern Zionism was convinced that his state
could be anywhere. “..I shall now tell you everything about the ‘promised
land’ except its location. This is a purely scientific question.” He harbours
no biblical illusions on the promised land and he does not look into the Bible
to see where its boundaries lie. To him the location is a scientific question
to be determined by scientific means: “We must have regard for geological,
climatic, in short natural factors of all kinds with full circumspection and
with consideration of the latest research.”:®

Up to 1896 then there was no clear and definitive Zionist commltment to
Palestine. The role of Britain in the Zionist scheme was still that of a potential
rather than actual supporter. On one thing, though, Herzl was definitive:
European powers, experienced in matters colonial as they were, have to be
rallied for the support of the Jewish state project.

For some two years Herzl tried, without much success, to rally the
European powers’ support for his project. He thought in terms of chartered
companies, concessions and other means. In his role as a self-appointed
political leader of the “Jewish people” he met many sovereigns. He proposed
all sorts of agreements to “serve” the interests of the European powers. Later,
he. came to the conclusion that in order to buttress his prestige, he would
call a congress and work through an organization.

In 1897, the First Zionist Congress met in Basel and adopted the Basel
programme. The aim of Zionism, as defined by this congress, was to erect for
the Jewish people a home in Palestine secured by public law. Now the choice
of Palestine was definitive. Argentina was forgotten.

(14) Theodore Herzl, The Jewish State, pp. 29-30.
(15) Herzl, Diaries, Vol. I, p. 133.
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It is perhaps appropriate, at this juncture, to recall how Herzl felt about
Palestine in his pamphlet, The Jewish State. A spokesman for colonialism-
imperialism as he was, he thought in terms of a European-Zionist civilizing
mission in Palestine: “We should there form a rampart of Europe against Asia,
an outpost of civilization as opposed to barbarism. We should as a neutral state
— that is, neutral among European powers — remain in contact with all
Europe, which would have to guarantee our existence.”!%

The choice of Palestine has to be secured by public law, that is, European
public law, which, in the age of imperialism, found it acceptable to interfere
anywhere in the non-European lands, and to prescribe, as it wished, the future
course of any of the lands belonging to other peoples without regard to the
wishes of those peoples.

The efforts of Herzl, now leader of the Zionist Organization, continued
to take different directions, visiting one sovereign after the other. But he
was well aware of the increasing British interest in the Middle East. He
confessed, notwithstanding all his European endeavours, that “from the first
moment I entered the movement my eyes were directed towards England”,
as he wrote on 22 February 1898.17

It is no wonder that Herzl felt from the first moment that his eyes were
directed toward England; British and Zionist interests coincided in colonizing
Palestine. The Fourth Zionist Congress was held in London, in 1900; from
that date on, successive British governments constantly showed interest. in
Zionism. In his inaugural speech before the London Congress, Herzl publicly
announced what he expected from Engand:

“England, the great, England, the free, England with her eyes
roaming over all the seas, will understand us and our aims. From this
place the Zionist idea will take a still further and higher flight: of this
we can be sure.”’18

Britain took cognisance of Herzl and his movement. In 1902 he was
invited to testify before the Royal Commission on Immigration, subsequent
to agitation caused by a large influx of Russian Jews into the East End of
London. During that year, he suggested to Lord Rothschild that either Cyprus
or Sinai be given to the Zionists to create a colony — both Cyprus and Sinai
were then under British rule. Herzl became increasingly committed to London.
On 22 October 1902 he met the British Prime Minister, Joseph Chamberlain,
“who told me that a Jewish settlement in Cyprus would be opposed by the local
pcpulation and that the question of the Sinai peninsula must be discussed with the
Foreign Secretary.” 1* The Sinai question was subsequently discussed in detail

(16) The Jewish State, op. cit., p. 30.

(17) Reported by Sokolow, Vol. I, p. 295.

(18) Reported by Israel Cohen, The Zionist Movement, op. cit., p. 76.
(19) Ibid., p. 78.
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and was investigated “scientifically” — but it was finally decided that the
peninsula was not suitable as it lacked water. Zionist-British contacts were
not to stop there; instead, they grew stronger.

It was early in 1903 that Chamberlain, having returned from a visit to
East Africa, offered this territory to Herzl. The so-called East-Africa project
— the area covers what is now Kenya — was another departure from Palestine,
but Herzl accepted the offer preliminarily — the final acceptance to be secured
from the Zionist Congress. Chamberlain’s proposal was for a Jewish autonomy
in the proposed territory within the general framework of the British Empire.
The lesson of the East-Africa offer should be emphasized. Imperial Britain
felt that “Zion” could ke anywhere, the Zionists could be made to settle in
any part of the Empire as long as they were serving the Empire. Herzl's
preliminary acceptance also underlined this understanding. Even the Sixth
Zionist Congress, which discussed the offer, was not wholly negative, not-
withstanding the fact that East and Central European Zionists, who were
ardently committed to Palestine through their own understanding of the
Bible, were heavily represented in the Congress. The Congress which met in
August 1903 did not reject the offer outright, thus negatively affirming the fact
that Palestine was at least “negotiable” — so to speak. Instead, the Congress
decided to establish a committee of enquiry whose task was to study the
territory scientifically and report on its suitability. Herzl died in July 1904,
before the committee had enough time to turn in its report. As it turned
out, the committee found out that the profered territory was not suitable.
On the basis of this report, the Seventh Congress which met in Basel in
July-August 1905 turned down the offer — not without a loss to the Zionist
Organization: a splinter group of Zionists, led by the British Israel Zangwill,
continued to advocate the acceptance of the East-Africa offer or any other
offer anywhere in the world.

Israel Zangwill shared Herzl's secularist approach and keen attachment
to imperial policies. After the so-called “Practical Zionists” dominated the
Zionist Organization following the death of Herzl, and motivated by his enthu-
siasm for the East-Africa project, he established his own association: The
Jewish Territorial Organization (ITO). The ITO’s objective was “to procure
territory upon an autonomous basis for those Jews who cannot or will not
remain in the lands in which they at present live”. The ITO was the apex of
Zionist colonialism: its adherents were ready to go anywhere under imperial
protection. Zangwill's contention was that there was “room for many millions
of people in underdeveloped, underpopulated parts of the world and notably
in the British dominions.” 2 He viewed the Zionists as potential volunteer-
settlers who could help Britain in establishing white settlements in her terri-
tories:

(20) Joseph Leftwich, Israel Zangwill, (London, 1957), p. 227.
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“There are not enough British settlers to go out to the Transvaal or
Canada, countries much further developed ... The whole white population
of the British colonies is only some twelve millions. So that if Britain
can attract all the Jews of the world to her colonies, she would just
double their white population .. A far better statesman than the Sultan,
Mr. Chamberlain sees that although we need a land, East Africa needs
a population.” 21

The activities of the ITO are too enormous to summarise. At different times
they considered Zionist colonisation of Surinam, Rhodesia, Mozambique, Angola,
Cyrenaica and a host of other places. The ITO appealed especially to the whites
of South Africa — for obvious reasons. Lord Selborne, the High Commissioner
for South Africa, spoke at an ITO meeting at Johannesburg in 1906 in favour
of the ITO objectives, describing them as “wise, noble and practical”. Also, it
was reported in the Jewish Chronicle, at about the same time, that the famous
South African, General Smuts, had joined one of the local branches of the ITO
in South Africa.2?

The ITO existed till 1925. But already in 1923, Zangwill, a first class colo-
nialist, had to confess that he had discovered that the population of the world
was mostly dog-in-the-manger. “In so late an age of history, where every place
in the sun has its ferocious claimants, and earth hunger has passed from an
appetite into a greed, the prospects of acquiring a territory are not rosy.”2?
A sad discovery for a colonialist, one has to admit !

After the death of Herzl, and the ITO’s break-up, the Zionist Organization
was dominated by the Practical Zionists who favoured cultural and practical
penetration into Palestine, even without a charter or any public document se-
cured by “public law”. But Britain kept her eyes open on the Middle East and
especially Palestine. At the same time, the Zionists never wavered in their
conviction that in Britain they had their best ally. The Ottoman government
was on the verge of collapse, and any settlement on what to do with Palestine
and other Ottoman territories would certainly involve European and notably
British intervention. As it happened, the Ottoman Empire sided during the
First World War with the Central Powers. Britain was then an enemy of the
dying Empire and as such was rather certain to have a major say regarding
the future of the Ottoman territories in the Middle East.

*® N %

It is a hazardous enterprise to attempt in a few pages to summarise the
background and early history of the European endeavours to establish white
settlements in non-European lands. Yet this was the objective of the preceding
pages. It is even more hazardous to attempt a comparison between the early
European involvement in the three experiments under study in this essay. Yet

(21) Address to the Sixth Zionist Congress (London, September 1903), in Spee-
ches, Articles, Letters of Israel Zangwill ed. by M. Simon, (London, 1937), p. 193,

(22) Leftwich, op. cit., p. 227.

(23) Ibid., pp. 227-228.
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one can discern through the multiplicity of events covered certain parallel lines
of development, certain underlying concepts that manifested themselves equally
strongly in the three experiments discussed. A rudimentary comparison would
reveal how the atmosphere of colonialism and imperialism generated certain
themes that dominated the scene, and provided an unquestioned justification
for the European colonialists to think of lands that did not belong to them as
suitable for their endeavours. The white man’s burden together with economic
considerations, commercial interests, and strategic purposes, prompted the Eu-
ropean colonialists to spread themselves over almost all parts of the globe.
Allegedly altruistic (religious and humanitarian) purposes allied themselves
with down-to-earth materialistic considerations and worked together in such a
way that the world in the late 19th and early 20th century was split into colo-
nisers and colonised. Where “scientific” investigations proved that a certain re-
gion of the globe was fit for European settlements, and where economic,
commercial, political and strategic considerations pointed favourably to the
value of settlement, such settlements were established without any regard to
the wishes of the natives. The pattern was clear : explorers first, followed by
missionaries, followed by conqueror-settlers; the latters’ advent accompanied
by a sort of “document in conformity with public law”. Adventurers and digni-
fied imperial authorities would work hand-in-hand to achieve the aim of spread-
ing civilization and enhancing commerce at the expense of the disregarded nati-
ves. In the meanwhile “scientific research” would be brought into the picture
again to prove that those areas scientifically suitable for white settlement were
demographically underpopulated, economically underdeveloped and culturally
deprived, so much so that historical necessity would force the Europeans to go
there in the interest of humanity and universal cultural values.

Actual European practice in penetrating South Africa, Southern Rhodesia
and Palestine might differ at one point or another. South Africa and So}uthern
Rhodesia came under European control at a date prior to the date on which Pa-
lestine came under European control. TThe establishment of settlements in Sou-
thern Rhodesia followed rather than preceded the British control of the area, as
was the case with South Africa and Palestine. The Boers and the European Jews
settled and expanded in the territories they respectively occupied without the
active — or even, in the case of Palestine, effective — consent of a European
power. In Southern Rhodesia Britain not only looked sympathetically on the Eu-
ropean settlers — as in Palestine — but also provided the settlers with an
effective imperial shelter which could have been — theoretically at least — in-
voked any time the settlers felt endangered. Yet, in the three cases, the overall
imperial design was there, and was not to be prejudiced by separate incidents
that took place from time to time.

The atmosphere of colonialism and imperialism justified the “experiments’.
A second step was to “legalize” such experiments within the broad Western
European “legal” concepts of the late 19th and early 20th centuries. In this res-
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pect the charter of the British South Africa Company and the Balfour Declarat-
ion fit neatly into the pattern. The establishment of the Union of South Africa
does so to a lesser extent. Yet it could be broadly said that in the space of a
little over quarter of a century (1889-1917), British imperialism gave a “legal
title” to the establishment of three white-settler entities in Africa and the

Middle East.

Ce

2. In Search of Legitimacy : Charter, Union and Declardtion

As mentioned above, “legal titles” were issued by Britain authorizing the
cstablishment of white entities in Africa and the Middle East. It was mentioned
also, that the charter granted to the British South Africa Company and the Bal-
four Declaration fitted neatly into the pattern, while the establishment of the
Union of South Africa had a rather different authorization due to special cir-
cumstances. We propose now to deal with the establishment of the Union first
and briefly and then to tackle in a more detailed form the Charter and the
Declaration.

In South Africa, Boer republics were an early, mid-19th century phenome-
non and the Boers themselves bore the chief responsibility for seizing the land
from the natives. The Boer republics were real political entities; they exercised
their authority over territories under their control and they handled their foreign
relations on a basis of quasi-independence. But the position of Britain, as the
supreme over-lord, could hardly be ignored. When the chips were down and the
scramble for South Africa’s gold started, Britain was able to subdue the Boers
and assert her sovereignty over all South Africa. South Africa was, as a result,
unified under the British flag. The Treaty of Vereeniging, notwithstanding the
incorporation of certain clauses favourable to the Boers, definitely acknowledged
British supremacy in South Africa.

The period between 1902, when the Treaty of Vereeniging was signed, and
1908, when the National Convention met in Durban, was a period of closing ranks
among Europeans : the British and the Boers. During this period, the British
treated the Boers generously — as befits a European authority dealing with
conquered European rebels. The Imperial authorities undertook relief and re-
habilitation work for the benefit of the Boers. In July 1907, the British High
Commissioner and Governor, Lord Selborne, reflecting the general feeling of
kinship among Europeans in South Africa, observed :

“Where two nationalities ... are so generally mixed together
throughout the sub-continent as are the British and the Dutch ...
the fusion between them is merely a matter of time, as it was with
Saxons and Normans, who were related to one another in a similar
degree of kinship.”?+

(24) Quoted by Vatcher, op. cit., p. 36.
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Comparable attitudes were advocated by the Boers, under the leadership of
Hofmeyr and Botha. Finally, English-Boer rapprochement for the white-man’s
cause in Southern Africa culminated in the National Convention that opened on
12 October 1908 in Durban. Delegates from the Cape, Natal, Orange and
Transvaal gathered together in order to discuss the future of South Africa.
They finally opted for a unitary form of government, rather than a federal
one. It is beyond the scope of this essay to go into the details of what took
place, but one point should be emphasized : the settlers were well satisfied with
the Union Constitution which in many ways represented a triumph for the
frontier Boer. Their practices (especially in relation to withholding the right to
vote from the Africans) and their methods of operation were legitimised in
the new constitution. In August 1909, the British Parliament approved the
South Africa Act, and the Union actually came into being on 31 May 1910.

The Imperial authority and the settlers were then at one in allotting South
Africa wholly to the settlers, except for certain entrenched clauses that meant
that London would keep an eye over certain internal developments. The Union
was to become a dominion within the framework of the British Empire. It is
indicative of the free hand that Britain allowed to the settlers that all the
Union’s Prime Ministers were Afrikaaners, that, notwithstanding the entrenched
constitutional clauses, the “Coloureds” of the Cape were removed from the
common roll of the voters’ list and placed on a separate voters’ list in 1936,
and that finally, in 1948, extreme Afrikaaner nationalists with an avowed
adherence to the policy of Apartheid came to power, thereby preparing the
stage for the gradual separation from Britain and the Commonwealth that was
finally achieved in 1961. Thus, the far-reaching consequences of the Union’s
constitution were such that they put the settlers firmly in the saddle with no
regard whatsoever to the natives’ wishes and interests.

If the South African unionist constitution had the effect of legitimizing an
already existing fait accompli with respect to the Europeans’ relations toward
the natives, the Charter that was granted to Cecil Rhodes’ British South Africa
Company in 1889 had the effect of endorsing (to use a better word : encouraging)
the establishment of a European settlement in Southern Rhodesia and legitimis-
ing the settlers’ rule at the same time. It was a clear case of granting a non-
European land to an imperialist adventurer in order to open it up for the bene-
fit of imperial interests.

Cecil Rhodes was the imperialist adventurer. Born in 1853 of a respected
English family, he went to Africa for the first time in 1871 where he stayed
and worked with his elder brother at Kimberly. Fortune-seekers were then
rushing into the area and Cecil did well for himself by taking part in the rush.
After some years, he returned to Oxford where he secured his degree. Back in
Africa again, he was elected a member of the Cape parliament in 1880. There,
he was quite effective in mobilizing the settlers’ public opinion in the direction
of annexing Bechuanaland. He made a sizeable fortune by exploiting diamond
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mines. Later, he was able, with the help of Bany Barnato — a wealthy Jewish
diamond explorer — to unify small diamond companies and individual explorers
into four large companies, one for each of the four mines then in operation. In
agreement with Barnato, he established shortly after a bigger enterprise : De
Beers Consolidated Mines.

Getting increasingly influential, financially and politically, he used this
influence to further advance his expansionist schemes. His deeply-held desire
was to expand northward and build “a great African Empire which would linger
on the Cape and one day rival the Indian Raj and all its splendor.”

In 1880 he started contacts with Lobengula, chief of the Matabele, and
got — in dubious circumstances — what was usually referred to as the Rudd
Concession, after the name of his lieutenant who actually negotiated the con-
cession. But he wanted firmer imperial backing for his enterprise. For this
reason he set up the British South Africa Company and started his meticulous
efforts at getting an imperial charter for his company.

* % %

The 1880’s witnessed the development of an official British policy line of
sponsoring the activities of chartered trading companies as a means for opening
up remote non-European lands and developing them. Such charters were a
grant from the Crown and had to be debated in parliament. The idea of gran-
ting charters to commercial trading companies in order to develop distant
regions fitted well into the schemes of the British Empire: with minimal obli-
gations incurred by the Crown, it was possible to utilize the dynamic efforts
of private — but capable — individuals in order to extend the overall domain
of the Empire. As to the companies, they thought of the charter as a means
of getting imperial backing and protection, especially with respect to possible
conflicts with other powers. In the 1880’s many charters were granted: The
Royal Niger Company (1886), the British North Borneo Company (1881) and
the British Imperial East Africa Company (1888). Rhodes’s hopes were pinned
on something similar.

The aims of the British South Africa Company, as specified in the petition
requesting the Crown to grant a charter, included inter alia the extension of
railway and telegraph lines northward, the encouragement of emigration and
colonization, the promotion of trade and commerce and the development of
mining, In exchange for those services to be rendered to the Crown, the com-
pany was to enjoy certain characteristics of government, such as keeping its
own security forces.

In order to get the charter, Rhodes had to resort to all sorts of manipula-
tions in London, ranging from advancing reasonable explanations of his com-
pany’s aims, to outright manipulation by using financial interests. His efforts
finally bore fruit, when a Charter of Incorporation was granted by the Queen
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to the British South Africa Company on 29 October 1889. The Charter provided
Rhodes with a right (valid in public law) to advance northwards. His financial
power, coupled with his influence and the influence of his supporters, created
& state of public enthusiasm in Britain for the new project. Advertisements
published in the British newspapers to get subscribers to the Chartered Com-
pany stressed the company’s unique claim to the territory to be opened up.
In 1890, one year after the Charter was granted, Rhodes and his aides organized
the famous Pioneer Column, and on 12 September 1890 the British flag was
hoisted at a site named by the pioneers as Fort Salisbury. The site was to
become the future capital of Rhodesia.

A commercial company was now in charge of a territory. Rhodes was
riding high in the first half of the 1890’s as the most influential man in the
whole of Southern Africa. In South Africa proper, there was some govern-
mental framework within which he had to operate. But in Rhodesia the com-
pany was the government with its own legitimate force: the British South
Africa Police. Imperial restriction on the company’s activities was minimal
and only existed in theory. In reality the company and the settlers it brought
to Rhodesia were the acknowledged — and legitimate — masters of the land.
This state of affairs was to last for years, until Rhodesia was granted the
status of a Colony in 1923. Proper governmental machinery was to be set
up — but what happened was that the company officials were transformed
into a government: the stamp of imperial legitimacy was, once more, affixed
to the settlers’ set-up.

* % ¥

The legal position of Palestine presented the British Government with a
difficulty distinct from those encountered in the case of Rhodesia. Palestine
belonged to an Empire, the Ottoman Empire; while Rhodesia. had no claims
laid upon it by the recognized established powers of the time. True, in Pales-
tine, starting from the 1870’s, there were some European-Jewish colonial settle-
ments — but such settlements were established on individual bases: settlers
were allowed in individually, thanks to the British Consulate in Jerusalem
and to the pressure the British Government was able to exercise sporadically
on Constantinople in favour of the European Jewish settlers. Moreover, modern
political Zionism led by Herzl was quite set against the practice of individual
secretive immigration into Palestine. In The Jewish State Herzl pronounced
himself in favour of immigration based on “assured supremacy’”’. The Basel
programme of 1897 was for the establishment of a Jewish national home
“secured by public law”. Legitimacy for the Zionist endeavour had to be sought,
had to be granted by one or more of the powers recognized at the time.

The practice of granting charters to trading and colonizing companies,
prevalent in the 1880’s, made quite an impact on Herzl. Seeking such a charter
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or concession was the main theme of his activities from 1895 till his death in
1904. The glaring example of a successful chartered company that caught the
imagination of Herzl was Rhodes’ British South Africa Company. Herzl's
choice of protectors was admittedly larger than Rhodes’. His was an all-Euro-
pean enterprise in contrast to Rhodes’ specifically British circumstances, Herzl
could address himself to any colonial European power. The Jewish Siate
cutlined a project for a company similar in many ways to the British South
Africa Company and to other chartered companies at the time, except that
it was more international i.e. European in orientation. After some seven years
of activity seeking a charter, he found, as he wrote on 23 September 1901,
that:

“The figures in my chess game now are Cecil Rhodes (with whom
I am to meet after his return from Scotland); Roosevelt the new
President (through Gotthiel); the King of England (through the Bishop
of Ripon); the Czar (through General Von Hess); etc...”’26

But his flirting with Rhodes and with Rhodesia-type plans dates from an
earlier time. On 1 March 1899, some ten years after the charter incorporating
the British South Africa Company was granted, he likened himself to Rhodes
in a letter that he wrote to the German Kaiser. He wanted the Kaiser to
sponsor a Jewish Chartered Company, even if such sponsorship was not to be
clearly expressed: “No express declaration on the part of the Imperial govern-
ment is required for this.” Then, in a clear reference to the Jameson raid
(1895) sponsored by Rhodes to annex the Transvaal, which the British govern-
ment — after the failure of the raid — denounced, notwithstanding the fact
that it had tacitly consented to it before, Herzl continued: “... in fact, we could
be disavowed without further ado, as operating on our own; just as the English
government was able to do with Cecil Rhodes at any time. Naturally, there
are big differences between Sir Cecil Rhodes and my humble self, the personal
ones very much in my disfavour, but the objective ones greatly in favour of
our movement.” 26

The image of Cecil Rhodes was looming larger in Herzl’'s imagination; his
feeling of the similarity in outlook and practice between himself and Rhodes
prompted the Zionist leader, in his own words, to take steps “to enable me
to meet Cecil Rhodes” in order to discuss business with him. He was never
to meet Rhodes, but he did not know it at the time. On July 28, 1901, Herzl
received a reply from Mr. W.T. Stead, one of Sir Cecil’s aides, sent to Mr.
J. Cowen (one of Herzl's aides). It was an affirmative reply to Herzl's request to
meet Rhodes. Herzl quoted the following extract from the reply in his diaries:

“I [Stead] told him [Rhodes] that Herzl would come and see him any

(25) Herzl, Diaries, Vol. III, p. 1179.
(26) Ibid., Vol. II, p. 793.
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day that was convenient; that he wanted to discuss with the one founder
of States that modern times had produced. Rhodes said: If he wants any
tip from me, I have only word to say: let him put money into his purse.’ —
which was very characteristic of Rhodes.” %

The meeting never came through, due to some conflicts of schedules. But
Herzl never tired of seeking the help and advice of “the one founder of States
that modern times has produced”. On July 11, 1902 he wrote a long letter to
Rhodes in which he mentioned the following:

“You are the only man who can help me now... it is a big — some say, too
big — thing. To me it does not seem too big for Cecil Rhodes.”

He goes on expressing his admiration to Sir Cecil in these words:

“You are being invited to help make history. This cannot frighten you,
nor will you laugh at it. It is not in your accustomed line; it does not involve
Africa but a piece of Asia Minor, not Englishmen but Jews.

“But had it been in your path, you would have it done yourself by now.”

The thing, then, is out of Sir Cecil’s path, but Sir Cecil is involved because
it is something colonial. That is how Herzl proceeds:

“How then do I happen to turn to you since this is an out-of-the-way matter
for you ? How indeed ? Because it is something colonial, and because it presup-
poses an understanding of a development which will take twenty to thirty
years.”

Colonialists should understand each other well. Herzl then proceeds to
praise Rhodes as an empire-builder, a practical visionary:

“There are visionaries who look past greater spaces of time, but they
lack practical sense. Then again there are practical people like the trust magnates
in America, but they lack practical imagination. But you, Mr. Rhodes, are a
visionary practitioner or a practical visionary. You have already demonstrated
this. And what I want you to do is not to give me or lend me a few guineas.”

What is it then ?

“... but to put the stamp of your authority on the Zionist plan and to make
the following declaration to a few people who swear by you: I, Rhodes, have
examined this plan and found it correct and practicable. It is a plan full of
culture, excellent for the group of people for whom it is directly designed, not
detrimental to the general progress of mankind and quite good for England,
for Greater Britain.” 27

It is Herzl’'s hope then, that Rhodes, the imperialist expert that he is,
should put the stamp of his authority on the Zionist plan.

The letter was not sent to Rhodes; instead, Herzl sent a letter to Israel
Zangwill advising him to discuss with a South African Zionist (Kessler)

s Ibid., Vol. III, p. 1169.
(27) Diaries, Vol. III, pp. 1193-1194.
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his offer (Kessler’s) “to win over the big South African Cows”. Herzl, however,
never despaired of meeting Rhodes but in the meantime Rhodes died in March
1902. Herzl deplored the fact that he “did not manage to get togetner with him.
My helpers in England proved a failure in this instance.”??

Herzl’s life was full of activity, especially in his tireless efforts to secure
European protection for his plans. He died however in 1904, in the midst of
discussions regarding the East Africa project. His death left the Zionist organi-
zation under the influence of the practical Zionists, mostly East and Central
Europeans, who rejected the East-Africa offer and concentrated instead on
practical colonization work, undertaken semi-clandestinely in Palestine. Some
ten years were to pass before a favourable climate — through the circumstances
of the First World War — could be created in order to secure by means of public
law the establishment of a national home for the Jews in Palestine.

The document sought did not take the shape of a charter, it was more
advanced than that, befitting the growing sophistication of imperialism. It was
a declaration known as the Balfour Declaration, after Arthur Balfour, the
then British Foreign Secretary, and dated the 2nd of November, 1917. The
Declaration was a letter from Balfour to Lord Rothschild expressing the sym-
pathy of the British government for the establishment in Palestine of a national
home for the Jews and committing the government to use “their best endea-
vours” to achieve that aim.

It is beyond the scope of this essay to go into the details of Balfour’s
Declaration and to investigate the circumstances in which it was given. Some
points however have to be emphasized:

1 — The Declaration was timed to be of the utmost value to Britain and
her allies during the war. Other than the far-reaching advantages for Britain
which were to ensue from the establishment of a European-Jewish settlement
in Palestine, references to which were made above, the Declaration was
intended, in its timing, to direct the attitudes of Zionist Jews toward a more
favourable stance vis-d-vis the war effort of the British and their allies. British
political leaders in subsequent pronouncements attributed to the Declaration
a great deal of importance in the favourable turn the war was to take. It is
indicative of this importance that texts of the Declaration in large quantities
were thrown from low-flying planes over German towns.

2 — The Declaration was issued after extensive negotiations with the

Zionists, European and American, and after consultations with many European

(28) Ibid., p. 1265.
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governments and with the U.S.A. The Palestinians were not consulted at all.
Even Sherif Hussain, with whom the British were negotiating when the Declara-
tion was assuming its final shape, was not consulted and was not informed of the
matter till after the Declaration was issued.

3 — The Declaration was issued at a time when the British did not even con-
trol Palestine. Their armies were then still engaged in battles in the southern
end of Palestine. They promised the land to the European-Zionist potential
settlers even before Palestine was under their military control.

4 — The Declaration was issued by Britain but was an all-European
affair: France and Italy approved it shortly after it was made public. The
United States followed suit later on. The significance of these approvals of
the Declaration should not be taken lightly. Underlying them was a feeling
that the Zionist colony in Palestine would be of service to the whole of Europe,
a real European outpost in Afro-Asian surroundings.

* * *

The Balfour Declaration was more “advanced” and ambitious than the
Charter Rhodes got in 1899, in that it committed Britain far more strongly to
helping the Zionists than the Charter had committed her to helping Rhodes’
company. But like the Charter it was issued after the Europeans (Britain,
France, Italy, and Russia) had divided the Ottoman Empire in secret agreements
in a fashion not altogether dissimilar to the Berlin Congress and the subsequent
scramble for Africa.

1917 is the year when the Zionists received their European legitimacy. It
was a rudimentary one: the legitimacy of a project in its infancy. Moreover,
the Declaration was a declaration of sympathy. It was clear that the burden
of actual work would be mainly that of the Zionists, but there was only a
passing reference to the Zionist Orgaization in the letter Rothschild received.
Hence, more legitimacy was to be forthcoming. The machinery of the League
of the Nations provided the framework. In the international organization the
allies were setting up after the war, there was to be a mandate system to
which the territorial possessions of the defeated powers would be subjected.
The final stage in legitimizing the project came in 1922 when the League’s Council
approved the Palestine mandate agreement with Britain. The agreement not
only incorporated the Balfour Declaration, but also recognized the settlers’
machinery, the Zionist Organization (and later the expanded Jewish Agency),
as a co-ruler of Palestine. In the years that followed the settlers’ machinery
developed in Palestine, as the British South Africa Company developed in
Rhodesia, into a semi-government with its own institutions, its own
traditions and even its own forces.

3 % *
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Thus in a time-span of shortly over a quarter of a century the European
settlers in the experiments under study reached quite a measure of legitimacy.
This was bestowed upon them primarily by Britain according to the
imperialist spirit and aspirations of the time. South Africa achieved an almost
independent status within the framework of the British Empire. The British
South Africa Company was in charge of Rhodesia, while the Zionist
Organization was a partner to Britain in ruling Palestine. The natives were
effectively barred from the governmental machinery in all three territories.
But while in the case of South Africa and Rhodesiai the general intention’ of
the settlers was to exploit the natives, the continued existence of the natives in
Palestine conflicted with a substantial body of opinion among the European
Zionist settlers who insisted that the National Home policy meant turning
Palestine into a Jewish state in the same way that England was English and
France French. Also, while the legitimacy of the settlers’ machinery in South
Africa and Rhodesia came about as a result of a unilateral British action, the
legitimacy of the settlers’ machinery in Palestine was the creation of the
League of Nations, the international organization of the time. Hence one could
conclude that, through the League of Nations which was under the spell of the
European imperialist powers, the techniques of implanting a European
settlement in a non-European land were perfected. The Zionist settlement in
Palestine vas the most recent and the most refined of the European settlements
in Africa and the Middle East,

3. Systematic Acquisition of Land

A settlement requires land. European settlers in Africa and the Middle
East were at one in being land-hungry people. Also, the larger the land acquired,
the better-off the settlement would be, and the more the immigrants would
come in. The battle, the series of battles, that the settlers had to fight were
for the land. The natives realized this. But in the confrontations which
were to ensue between the Europeans and the natives, the former had
the advantage first of superior technology, and second of the imperial
backing — actual or potential, tacit or declared — which was also the source
of legitimacy.

In this frenzied endeavour to acquire land and more of it, there was no
essential dichotomy between the settlers and the imperial element. In fact it
could be generally said that there was basic understanding between the two
sides with regard to this issue. Admittedly at times there were certain
ciscrepancies hetween the settlers and the imperial authorities, but these
discrepancies were never very serious, especially when regarded in their
historical perspective. The discrepancies were generally in relation to the
approach — the principle was never questioned. The settlers, understandably,
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were violent and brutal in applying the principle. Imperial authorities had to
be more careful, paying at least some attention to a feeble but increasingly
growing pressure from the moralists, the humanitarians, and the lofty
principles announced during the First World War and before.

It was in a partial submission to those evolving standards of morality in
the age of liberalism that the Imperial letters patent incorporating the British
South Africa Company contained certain provisions regarding the minimal
rights that had to be preserved for the natives. Along the same lines the Balfour
Declaration contained the famous clause that nothing in it should prejudice the
civil and religious rights of the natives. It was also along the same lines that
the Union of South Africa’s Constitution contained the entrenched clauses
that were meant as a means for a certain measure of supervision over
developments in the Union. Notwithstanding all these clauses and provisions,
it could be generally said that damages to the natives’ rights were done with
the full knowledge of the Imperial authorities. The protection-of-the-natives
clauses were quite ineffective as the Imperial authorities were always prone
to lean toward the interests of their kith and kin — the settlers.

Another point must also be made in this context. The Imperial authorities
and the settlers, while keen on acquiring land, at times paid some attention to
securing, from a position of strength, a minimum agreement with the natives.
The settlers especially feel quite enthusiastic in pointing to such dubious
agreements as the Lobengula-Rudd agreement or the Feisal-Weizmann
agreement as justifications for their legitimacy — legitimacy allegedly given
this time by the natives not the imperialists. No effort will be made here to
refute in detail the settlers’ allegations regarding such agreements. It is
sufficient to mention that a close examination would show such agreements,
if not totally unsupportable, at least reasonably dubious, and open to serious
challenge. That they were negotiated by the natives under duress, psychological,
military and otherwise, is quite evident if one cares to examine the method
through which they were concluded. Moreover, there could be no doubt that
whether such agreements were concluded or not, the settlers were well set on
a course of action which they would have followed, and which they did
follow, in any case. Nobody would maintain thad had the Lobengula-Rudd
agreement not taken place, the white settlement in Southern Rhodesia would
not have been established. The natives’ consent, whenever it was ever sought
by the settlers, was thought of as a formal but not a necessary pretext;
something to be happier with, but not to te sad without.

The settlers’ systematic acquisition of land enabled them to secure the
material (geographic) basis of their states. As to the natives, they were either
pushed away to parts of their original lands ‘“reserved” for them (South
Africa and Southern Rhodesia) or else driven out of their lands rather
completely (Israel).

In the case of Southern Rhodesia and Palestine, the acquisition of land
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was, more than in the case of South Africa, an organized and fully deliberate
action, envisioned and officially sanctioned in the terms of the British South
Africa Company’s Charter and in the terms of the Balfour Declaration. In the
case of South Africa, it came in a more haphazard fashion, especially in the
beginning; and there was no document conforming to public law from which one
can deduce that the systematic acquisition of land was a basic policy for the
authorities in charge. Notwithstanding the differences mentioned above between
the three experiments discussed, the European settlers, once there, conducted
themselves in a comparable, even an identical, manner.

When the first Europeans arrived in the Cape, they wanted only a supply
station. The few Europeans who landed there were solely devoted to the service
of ships and their interest in the soil was transitory. “A peasant nurseryman
was the only company servant dedicated wholly to the soil.”?* But soon after,
in 1657, the company was convinced of the advisability of allowing some
company servants discharged from service to be allotted lands by the
commander of the garrison, in order to become free burghers selling their
products solely to the company. At that time, there was no elaborate system of
individual land holding among the Hottentos — land was held communally. The
tribe’s cattle used to graze freely all over the land. The Hottentots at first
did not seem to mind the few farms established in the first few years, and
used to trade their cattle with the Europeans. But soon the settlers, especially the
farmers who started breeding their own cattle as well, were beginning to
feel land-hungry and the Hottentos started to feel that they were becoming
increasingly restricted in their freedom of movement. It soon became apparent
to the Hottentots that the foreigners werc there to stay and expand — the
conflict was imminent.

In 1658, six years after the initial landing, the conflict between the Europ-
eans and the natives over land became pronounced. Out of this conflict — and
subsequent similar ones — emerged a pattern of acquiring land and “settling” it
by force.

1658 witnessed a limited-scale war between the Europeans and the
natives; a limited-scale war which was to become the first in a series in the
history of European expansion in South Africa. Describing the “incident” to
the Directors of the Company, the Commander of the garrison reported the
viewpoint of a wounded Hottentot prisoner in the following terms:

(29) M. Whitting Spilhaus : South Africa in the Making : 1652-1806 (Capetown,
1911), p. 1.
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“The prisoner... who could speak Dutch fairly well, having been asked
why they caused us this trouble, declared, for no other reason than that
they saw that we kept in possession the best lands, and grazed our cattle
where they used to do so, and that everywhere with houses and plantations
we endeavoured to establish ourselves so permanently as if we intend
never to leave again and take permanent possession of this Cape land
(which had belonged to them during all the centuries) for our sole use.
Yea ! to such an extent that their cattle could not come and drink at the
fresh water without going over the corn lands which we did not like them
to do.

“He asked finally what we would have done had the same thing
happened to us, Morever, he added, they observed how we were streng-
thening ourselves daily with fortifications and bulwarks, which according
to their way of thinking could have no other object than to bring them
and all that was theirs under our authority and domination.”

As regards the conditions of peace, the commander of the garrison
summarized the views of the Hottentots as follows:

“They pressed this point so hard that their lands should be evacuated
by us, that we were finally compelled to say that in consequence of the
war made against us, they had completely forfeited their rights and that
we were not inclined to restore them, as the country had been the property
of the company by the sword and rights of war.”’s0

This long quotation, notwithstanding the disadvantage that the viewpoint
of the native is reported by an involved European, is of primary importance,
as it summarizes not only the history of South Africa, but the history of all
the settlers who settled in South Africa, Southern Rhodesia and Palestine.
Especially significant is the clear European argument at the end: by causing
us trouble, the natives “forfeited their rights and we were now not inclined to
restore them as the country had been the property of the company (i.e.
Europeans) by the sword and rights of war.”

It is also significant to note that even the Europeans who advanced the
argument mentioned above were not quite convinced of its validity. Some
twenty years after the initial European landing in the Cape, the settlers were
still conscious that the land was not theirs. At that time a high-ranking
British judge visited the Cape and advised — in a personal capacity — that the
land should somehow be purchased legally from the natives. Subsequently, a
conference between the settlers and the native chiefs was arranged. An
agreement, embodied in a document, was reached whereby the native Hottentot
chiefs ceded to the Dutch East India Company a large area and received in
return goods for a nominal value of £1600. However, according to the accounts
furnished to the company directory, the actual value of the articles transferred
to the chiefs in exchange for the land was calculated at £9 12s. 94.3!

(30) Quoted by Leo Marquand, The Story of South Africa (London, 1966), pp.
38-39, from The Early Cdpe Hottentots, Van Rieberck Society Publications, No. 14,
pp. 14-16.

(31) George McCall Theal, Soutkh Africa, (London, 1900), p. 43.
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The Europeans, as was mentioned above, were now turning into farmers
and, in particular, cattle-breeders, as there was an increasing demand for
meat. Those trekboer farmers did not own the huge ranches where their cattle
grazed, because the company was unwilling to spend money on surveying the
land and handing each farmer a delineated freehold. Hence, farmers were
encouraged to pursue a sort of nomadic life, always moving to new pastures,
further and further away from the government at the Cape. Again difficulties
with the natives ensued, and the second Hottentot war broke out in 1673.
About one century later, in the middle of the 18th century, an outbreak of

smallpox swept over the territory and resulted in the almost complete
destruction of the Hottentots and other smaller tribes. The Europeans,
thanks to their more advanced methods of protection, suffered from the
epidemic to a much lesser degree.

In the course of their expansion, the Europeans were bound to encounter
other native tribes, such as the Bushmen. Those tribes also did not like the
European intrusion into their lands, but the Europeans were determined.
“The cattle farmers organized hunting parties which killed adult Bushmen and
captured their children where they were used as herdsmen. In one such party
250 Bushmen were killed.”s2

Hottentots and Bushmen were thus subdued and their lands “settled”;
but the ever-expanding settlers’ frontiers were soon to clash with the areas
occupied by the Bantu tribes who were then moving South. Fighting with! the
Bantu tribes first bhroke out in 1779 in what subsequently came to be called
the first Kaffir War. Kaffir Wars, which were really frontier wars between
the expanding Europeans and the retreating natives, lasted for over a century,
until the time when England entered into her war with the Boer republics.
But, from the mid-19th century on, the British authorities at :the Cape
thought of another alternative to driving the Africans back, while at the
same time keeping them under control. After all, the whites’ hunger for land
was by now less demanding than before. The new alternative was to keep
Africans in occupancy of a part of the newly-won territories, while the
government sent some of her agents to take charge of certain administrative
tasks — thus keeping the Africans within the range of its control. This
alternative was the origin of the current South African and Southern Rhodesian
practice of maintaining native reserves.

With the establishment of the Union of South Africa the external frontiers
of the new political entity were fixed. The climax in the South African settlers’
drive to acquire more lands was reached shortly after the Union was born. The
Union was now able to carry out the ambitions of the settlers through law —

60;32) Igeo Marquand, The People and Policies of South Africa, 2nd ed. (Capetown,
1960), p. 5.
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not only through brutal force. The Natives Land Act of 1913 set aside some
twenty-two and half million acres of land as reserves for the Africans — and
prohibited them from acquiring land outside those reserves. This area represen-
ted some 7% of the territory of all of South Africa. The area reserved for Afri-
cans was subsequently increased in 1936 (The Native Trust and Land Act), and
row this area represents some 13% of total South African territory, on which
some three-quarters of the inhabitants of South Africa are supposed to live.
The Africans’ land in South Africa was then almost totally acquired by the
settlers — the material (geographical) basis for the white settlement there

was now effectively secured.

* % %

What happened in Southern Rhodesia was similar in its general pattern to
what happened in South Africa, though in Southern Rhodesia there was more
systematization. In 1890 a pioneer column was organized by the British South
Africa Company to carry out systematically with clear imperial backing what
the trekboers did almost on their own. The imperial backing was further assu-
red — beyond the charter of incorporation — by the composition of the Pioneer
Column. The recruiters for the Column preferred to select “the sons of the lead-
ing families in each district of the Cape... The expedition might be massacred;
at least they might be surrounded and cut off. What would save the Pioneers ?
Only Imperial intervention ! How would this be secured ? Only by agitation on
the part of worried and influentia! fathers.”s*

The majority of the Column was made up of Englishmen and Afrikaaners,
but its “professional” composition was more varied :

“gons of Peers served next to street Arabs, prospectors mingled
with soldiers. Clerks jostled with cow punchers and one group was
known as the gentlemanly troop because the majority were brokers.'’ss

The Column was also escorted by a police force from the British Bechua-
naland police which formed the nucleus of the British South Africa Police.
Thus composed to carry out military and civilian tasks, the column set out in
June 1890 moving north into Mashonaland. The Africans, faced with a new,
well-organized expedition, realized that they were not an equal match. Loben-
gula, chief of the natives, reacted to the advancing column “diplomatically”

(34) Reported by Lewis H. Gann, A History of Southern Rhodesia, D. 90 from
F.W.F. Johnson, Commander of the Pioneer Column, in his book Great Days : Auto-
biography for Empire-Builder, (1940).

(189&?5) Reported by Gann, ibid., p. 91 from A.G. Leonard, How We Made Rhodesia,
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from a weaker position. He sent letters expressing his feeling of betrayal and
asking, naively as it appears, whether any whitemen had been killed by him
or whether “whitemen had lost anything they are looking for.”’s¢

But the Column was not to be deterred by diplomacy. On 11 July 1890
they entered what is now Southern Rhodesia, and on 12 September 1890 the
Column decided to halt its advance having reached its destination at a sight
now known as Salisbury. Fort Salisbury was soon built over the site.

The Pioneers were now ready for the scramble for land and mines. Each
member of the Column was given a claim for 15 mining sites as well as a farm
— a large one. Their arms were left to them and a combination of garri-
son and settlement was now firmly established in the heart of Southern Rho-
desia.

The land acquired, European immigrants were encouraged to settle in
the newly conquered territory. Fortune-seekers flocked into the new settle-
ments with zeal and expectation. The administration of the company respon-
ded favourably to the interests and demands of the settlers. The company
cffered every new immigrant a large farm and several mining claims. In order
for the company to have more of the natives’ land at its disposal a variety of
means were applied.

The company was interested in two things at the same time : acquisition
of the natives’ land and the exploitation of the natives as a cheap labour force.
In 1894 an “incentive” for the Africans to leave their land and turn into wage
earners was introduced : a poll-tax of ten shillings was imposed on every
African in respect of each hut he occupied. Other than this “incentive”, brutal
and naked force was used to bring the Africans away from their lands and
turn them into workers. The black man “was often spoken of as though he
was a natural — if intractable — resource : something to be exploited in the
same way that one exploited the land or the minerals beneath it.”’s

The resources that whetted most of the Europeans’ appetites were the
allied mineral riches of Southern Rhodesia. These, however, turned out to be
insubstantial. From 1907 on, farming was given serious attention, and immi-
grants were encouraged to turn into farmers.

Following the practice adopted in South Africa of assigning the natives
to “reserves” on which they were supposed to live, the Imperial authorities
prodded the company to delineate certain reserves for Africans for the “pro-
tection” of them and their lands. This the company did in 1898, assigning to
approximately one million natives less than a quarter of the whole Southern
Rhodesian territory. The European settlers, whose number was then some
20,000, were given a free hand in another one third of the territory. The re-

(36) Rayner : The Tribe and Its Successors : An Account of African Traditional
life dnd European Settlement in Southern Rhodesia (London, 1962), p. 151.
(36) Ibid., p. 180.
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maining land, some 45 million acres — a bit less than half of the total territo-
ry — was kept as “unalienated land” theoretically open for black and Euro-
pean purchasers. The Africans of course were in no position to buy lands, due
to their meagre resources, but the European settlers resented even the possi-
bility of Africans being able to buy land in the unalienated areas and thus
becoming the white farmers’ neighbours.

The question of the ownership of the unalienated land was a complex
question which was to be the predominant theme in the first two decades of
the 20th century. It is indicative of the spirit of the time that the dispute was
mainly between the settlers and the company — each party to the dispute
affirming that the unalienated land was his. Hardly any view was expressed
to the effect that the land really belonged to the natives. And finally, when the
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council decided on the issue, the ruling was
that the land belonged to the Crown ! The company however, as an agent for
the Crown, was empowered to deal with the land; i.e. to sell it to the settlers
in order to defray expenses incurred by it in administering the country.

The official theory behind creating native reserves was that such practice
aimed at protecting the natives. In practice, however, the reserves fitted nicely
into the segregrationist theory that was being slowly developed in South Afri-
ca. As the number of Europear immigrants to Southern Rhodesia increased, it
became convenient to think of the unalienated land as a land “promised” to
the white man who had the ability to develop it. In many cases, then, it was
necessary — in order to allow the settlers to develop the land — to shift the
natives from their ordinary dwellings and pastures so that room could be
provided for the incoming settlers.3” Also, with the agricultural revolution and the
spread of mechanized agriculture that “caught on” in the second decade of the
20th century, the whites developed a general feeling of profound dislike for
their African neighbours who, they claimed, endangered “good farming work”.
“White farmers blamed Africans for breaking down fences, for stealing cows
and implements, and for abusing their roads with sledges.”3#

In 1914, pursuant to an imperial suggestion, a Commission was set up to
study the question of the reserves. The Commission’s recommendations were
for a reduction in the area of the native reserves by over one million acres
(from 20 million acres and a half to about 19 million acres and a half). The reason
advanced for this reduction was that ample land had to be provided to the in-
comers. The Commission’s recommendations were accepted in 1917.

(37)Gann, op. cit., p. 185.
(38) Ibid., p. 186.
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The fact that the reserves were already overcrowded was not readily conceded
by the whites. However, even when this fact was conceded, the “advantageous”
aspects of this phenomenon were asserted: “If they are crowded out so much

the better; for then they will come out and work so they will be able to get a

fair wage and fine food.”??

But the settlers were still too few in number to settle all the land availa-
ble to them. This gave rise to what was called “Kaffir farming” — whereby
the white would let his farm or part of it to Africans in exchange for an agreed
rent. From the African view-point this meant that the native’s original land
was taken from him but he was allowed, later on, to “use” it provided he paid
a certain sum of money !

When Southern Rhodesia attained the status of responsible government
in 1923, it was clear that the new government would further enhance the
settlers’ interests : now there was a responsible government for and by the
settlers. The Crown still retained certain controls — such as the right to veto
laws — but such controls were theoretical. Practically, it was always possible
for the government of Salisbury to get along well with London so much so
that these controls were never used.

The unalienated land was still the problem. The legal question was settled
in the ruling made by the Privy Council, as mentioned above, but the practical
problem was still there : Africans were still allowed — at least theoretically —
to buy pieces of the unalienated land adjacent to the lands that Europeans
had. The settlers’ government soon established a commission to study the
question, and the commission found an easy solution : Part of the unalienated
land, totaling some 44 million acres, was to be divided into native purchase
areas where only Africans could hold land on an individual basis; while other
parts of the land would be kept exclusively for European farmers, The com-
mission, however, reflected the public feeling of the settlers when it noted
wryly that “a firm determination to do justice” [between natives and Euro-
peans] would mean apportioning to the natives areas which “will seem to many
Europeans a generous and perhaps over-generous provision for the natives.”’4°

The commission recommended that the Native Purchase Areas be less
than 7 million acres, while it recommended that 17,400,000 acres be kept avai-
lable to Europeans. The rest, some 19 million acres, was, for the time being,
to remain unassigned. The commission also recommended that a native should
not — individually — hold more than 1000 acres, while Europeans were not
restricted regarding the extent of their individual holdings.

The commission’s recommendations were received favourably in the all-
white Southern Rhodesian Legislative Assembly, though, due to some proce-

(39) Philllp Mason, The Birth of a Dilemma : The Conquest and Settlement of
Rhodesia, (London, 1962), pp. 99-100.
(40) Reported by Mason in R. Gray : The Two Nations, (London 1960), pp. 43-44.
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dural difficulties, the final promulgation of what was to be known as the Land
Apportionment Act did not come about till 1930, and was not to become effec-
tive till 1 April, 1931. What South Africa’s Union Government did in 1919,
the responsible government of Southern Rhodesia did in 1931. The pattern was
clear in both cases : systematic acquisition of the natives’ land, now carried
out by “legal means”, not by naked brutal force.

The views expressed during the debates on the draft are not of special
importance to this essay, but some “samplings” of the views expressed regard-
ing “perhaps the greatest of all problems of this country” — to use the words
of the then Prime Minister H.V. Moffat — would be useful.

In the Southern Rhodesian Legislative Assembly Max Danziger criticized
the basis on which the report was developed in that it assumed that the nati-
ves were, and would remain, interested only in pastoral and agricultural work.
The native, Danziger believed, was quite capable of skilled industrial work.
He criticized the report’s over-generosity toward the natives, saying that if
they continued to sell land to the natives in any quantities “we can say that
in fifty to 100 years Rhodesia will no longer be a white man’s country, the
ratives being a million strong to 50,000 whites.” The only solution, according
to Danziger, was then complete political separation : “all African reserves to
be added together in order to make a solid African State which would lie to
the West of Bulawayo and to which one day a benevolent British Government
would add Bechuanaland.”#

Similar views were voiced by H.H. Davies, also a member of the Legisla-
tive Assembly.? The Southern Rhodesian Prime Minister argued against
complete separation, contending that such complete separation could only be
carried out by force and through bloodshed, as it would involve moving
Africans from their present reserves. It is interesting to note in passing, that
the Southern Rhodesian Government is now — and has been for years — invol-
ved in moving the natives by force and through bloodshed. It is also note-
worthy that similar practices took place, and are still taking place, in South
Africa and Palestine.

In the British House of Commons the bill was approved without much
discussion. Only a few voted against it though its discriminatory clauses
against the natives_were obvious. Among those few who voted against it was
Colonel J.C. Wedgwood who maintained the proposed Legislation would deprive
the natives of the opportunity of living in their own country.4®

(41) Mason, Ibid., p. 51.

(42) Gann, op. cit., p. 277.

(43) Reported by Gann, Ibid., p. 280 from the H.C. Debates, V. 237, 26 March,
30.
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The Land Apportionment Act is a landmark in the style the European
settlers adopted toward the natives. A contemporary British liberal writer,
Thomas Franck, descrited the Act as an instrument of “a policy of Apartheid
well advanced in implementation years before the South African Nationalist
Government gave the concept a name. The Act seeks not so much geographic
separation of races — for that is economically suicidal to the Europeans who
depend on African labour — as the fullest possible control over such integrat-
ion as is unavoidable or expedient.”**

Since 1931 the Act has been implemented steadily with brutal force
whenever necessary. The Africans, whose number now stands at approxima-
tely four million, still live in an area less than one third of the whole of
Southern Rhodesia, and their movement is restricted in the rest of the
territory. The European settlers, who number only some one third of a
million — despite all sorts of encouragement to immigration — control the rest
of Southern Rhodesia. As late as September 1969 some natives were still in
the process of being evacuated by force whenever it suited the settlers’
interests to do so, as is the case with the Tangwena people. Even the ultra-
rightist American Time magazine had this to say on the most recent
application of the Land Apportionment Act:

“Most white Rhodesians dismissed the eviction [of the Tangwena
peopleg as a simple matter of slum clearance. Internal Affairs Minister
Lana Smith attacked those whites who protested accusing them of being
Communists or fellow travellers. Said Hammer [the Director of a
“BEuropean” ranch recently established on the Tangwena Land] ‘people
should mind their own business and not incite uneducated people to resist
the law of the land.’ 45

* % %

Individual Zionist infiltration into Palestine started toward the middle of
the 19th century after the British established their Consulate in Jerusalem.
Real colonization work however began only in the 1880’s. The first Zionist
colony was founded in 1882 near Jaffa by a group of Russian settlers — but
with the help of British and French money. It was named “Rishon le zion”
(First in Zion). Other colonies followed but at a slow pace.

It should be remembered that Palestine at the time was not a British
Colony, but formed a part of the Ottoman Empire. It is true, however, that
Britain was entertaining some designs over Palestine, and was carrying them
out slowly and silently. Colonization was to proceed not through the forcible
acquisition of land, but through individual purchase. In Palestine, then,

(44) Thomas Franck, Race and Nationalism : The Struggle for Power in Rho-
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before the Zionists had their “charter” they were carrying out colonization work
though without the “assured supremacy” on which Herzl was later to insist.

The Zionist Colonization in Palestine, then, had to be accomplished, at
first, within the legal framework of the Ottoman Empire, thus it could not
be as violent as was the case with South Africa and Southern Rhodesia. It had
to conform to a minimum of legal requirements. The natives after all were
subjects of & recognized, though dying, Empire. Nevertheless, friction between
the settlers and the natives was bound to develop. The settlers were by then in
occupancy of lands where the native Bedouin used to graze their cattle, and
first clashes between the Europeans and the natives developed in the late
1880’s. As the colonialists expanded their settlements, and as most of the land
the settlers bought used to belong to big landowners who did not care about
the fate of the peasants who were working the land and living on it, and
because of the Zionist insistence on their doctrine of working the land by their
own hands, the question of the displaced peasantry started to emerge.

The Jewish Company which Herzl dreamt of and described in his pamphlet
The Jewish State  “is partly modelled on the lines of a great land-acquisition
company”.?¢ But all the activities that were undertaken by several Jewish-
Zionist Colonization Societies did not amount to very much in the long years
before the British mandate was imposed on Palestine. In 1920, when the
British started applying the Balfour Declaration, there were less than two
thousand settlers in Palestine (some 5000 Jews in total) while there were
some 700,000 Arabs.

From the early days of the mandate, land acquisition witnessed an
upward trend. The first British administrator of Palestine was a committed
Zionist. In Article 6 of the Mandate Agreement it was stated that the
administration of Palestine... “shall facilitate Jewish immigration under
suitable conditions and shall encourage ... close settlement by the Jews on the
land including state lands and waste lands not required for public purposes.”
The British authorities thus turned from the beginning to surveying the land,
and deciding what could be given to the Zionists.

The administration was, of course, quite cooperative with the settlers,
Lut again as was the case with South Africa and Southern Rhodesia, the settlers
wanted even more and did not care whether peasants were thrown out of their
lands or not. For instance, the Ghor Mudawwara lands were legally considered
a state land, but thousands of peasants had been living on those lands and
working them for generations. The Zionists wanted the administration to
dispossess all those peasants, under the pretext that the land was legally a state
jfand, and as such it should be turned over to Zionist settlers. When the
administration took a more moderate view, the settlers carried out a long series

(46) Herzl, The Jewish State, p. 33.
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of protests and charged the administration with favouring the natives!*’

At any rate, the settlers’ land purchases, even when they met legal
requirements, resulted in increasing the number of the landless natives. An
extensive study of the land problem in Palestine, conducted by the mandatory
authorities, and made public on 20th October, 1930 revealed the plight of the
natives. The study “calculated that, even if under present conditions, all the
cultivable land in the country not already in Jewish occupation had been
divided up amidst Arab husbandmen, yet there would not be enough plots to
maintain them and their families in a decent standard of life”.*8 It also
emphasized the lack of any attempt to deal with the grazing claims of the
Bedouin.

Another official inquiry into the condition of land in Palestine was made
by yet another British envoy, Mr. Lewis French, a capable administrator and
expert in land problems. His report, which was made in two sections between
December 1931 and April 1932, was the result of a good investigation. He
warned in his report that “[If] the process of dispossession continues in another
three or four decades the Arab peasant-proprietor will have become extinct”;
and that “[The] chief dand ever-present risk is that the progress of comparatively
large growers, backed by plentiful financial resources which weight the scale
so heavily against the independent Arab proprietor, will mean the entire and
permanent displacement of the latter from the soil.”®

Mr. French’s warning, one has to note in passing, proved to be an
understatement of what was to happen later. It took less than two decades to
displace the whole native population of Palestine, except for a tiny minority
which was and continues to be subjected to discrimination.

There is no need to go into the details of what happened after those
warnings were published. Zionist settlers heavily increased starting from 1937
and they intensified their efforts to acquire lands either through purchase or
through state grants. The settlers advanced their claims for the necessity of
establishing a Jewish settler state in Palestine by pointing to Nazi Germany’s
crimes against the Jews. But the natives, who certainly were not Germans,
continued to suffer, not only through displacement and dispossession, but also
through international misunderstanding of their plight.

When Britain turned the Palestine prcblem over to the United Nations in
1947, the number of Jewish settlers in Palestine had already reached some
700,000 or something like one third of the population. They held also a good
deal of the fertile land of the country, though their total holdings did not reach
over 7% of the whole territory. In the United Nations, and through the
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efforts of the U.S. especially, the stage was set for the establishment of a
settler state in Palestine.

The formal basis of the Zionist settler state was provided by the U.N.
partition resolution adopted on 29 November, 1947. The Partition resolution
envisaged the division of Palestine into a Jewish state, an Arab state, and the
internationalized city of Jerusalem. It is of course beyond the scope of this
essay to discuss the circumstances and the results of such a resolution. What
is important to note is that the Jewish state was to include some 48% Arabs.
It is also important to mention that Britain, shortly after the partition
resolution was adopted, announced its intention of withdrawing from Palestine
by mid-May 1948.

The two points mentioned above were of immense importance in view of
what was to happen between December, 1947 and May, 1948. The Zionists, bent
on expansion in accordance with their oft-repeated declarations, and well-
armed for the purpose, had a clear idea of what they needed to do: exploit the
circumstances of the British withdrawal, and drive as many Arabs as possible
away from the would-be btoundaries of the Jewish state. Organized and
premeditated terror was a useful method to apply in order to get rid of the
natives, and acquire their lands. Here, we find a situation similar to what took
place in South Africa and Southern Rhodesia: the settlers were handling the
natives without any moderating influence from an external authority.

The Zionist intentions were so clear that they themselves did not care to
hide them. It is instructive, in this respect, to quote what Sir John Bagot Glubb
mentions about the Zionists’ intentions in his book, A Soldier with the Arabs:

“In December 1947, a senior British officer in the Arab Legion [the
Jordanian army] was one day visiting a British district commissioner
In Palestine. A Jewish district officer employed under the district commis-
sioner was also present. The UNO Partition plan had already been
published. The British officer asked the Jewish officer whether the new
Jewish state would not have many internal troubles in view of the fact
that the Arab population would be equal in number to the Jews.

“ ‘Oh, no ! replied the Jewish officer, ‘that will be fixed. A few
calculated massacres will soon get rid of them !

“The speaker was not a terrorist .. he was a responsible, moderate
Jewish official, employed in the mandatory government.’50

There is no need to describe the Zionist terrorism against the natives at
its height, between December 1947 and mid-May 1948.51 It should only be
noted that as a consequence of the Zionist terror, some one million Palestinians
were forced to evacuate their homes thus bringing into existence the Palestine

(50) (London, 1957), p. 81.
(51) Much has been written on the subject. For a recent work see : B. Bishouty,
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refugee problem. The new state of Israel also expanded through bloodshed the
territory allocated to her by the UN partition resolution from 56 percent to
77 percent. The number of the natives who were left in Israel totalled some
170,000 in 1948.

With the establishment of the state of Israel the settlers’ position was now
fully legitimized. Now they had a full and unshared power to enact laws, to
advance their interests in legal terms. They utilized this new power to legalize
the usurpation of the natives’ land: those natives who left the country, as well
as those who stayed on. Outright arbitrary confiscation of the natives’ property,
which was prevalent in the early days of the establishment of the state of Israel,
gave way gradually to legalized expropriation. But the legal cover was always
thin. In the words of a native lawyer living in Israel, Sabri Jiryis, “these
laws, the first series of which was promulgated in 1948 and the last in 1958,
gave the Zionist government the possibility of sacking about a million donums*
from the lands of the Arabs who continued to stay in Israel after the
establishment of the state.”’s?

The Absentees’ Property Law of 1950 is the main law by which the
Zionists “legalized” the acquisition of the natives’ land.®® The law has its orgins
in the articles on absentee property in the Emergency Regulations. Those
articles came into force in 1949, and they were promulgated as a law in 1950.
This law considers as absent proprietors a good many natives who could not
be considered absent under any circumstances. They were characterized as
absent as a necessary prelude to the confiscation of their properties. In the
words of Jiryis again: “It is difficult to justify a legal text so arbitrary and
contrary to logic, except perhaps by taking into consideration the limitless
appetite of the Israeli authorities to grab Arab lands”.®* The Arabs who were
left in Palestine (Israel) knew from the beginning what this law meant. A
native member of the Israeli Knesset, representing the Communist Party,
declared on 16 January, 1951: “This law is a symbol. It illustrates the
discrimination practised against the Arab citizens of this country. Thousands
of Arab citizens in the country, residing in it, were transformed on the basis
of this law into ‘absentees’... The real task of the administrator of the
absentees’ properties was to steal more and more land.”®®

Other “legal” means for acquiring land is Article 25 of the Emergency
Regulations which authorises the Military Government to expel the inhabitants

(*) A donum is 1000 square meters.
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of certain villages from their village for security reasons. Their lands are then
taken against as little a price as the government cares to give. Other articles
of the Emergency Regulations or the Regulations Concerning Security are also
used to obtain similar results.

In addition, regulations concerning the utilization of waste lands,
regulations concerning forests, and regulations concerning the acquisition of
land for purposes of public utility are subtly used to acquire more of the
natives’ land.

The discrimination against the natives, even though put in legal terms,
was so obvious that it prompted some Israeli university professors and scholars
to criticize and reveal the discriminatory bearing of many laws dealing with
land. A publication named Ner was started in 1952 to express their viewpoint.®®

The June 1967 Israeli aggression against three Arab States resulted in
the placing of large Arab territories under Israeli control. We will not concern
ourselves here with the aggression or its consequences except as they touch
on our subject : the acquisition of the land. In this regard, the Israeli settlers’
record is rich indeed.

Israel unilaterally, and contrary to clear UN resolutions, annexed the
Arab city of Jerusalem to its territory on 27 June, 1967. Other occupied terri-
tories, which according to international law, are considered “enemy occupied
territories” were frequently described as “liberated territories”. The govern-
ment tacitly approved this appellation when on 29 February 1968 it was decreed
that such territories should no more be considered as enemy territories. On
the same day the government changed the name of the West Bank of Jordan
to the Jewish names of Judea and Samaria.

Acquisition of additional Arab lands in the occupied territories is a daily
affair now. Already in September 1967, barely 100 days after the day Israel
“was obliged to fight in defence of her territory” as Israeli sources claim, this
same Israel was engaged in the establishment of Zionist settlements in the
occupied territories. And as in any settler state, which tries to attract immi-
grants by pointing to the vastness of the lands it controls, no less prominent
an Israeli figure than Levi Eshkol found it wise to point to the new territories
while expressing his belief that “the central problem of the state and the
people of Israel is copious aliya (wave of immigration) from the affluent pro-
vinces.” “Even before June,” Levi Eshkol wrote in his foreword to the Israel
Government Yedrbook of 1967/68 “we could have absorbed tens of thousands
more Jews. To carry out now what we must, as victory challenges us, we
must be thicker on the ground.”s’

Even before June, Israel could have absorbed more settlers, according to
Iishkol. After June, then, the capacity for absorption, on lands acquired by
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force, was much higher. And the Israeli Government did not waste time dis-
cussing whether it was internationally or diplomatically advisable to open the
newly occupied territories to settlers. As with other settler states, internatio-
nal considerations do not count when it comes to stealing more of the natives’
lands.

Let us have a quick look at the Zionist efforts to “settle” the Arab city
of Jerusalem. Early in January 1968, Israel announced that 883 acres from
the Arab sector of Jerusalem had to be “expropriated” by the Israeli govern-
ment. Later, the Moroccan and Jewish Quarters [for a long time occupied by
Arabs] were levelled by bulldozers and about 3,000 inhabitants were rendered
homeless. The homeless Arabs were subsequently transferred to the East
Bank of the Jordan river. On 18 April 1968, a new order for confiscation was
published; it covered 28 acres right inside the city. The area covered is popu-
lated by some 5,000 inhabitants. Also, as Jerusalem became to the Israeli
government a part of Israel proper, the Absentees’ Property Law was applied
to it; this simply means that the Israeli government would be able “legally”
to put its hands cn numerous properties.

Let us also have a quick look at the Zionist efforts to set up settlements
in the newly occupied territories. The number of such settlements established
in the occupied territories hetween September 1967 and March 1969 reached
over 20. According to the Deputy Director of Settlement Affairs in the Jewish
Agéncy, this number will be doubled in the near future. The Deputy Director
also acknowledged that many of those settlements were not established for
security or strategic purposes, but in response solely to settlers’ pressure.5®

The Zionists' systematic acquisition of land is still then a going concern.
Moreover, the Zionists want the lands empty, they want to force the natives
out. Already in 1948 there were voices that cried stridently for a completely pure
Jewish state, that wanted the tiny Arab minority that was left in Israel sent
to the neighbouring states.’® Voices similar to those 1948 voices are certainly
more vociferous now, especially as “Greater Israel” includes some one and a
half million Arabs. What is important, however, is to note that the present go-
vernment of Israel is now more sympathetic to such voices : it is trying its best
to “induce” the Arabs of the occupied territories to leave.

* % %

“The territorial ambitions of Zionism are not a matter of conjecture
throughout the history of the movement, those ambitions were clearly and
unmistakeably expressed”’, Alan Taylor, a student of Zionism, wrote in 1959.6°

(58) Al-Ittihad (an Arab bi-weekly published in Israel), 25 March, 1969.
(59) Landau, op. cit.
(60) Prelude to Israel, (New York, 1959), pp. 107-108.

— 54



Ben Gurion, the armed prophet of Israel, very recently expressed those terri-
torial ambitions once more. The Jewisk Observer published, on 13 June 1969,
an interview with the former Prime Minister of Israel, in the course of which
he talked about Israel in these terms : “Today it (Israel) still is not
complete, since only 20 percent of its land is settled...”

* % %

Notwithstanding certain differences between the South African, Southern
Rhodesian and Israeli experiments, the same pattern of development can be
clearly observed. First there was the atmosphere of colonialism and imperia-
lism, pregnant as it was with possibilities that were to affect the whole globe.
In practice, and to a great degree in theory, Europe was held to be supreme,
the rest of the globe was considered a booty, a prize, to be treated at Europe’s
pleasure. One of those pleasures was to implant European outposts in Africa
and the Middle East : it was easier to operate an Empire from a closer distan-
ce. European settlers were empire builders and empire servants. In the course
of their work for the Empire (in the three cases, it was the British Empire)
they were granted a certain measure of legitimacy, an imperial legitimacy.
Based on that legitimacy, their efforts at expanding their settlements acquired
another “legalized” dimension, a dimension which was utilized to the full
against the natives. The result was that in South Africa and Southern Rho-
desia the natives were assigned to reserves whose areas represent only a small
fraction of the total of the natives’ original territory, while in the case of Israel
the treatment of the natives was harsher : they were expelled outright from
their homeland. The Zionist settlers, however, bent as they are on expansion,
in June 1967 went beyond the areas they already controlled as a result of
their previous assaults on the natives and not only did they capture new
territories, but also a larger number of the natives fell under their control.

Europe was considered superior to the rest of the world in the general
atmosphere of colonialism and imperialism. Certainly European conquerors of
rnon-European lands were to “transport” European supremacy with them to
the newly conquered lands and use it vis-d-vis the natives. In this respect, they
were especially encouraged by the fact that the natives had been conquered. Now
the stage was set for them to practise racism.
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EUROPEAN CONQUERORS AND DEFEATED NATIVES :
RACISM IN PRACTICE

Though it is difficult to define racism in theory, it is easy to identify
manifestations of it in practice. Like any other social phenomenon, racism is
& result of many interwoven factors. It can vary from a vague feeling of group-
distinctiveness, to an elaborate theory expressed in scientific terms. It has
been looked upon differently at different historical stages. But it is fair to say
that it has been generally tolerated throughout history, except by a few phi-
losophers or institutions with a universal outlook. Of late, however, with the
advent of the liberal outlook of the modern era, racism has been systemati-
cally attacked by the powerful appeal of the concept of equality : equality of
men, nations and races. This does not mean that racism has been totally de-
feated, or that it has become an abhorrent concept to maintain. As a matter
of fact, the concept of European superiority, smacking as it does of racism,
was in the 19th century an accepted and powerful concept. Only in the 20th
century has the concept of protection of minorities (an aspect of racism) ga-
thered enough momentum to become a matter of international concern. The
protection of minorities — first European minorities, then minorities in gene-
ral — was one of the accomplishments of the League of Nations. It was howe-
ver during the League’s life-span that racism achieved its highest status as an
important theory — an official theory espoused by a powerful state: Germany.
The Second World War resulted in a total defeat of the concepts of racism,
but only in Europe, and in those areas that came under Hitler’s or his allies’
sway. The United Nations Charter was more daring in its espousal of the con-
cept of equality. But the settlers in Africa and the Middle East were ideolo-
gically and emotionally rooted in concepts that were remnants from the age
of colonialism and imperialism. European superiority was a commonplace with
them and they practiced it vis-a-vis the natives, At times they ‘“legalized”
their discriminatory treatment of the natives, at other times they did not.

1. The Problem of the Natives

The settlers, similar to most Europeans in the age of colonialism and
imperialism, thought of the non-European lands as vacant, or at least under-
populated. When the settlers were confronted with the natives, they treated
them almost as a subhuman species. It is a historical fact that the settlers
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were interested scientifically in all aspects of their future environments: the
soil, the climate, the natural resources and so forth, but they never devoted
enough attention — or any attention for that matter — to the natives, the
owners of the land !

In South Africa, right from the early days of the Dutch landing “a
number of records written by Dutch officials and by other European travellers
(described) the habits and customs of the Hottentots and (reflected) the
interest and scorn, amusement and disgust” with which the Europeans
regarded the natives.? The natives were constantly described as “dull, stupid,
lazy and stinking”.

At that time slavery was a recognized institution, and the settling
Afrikaaners not only made excellent use of it but gradually elevated it to the
status of a religious belief. The Afrikaaners’ Church, the Dutch Reformed
Church, relying on some passages in the Old Testament, holds the belief
that the inequality of races is a God-ordained institution, and that the blacks,
whom the church considers as descendants of Ham, are destined to serve the
whites, the descendants of Sham. When the British Parliament abolished
glavery in 1894, and the British government attempted to apply this abolition
to South Africa, the Boers regarded this attempt as a betrayal which was
contrary to biblical concepts.

It was then that the Dutch Reformed Church provided the religious
jastification for degrading the natives. An offspring of this degradation was
the theory of Apartheid, or Separate Development, which was officially
cspoused in 1948 when the Nationalist Party Government took over under
the leadership of Dr. Malan. The theory of Apartheid was “modernised” — that
is, expressed in modern scientific terms, by SABRA, the South African
Bureau for Racial Affairs, which was founded in 1947. SABRA now is the
modern ideological tool for rationalizing the settlers’ feeling of superiority
towards the natives.

The practical problem posed by the existence of the natives is now the
result of the great numerical superiority of Africans and non-whites in
comparison with the settlers. The proportion of non-whites to whites is more
than 4 to 1. It is obvious that any democratic system of government would
entail the predominance of the natives and their allies over the whites. Thus,
the settlers’ government does not enfranchise the non-whites; instead it tries
to set up for them what are usually called “Bantustans”, special political
entities within the framework of the political control of South Africa. This is
the concrete expression of the doctrine of Apartheid. The question, however,
is further complicated by the desire of thz settlers to keep enjoying the cheap
labour force which the non-whites can supply and are actually supplying.

(61) Marquand, op. cit., p. 39.
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In Southern Rhodesia, the situation in general is similar to South Africa,
except for some points. In Southern Rhodesia, the settlers are not
predominantly Afrikaaners, but English; and the Dutch Reformed Church
does mnot enjoy the same hold over them. Also, the economic aspect of
exploiting the natives as cheap workers was more pronounced in Southern
Rhodesia. Back in 1894 a “Hut tax” was imposed whereby every African had
to pay ten shillings in respect of each hut which he occupied. At that time,
this represented several months’ labour for the African workers. Forced
labour was widely practiced. The proportion of Africans and non-whites to
the settlers in Southern Rhodesia now stands at about 15-20 to 1. Hence,
democracy based on majority rule could not be accepted by the settlers.
Racial discrimination has been practiced from the very beginning, but outright
segregation has not been an official policy though this possibility has been
more seriously discussed in recent years. In fact, as we will see later, the
concept of segregation is now gaining ground and is a possibility which the
Smith government does not like to rule out for the future.

In the case of Palestine, the “ordinary” European superiority toward the
natives is reinforced by the Zionist ideology and the whole religious-historical
concept of the Jews being a chosen people. The concept of the chosen people,
when incorporated into a political doctrine, can be very dangerous indced, as
was the case with Nazi Germany. We will not discuss the different meanings
given to this concept, but one should always be aware of the relevance of this
concept to the theory and practice of racial discrimination. As a matter of
fact one can detect in the Afrikaaner’s ideology, in its desire to establish
white supremacy based on biblical premises, an attempt to emulate the Zionist
ideology.

The natives, in the Zionist schemes for settling some non-European land,
were treated as menials. Little attention was paid to them except in such
cases as this one which Herzl envisaged: “If we move into a region where
there are wild animals to which the Jews are not accustomed — big snakes,
ete. — I shall use the natives, prior to giving them employment in transit
countries, for the extermination of these animals. High premiums for snake
skins etc., as well as their spawn.”¢

In this paragraph, Herz! points to another way in which he envisages
treating the natives: giving them employment in transit countries. What does
that mean?

Due to their special status, resulting particularly from their neighbours’
attitudes toward them, European Jews have mainly occupied themselves with
such activities as banking, commerce and the intellectual professions.
Working the land was not one of their fields of activity. When the idea of

(62) Diaries, Vol. I, p. 98.
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Jewish Nationality, vehemently espoused and advanced by political Zionism,
gathered momentum among European Jews under the impetus of the credo
of nationalism that swept Europe in the 19th century, Zionist thinkers paid
increasing attention to the necessity of acquiring land to serve as a material
basis for the concept of Jewish nationality. Zionist thinkers also felt it
imperative, in order to assert their claim that the Jews formed a nation, that
this Jewish nation should have its own peasants and workers. Bankers and
merchants were not enough to build a full-fledged nation. There was a need
for people whose occupation would be physical work, especially farming. The
Zionist ideology thus extolled the value of “Jewish Work” and considered it
an essential ingredient for establishing the Jewish national identity. The
Zionists accordingly insisted that in their settlement schemes they would do
all the work by themselves; henceforth the natives, when their existence was
riot denied, were not needed anyway; they should be cleared out.

In this respect Zionist settlers were much harsher to the natives than the
settlers in South Africa and Southern Rhodesia, as it was axiomatic to the
former that the natives should be expelled outright and by whatever means.
The existence of a Zionist settler state precluded the existence of any
substantial body of natives. The Zionist ideology insists not only on down-
grading the natives in their own lands, but on depriving the natives of their
lands altogether. Herzl was quite clear regarding this point. The natives would
be first given the extraordinarily difficult job of exterminating wild animals,
then:

“We chall try to spirit the penniless population across the border by
procuring employment for it in the transit countries, while denying em-
ployment for it in our own country.”

This process, the process of removing the natives “must be carried out
discreetly and circumspectly”.63

It should be mentioned here that Herzl was talking about natives in the
abstract. He was not then considering the natives of Palestine.

These were then the theoretical bases developed by the Zionist ideology in
respect of natives. Let us have a look at how the Zionist settlers regarded and
dealt with the nroblem of the Palestinian natives.

First there was the outright denial of the existence of Palestinians.
Israel Zangwill's statement that Palestine is a land without a people which
must be given to a people without a land, was a rallying cry not only for
Zionists but also for their European supporters. Martin Buber reports that
Max Nordau, the prominent Zionist leader, having learned for the first time
of the existence of an Arab population in Palestine, ran to Herzl and

(63) Herzl, Didries, Vol. I, p. 88.
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exclaimed, “I did not know that bhefore, but then we are committing
injustice”.** Nordau's exclamation however did not affect the course of
Zionist thinking. Perhaps it bothered his conscience to know of the existence
of Arabs in Palestine, but this did not entail anything further.

As a matter of fact, only a short time ago, Golda Meir, the Israeli Prime-
Minister, in an interview published by the Sunday Times (London) on 15 June
1969 reiterated the same theme of the non-existence of the Palestinian people:

“It was not as though there was a Palestinian People in Palestine
considering itself as a Palestinian People and we came and threw them
out and took their country away from them, They did not exist.”

When the existence of Palestinians was conceded, the argument the
Zionists adopted was that Palestine was very much underpopulated and that
substantial parts of it were undeveloped. Even in 1916, Norman Bentwich, a
rather enlightened Zionist, was speaking about Palestine in these terms:
“.. the Greater Palestine.... cries for a population to redeem it from the
neglect and decay of centuries”.®> There was no heeding of the factual
findings of the cultural Zionist, Ahad Ha’am, who asserted, after a field-trip
to Palestine which he undertook in 1891, that there was “little untilled soil in
Palestine except for stony hills or sand dunes.”®$

What Ahad Ha’am found out in 1891 was to become an obvious fact in
the early days after the Balfour Declaration was issued: The Palestinians
were there and Palestine was not an underpopulated country which badly
needed new-comers. What to do then with the Palestinians? Israel Zangwill
discovered the fallacy of his proclamation that Palestine was a land without a
people, but now he was strongly in favor of having Palestine without its
people. In February 1919 Zangwill was for a “race redistribution” so that “the
Arabs would gradually be settled in the new and vast Arabian Kingdom ...
Only thus can Palestine become a Jewish national home.”%’

Vladimir Jabotinsky arrived on the scene at a time when the conflict
between the settlers and the natives was very much in evidence. He was
familiar with what had taken place in South Africa. He dreamt of a settlers’
experiment similar to what had happered in South Africa. On the South
African experiment he had this tc say: “If the Jewish people had been given
such a country with an administration favouring colonialism — what would the
Jews not have achieved in forty years?’¢® He was familiar with and

(64) Reported by R.J. Zwi Werblowsky, “Israel et Eretz Israel” in Le Conflit
Israelo-Arab, (Les Temps Modernes), p. 391.

(65) Zionism and the Jewish Future, ed. by H. Sacher, (London, 1916), p. 202.

(66) Quoted by Hans Kohn, “Zion and the Jewish National Idea”, in his Reflect-
ions on Modern History, (New York, 1963), p. 196.

(67) See : Speeches .. op. cit., p. 341.

(68) Reported by J.B. Schechtman in Fighter and Prophet : The Vladimir Ja-
botinsky Story : The Last Yedrs, (New York, 1961), p. 135.
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sympathetic to the South African experiment, and he saw its similarities with
what was taking place in Palestine, so he advocated a treatment for the
patives of Palestine similar to the treatment the settlers inflicted on the
natives of South Africa: driving them back and taking over their lands. He
“pelieved that the same methods must be applied there (in Palestine) as in
other schemes of European Colonization in backward lands”.”

* % %

The problem of the natives was then similarily viewed by the settlers in
South Africa, Southern Rhodesia and Palestine. However in Palestine the
treatment was harsher as the settlers did not want anything to do with the
natives: they did not want them as cheap labor but as evacuees. Palestinians
were evacuated in 1948 — but not fully. Some 12% of the Israeli population
after 1948 and up till 1967 were natives. After the June 1967 aggression the
number of the natives under Israeli control totalled over a million, thus
representing some one third of the total population of the areas under Israeli
control. In Israel, it was safe to play democracy, to enfranchise every citizen
including the natives. But discrimination against the natives still took place
in a variety of ways; as will be seen later.

* % %

The problem of the natives, which was taken so lightly by the settlers in
their early days, has emerged after some time as the most Berious and the
most intricate of the problems posed by the existence of the settlers. The
settlers know for the time being that their superiority wvis-a-vis the natives
can be sustained by force. What they do not appreciate is the fact that the
natives have emerged nowadays as able activists whose share in deciding the
future cannot be denied any longer.

* % R

The problem of the natives was present from the very beginning.
However, a crucial development in the history of the problem was to occur
when the settlers’ existence was “legitimized” enough to enable them to make
laws, and apply them. This stage was reached at different times and with
differing degrees in the three experiments under study.

In South Africa, the stage of law-making by the settlers was definitely
reached in 1910, but Apartheid was not officially espoused till 1948, In

(73) Hans Kohn, op. cit., p. 192.
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Southern Rhodesia the settlers were able to make their own laws from the
very beginning, but this was especially true after 1923; and another stage in
asserting their sovereignty was reached in 1965 with the unilateral declaration
of independence. In Palestine the scttlers were not official law-makers till
1948, but their geographic control was greatly enhanced after June 1967.

In the subsequent discussion we will dwell briefly on the legal controls
over the activities of the natives, especially as they are applied now; and then
will also briefly discuss manifestations of discrimination against natives that
are not legally provided for, and other tendencies in dealing with the natives.

2. Legal controls over the Activities of the Natives

Legal controls imposed by the settlers over the activities of the natives
smack of discrimination against the natives, and aim at the extension of the
settlers’ power. Such legal controls are well-known in the cases of South Africa
and Southern Rhodesia, where the natives form the majority of the population
and where colour constitutes a clear criterion of discrimination. In Israel, legal
discrimination in a variety of ways is practised against the non-Jewish popu-
lation which means the natives. This is not say that there is no effective
discrimination between European and Oriental Israelis. As a matter of fact,
such discrimination between European and Oriental Israelis is a widely reco-
gnized phenomenon in Israeli society, and has been treated at length by ma-
ny.”® However, we are concerned in this essay with discrimination against the
natives, not with discrimination within the framework of the settlers’ commu-
nity.

Legal controls over the activities of the natives are practised, as has
been said, in a variety of ways. We will tackle here only some of those con-
trols which may give us a clearer idea about the characteristics of settler
states.

The first characteristic of the settler states is their desire to increase the
number of the settlers — immigrants qualified by the discriminatory criteria
employed to make a common cause with the settlers already there. South Afri-
ca and Southern Rhodesia need white (European) immigrants, while Israel
reeds Jews from the advanced countries. An all-out effort to secure new im-
migrants is and has been undertaken by the settler regimes in many different
ways. Public relations firms have been contracted to depict in glowing terms
the life settlers lead. Advertisements echoing the same concepts are published
in the newspapers, and immigration bureaux have been set up in many Euro-

(70) See for instance one of the recent examinations of this phenomenon in
Michael Selzer, The Aryanizdtion of the Jewish State.
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pean and American countries. Nationality is granted to the immigrants on
more or less easy terms. In the case of Israel this hunger for immigrants is
the most obvious. The Declaration of the Establishment of the State of Israel
states that the State of Israel “will be open for Jewish immigration”. The
Emergency Land Requisition (Regulation) Law of 1949 states that an order
for land requisition could be issued if this “is necessary for the defence of the
state, public security, the maintenance of essential supplies or essential public
services, the absorption of immigrants or ..”” (Emphasis supplied). The Law
of Return (1950) and the Nationality Law (1952) proclaim the right of every
Jew to come to Israel as an Oleh [an immigrant Jew] (Art. 1 of the Law of Re-
turn) and state that “every oleh under the Law of Return shall become an
Israeli national” (Art. 2a of the Nationality Law) and that “Israeli Nationality
by return is acquired by a person having come to Israel as an Oleh after the
establishment of the state with effect from the day of his Aliyah” (Art. 2b2
of the Nationality Law).™

The preference of the Israeli authorities for immigrants from the advan-
ced countries has been stated on several occasions. It is sufficient here to
mention again Levi Eshkol’s introduction to the 1967/68 edition of the Israel
Government Yearbook where he expresses his belief “that the central problem
of the state and the people of Israel is copious aliya from the affluent provin-
ces.”

South Africa’s and Southern Rhodesia’s immigration and nationality laws
are also very liberal in conferring nationality on their qualified immigrant-
settlers, though they do not match Israel in this respect. All three settler-
states condone the practice of double nationality since in their enthusiasm to
increase the number of the settlers they do not care about the generally-accep-
ted legal principle that for a person to become the national of another country
he should renounce his previous citizenship.”

These easy terms for the granting of nationality to immigrants who meet
the requirements of the settler regimes are matched by the simple ways
through which the natives are deprived of their nationality. The policy is
clear : increase the number of immigrants and decrease the number of natives.

The South African Citizenship Act of 1949 gives the Minister of the Inte-
rior the right to deprive any South African citizen of his nationality especially if
this citizen has been condemned by the South African authorities on a charge of
treason, sedition or public disorder. Again, citizens who leave South Africa
without valid passports are not allowed to return to the country — and an au-
tomatic deprivation of their nationality follows. Though those provisions do
not seem to be directed openly against the natives, it is generally against

(71) See texts in Badi, op. cit., p. 156 and p. 255.
(72) On Israel and double nationality see Marc Hilleol, Israel en danger de
paiz, (Paris, 1968), pp. 129.132,
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the natives that charges of treason, sedition and public disorder are brought —
and substantiated within the framework of the settlers’ justice. Also, it is
the natives who are denied passports by the racist regime and thus find them-
selves compelled at times to leave the country without valid passports.

The Southern Rhodesian authorities follow similar practices of depriving
their citizens of nationality. In 1966, for instance, many Africans were depor-
ted from the Southern Rhodesian territory on account of their political activi-
ties; others were refused passports, while still others could not re-enter the
country. Citizenship could also be legally withdrawn from a person indicted
for violation of the Southern Rhodesian Security Laws and for violations of
other existing laws.

In Israel the Absentees’ Property Law, referred to above, had the effect
of considering as absentees many natives who were actually living in Israel.
In considering many natives as “absent” from Israel, this law, as Rashid Hus-
sein, an Israeli journalist of native origin, puts it, has no equivalent even in
South Africa or Rhodesia.”

Israel, of course, followed, and continues to follow, an extra-legal means
of depriving the natives of citizenship. This means is well-known: forcible ex-
pulsion of the natives to areas not under Israeli control, and total refusal of
any effort aiming at their readmittance. This was the case in 1947-1948 and
then in 1967 and after. Despite various United Nations resolutions, which
consistently called for the return of the Palestinian refugees to their home-
lands in what is called Israel, the Israeli authorities have stubbornly refused
to apply these resolutions, thus depriving those natives of the citizenship to
which they are legally entitled.

Another similarity in the legal practices pertaining to nationality applied
by the three settler states is the primary importance attached to the genealogy
of the would-be settlers. Typical to the practices of racist regimes, such as
the Nazi German regime, Israel, South Africa and Southern Rhodesia subject
the pedigree of prospective settlers to a meticulous examination in order to
find out whether such settlers meet the discriminatory criteria employed. Here
the prospective settler is not evaluated on the basis of his merits, but also,
and most importantly, on the basis of his inherited blood, whether it is real
white blood in the case of South Africa and Southern Rhodesia, or real Je-
wish blood in the case of Israel. Citizenship itself in these settler states is not
an irrevocable right which can be withdrawn only in certain cases when the
citizen himself is charged with certain violations of the Law. Instead, citizen-
ship can be withdrawn when it is proved that the citizen’s ancestors were not
the right ones. Cases of the sort are commonplace in South Africa, Southern
Rhodesia and Israel. In South Africa and Southern Rhodesia, the “grade” of

(73) Ibid., p. 227.
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citizenship can be lowered (from the status of a white citizen to that of a colou-
red or African) or revoked. In the case of Israel, sometimes citizenship can be
revoked completely, but the “ancestral evidence” can lead to other difficulties
involving the career or the status of the person involved. We will cite only one
illustration of an actual case that took place in Israel; the case of Mrs. Rita
Eitani, summarized from a narration by J.L. Talmon, an Israeli professor.

Mrs Rita Eitani was an active and very dynamic member of the municipal
council of Nazareth, where she represented the Mapai, the right wing of the
ruling Labour party. Although the Mapai and the Social-Religious party were
allies at the national level, relations between the two parties at the local Naza-
reth level were tense. Mrs. Eitani is a German immigrant who arrived in Pales-
tine clandestinely and illegally after the start of the Second World War. She
subsequently served in the Israeli army in which she distinguished herself.
When the tension between the two parties in Nazareth reached a high pitch, a
rumour went around that Mrs. Eitani was born of a non-Jewish mother, that
she was never converted to Judaism, and that therefore she was not a real Jew.

The Orthodox activists started to work. The local employee in charge of
civil status, because of the division of offices between the parties of the coalit-
jon, was a member of the National-Religious party. In order to add credence
to the rumour he sought documentary proof. Thus, he addressed a request
for information on the origins of Mrs. Eitani’s mother to the German registrat-
ion bureau, and received information welcome to him. Hence, he requested
Mrs. Eitani to give back her passport on the grounds that she had obtained
her Israeli nationality by fraud, according to the laws that automatically con-
fer nationality upon the Jews. Her marriage with a Jew was found invalid as
civil marriage is not recognized in Israel. She could have become converted to
Judaism by going through a religious ceremony, but the rabbis would have
had little inclination to allow her to do that, as such a conversion would not
seem inspired by real faith. Finally Mrs. Eitani was dismissed from her work.®

This case illustrates clearly the discriminatory practice of Israel with re-
gard to its citizens. Israel and other settler states abound with such examples.
The purity of blood which was the catch-word of the Nazi German regime, is
also the catch-word of the settler regimes in South Africa, Southern Rhode-
sia and Israel.

* % %

The three settler states claim to be democratic in the well-established
traditions of parliamentary-constitutional democracies. There is an executive
responsible to the legislature, which in turn is elected by the eligible voters.

(78) Cited by : Ibid., pp. 192-194.
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But this democracy is again the privilege of the settlers and is not fully enjo-
yed by the natives. It is not a democracy practiced by all and for all, but it is
a democracy for and by the settlers.

In South Africa and Southern Rhodesia, where the natives constitute the
majority of the population, the right to vote, that is to participate in the ele-
mentary stage of the democratic process, is denied to the natives. Restrictions
on the enfranchisement of the natives in those two settler states are well
known and need not be detailed here. In Israel, where the natives who are still
in their homeland constitute only a small fraction of the total population (so-
me 12%), there was no need to deny them the right to vote. But in all three
settler states, basic elements of the democratic process are not provided for
the natives, especially as regards the freedom of expression and the freedom
of association.

The legal forms restricting freedom of expression vary in the three settler
states. On the surface, such forms do not seem to be discriminatory, but in
application they almost always work against the natives.

Freedom of expression is curtailed in South Africa by a variety of laws.
A comprehensive system of censorship was introduced by the Publications and
Entertainment Act of 1963. The Act prohits the publication, production, im-
portation or distribution of any “undesirable” publication or object. A publicat-
ion or object is undesirable if, inter alia, it is harmful to the relations between
any sections of the Republic or is prejudicial to the safety of the state, the
general welfare, the peace or good order. This seems to be rather reasonable,
but the way it is applied could be harsh and discriminatory. Any published
criticism could be banned as it might be deemed to affect the good order of
things.

Let us, for instance, look into a complementary act restricting freedom
of expression : the Suppression of Communism Act of 1950. This Act provides
in Section 6 for the prohibition of the printing, publication or dissemination of
any communist periodical. Communism is defined in this Act in such a way as
to include any doctrine “which aims at bringing about any political, industrial,
social or economic change within the Union by the promotion of disturbance
or disorder, by unlawful acts or omissions or by the threat of such acts or
omissions.” This definition is very broad, and clearly curtails the democratic
process. If we consider that the native wopposition to the settlers’ discriminatory
regime is regarded as operating under the spell of communism, we can ap-
preciate the wide extent of suppression that this Act provides.

There are still other restrictions. For instance, it is illegal to publish any
false information concerning the behaviour or experience in prison of any
prisoner or ex-prisoner or concerning the administration of any prison, knowing
the same to be false, or without taking reasonable steps to verify such infor-
mation. It is also illegal to publish or communicate any material or information
relating to “any military or police matter” —— police matter being any matter
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related to how the police preserve the internal security of the state. All these
prohibitions reflect the special sensitivity of the authorities toward the way in
which democracy is practiced.

In order to illustrate how widely such Acts are applied, it is sufficient to
mention that under the Publications and Entertainment Act 7,500 publications
were banned in 1963 and more publications were banned in subsequent years.”

In Southern Rhodesia, the Law and Order Maintenance Act performs
functions similar to those performed by the Acts mentioned above. Section
44 (21) is especially pertinent. The key-word in the Act is “subversion”. Thus
any person who ‘“writes, prints, or causes to be printed any subversive state-
ment, distributes or circulates any subversive statement among the public or
any section of the public, displays any writing conveying any subversive state-
ment in such a position that it is visible from any place to which the public has
access; utters.. any subversive statement; .. (or) has in his possession any
subversive publication... shall be guilty of an offence and liable to imprisonment
for a period not exceeding five years.”

On 19 March 1967, the state launched a new type of institution named
“Guard against Gossip Campaign”. This Guard was simply another variety of
the internal secret service. What is important in the South African and Sou-
thern Rhodesian cases is that most of this harshness in restricting the freedom
of expression is practiced against the natives by the white authorities.

In Israel, the natives’ freedom of expression is effectively curtailed
through similar — though more discreet — laws. We will cite one example to
illustrate how the natives’ freedom of expression is curtailed.

Toward the middle of 1959 a group of natives established an organization
called “Al-Ard” (The Earth), which tried to be registered officially but was
barred from doing so (we will consider this later on, when discussing freedom
of association). It tried to get permission to issue a publication, but again the
grant of a permit was delayed. Subsequently, the leaders of Al-Ard decided to
issue a publication which appeared each time under a different name so as not
to contravene Israeli laws that prohibit the issuance of a periodical without a
valid permit. The publication carried each time different names as editors,
again in order not to contravene Israeli laws. In this way, while waiting for
the grant of an official permit, the publication was well in order. The authori-
ties “tolerated” some 13 issues of this publication, but as they noticed that the
publication was acting as a catalyst for the natives’ feelings of frustration
they decided to crack down on it. Thus Samuel Dibon, the then Prime Minis-
ter’s Adviser on Arab Affairs, held a press conference on 31 January 1960 'in
the course of which he attacked the activities of Al-Ard group. Two weeks

(75) From a U.N. Publication : Apartheid and Racial Discrimination in Sou-
thern Africa, (New York, 1968), p. 10. Most of the information on discrimination
in South Africa and Southern Rhodesia mentioned in this chapter is taken from
this publication which will be referred to as UN : Apartheid.
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later the publication was suspended and the editors whose names appeared on
each issue of the publication were fined while one of them, Salih Baransi, was
sentenced to a term in jail.” The lesson was clear : no independent publication
issued exclusively by and for the natives could be allowed.

* % ¥k

The natives’ freedom of association in the settler states is as effectively
curtailed as the natives’ freedom of expression, despite all verbal attachments
to the forms of democratic processes. The keyword in curtailing the natives’
activities in this regard is again the fear of subversive activities.

In South Africa, following the Sharpeville massacre in March 1960, the
government enacted the Unlawful Organization Act of 1960. This Act
empowered the Governor-General (now the Republic’s President) to declare
the African National Congress and the Pan-African Congress (the two main
native parties at the time) unlawful if he was satisfied that the safety of the
public or the maintenance of public order was, or was likely to be, seriously
threatened as a consequence of their activities. He was also empowered to
declare any organization to be unlawful on the same grounds if in his opinion
it was established for the purpose of carrying out, directly or indirectly, any
of the activities of any body declared previously as unlawful.

Immediately after the Act was promulgated, the ANC and the PAC were
declared unlawful organizations and were forced to go underground. The
leaders of both these organizations were silenced through prison sentences,
through restriction of their freedom of movement, or through prohibiting
them from becoming members in any new organization. Some of the leaders
have gone into exile. Hundreds of the militants of those organizations were
convicted on charges of continuing their “subversive’” activities.

Along the lines of Apartheid, the Prohibition of Improper Interference
Bill was enacted in September 1966, The provisions of the new Act prohibit
members of one racial group from taking part in the activities of political
parties or organizations of another racial group. As for policies not so far
embodied in legal terms, steps have also been taken to discourage multi-racial
students’ organizations. Also, while there are no general provisions restricting
freedom of assembly, the holding of meetings in African areas or at which
Africans are present is regulated by a number of provisions which enable
local authorities and the Minister of Bantu Administration and Development
to exercise far-reaching control over them.

In Southern Rhodesia there is also an Unlawful Organization Act
promulgated in 1960. This Act empowered the Governor to declare unlawful
any organization if it seemed to him that its activities or the activities of its

(76) See : Jacob Landau, The Arabs in Israel, (London, 1969), p. 96.
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