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astated civilian apartment buildings in that 
city, focus attention on the essence of the 
NATO-rebel war. Sirte was Gaddafi’s head-
quarters, and its populace and army rem-
nants resisted the rebel advance for months, 
so it was eventually bombed into submis-
sion with a large number of civilians killed 
and injured.  

Forte notes that when NATO finally 
caught up with Gaddafi and bombed and 
decimated the small entourage that was 
with him on the outskirts of Sirte, this was 
justified by NATO because this group could 
still “threaten civilians”!  This was a town 
that had to be destroyed to save it – for the 
rebels, who Forte shows (citing Human 
Rights Watch, Amnesty International and 
UN and other observers) executed substan-
tial numbers of captured Gaddafi support-
ers. This was a major war crimes scene. The 
civilians in Sirte needed protection, from 
NATO and the rebels. 

R-1973 explicitly mentions Benghazi as a 
massacre-threatened town, but Forte points 
out that no document or witness was ever 
turned up during or after the war that indi-
cated any Gaddafi plan to attack Benghazi, 
let alone engage in a civilian slaughter. Fur-
thermore, Forte notes that  “the only massa-
cre to have occurred anywhere near [Beng-
hazi] was the massacre of innocent black 
African migrant workers and black Libyans 
falsely accused of being ‘mercenaries’….”  
The rebels and their air force smashed a 
stream of towns in Eastern Libya, killing 
and turning into refugees many thousands 
of civilians. 

The destruction of Sirte, similar to what 
R-1973 and the “international community” 
claimed to fear for Benghazi, and the lynch-
ing of Gaddafi, elicited no “grave concern” 
over “systematic violations of human 
rights,” or call for any Chapter 7 response 
from the Western establishment. So in this 
Kafkaesque world the rebels and NATO be-
haved just as the “international commu-
nity” claimed Gaddafi would behave, and 
the civilian casualties that resulted from the 

rebel-NATO combination vastly exceeded 
anything done by Gaddafi’s forces, or any 
probable civilian deaths that would have 
resulted if NATO had stayed away.

This conclusion is strengthened by the 
fact that the rebels, from the beginning, 
pursued a race war. Forte stresses the impor-
tance in rebel actions of the hatred flowing 
from the rebels to Gaddafi forces and those 
deemed his supporters, which the rebels 
took to include anybody with a black skin. 
Many thousands of blacks were picked up 
by rebel forces, accused without the slight-
est proof of  being mercenaries, and often 
executed. 

Among the many cases that Forte de-
scribes, in one a hospital was destroyed and 
dozens of its black patients were massacred. 
The largely black population of the sizable 
town of Tawargha was entirely expelled by 
the rebels. 

This racism pre-dates the 2011-2012 
war, and resulted in part from Gaddafi’s 
policies reaching out to other African 
states, his relatively liberal treatment of 
black immigrants, and his inadequate 
counter-racist educational and economic-
social policies that would alleviate distress 
at home. But Gaddafi was not a racist, 
whereas large numbers of the rebel forces 
(the “democratic opposition” in Western 
propaganda) were, and their successes, 
with NATO’s help, allowed them to per-
form as a lynch mob in many places (as 
Forte documents).   

The racist character of the war was re-
flected in the frequent focus on “black 
mercenaries” allegedly imported and used 
by Gaddafi. This was reiterated time and 
again by the rebels and their supporters 
and propagandists. Forte shows that this 
claim was not merely inflated, it was a lie. 
There were no black mercenaries brought 
in by Gaddafi. But the claim of the threat 
posed by his alleged resort to “mercenar-
ies” (read: black mercenaries) was repeat-
ed by officials (e.g., Susan Rice and Hillary 
Clinton) and the mainstream media, and 
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found its way even into R-1973 (“Deplor-
ing the continuing use of mercenaries by 
the Libyan authorities”). The charge was 
reiterated often by the rebels in justifying 
their systematic abuse of blacks during the 
war. 

Note that for a Western target there are 
“mercenaries” whereas for big time killers 
there are “contractors.”  We may note also 
that while the word “genocide” was often 
used to describe Gaddafi’s threat to the reb-
els and their supporters, in fact, the only 
facet of this conflict in which a special eth-
nic group was targeted  for  mistreatment 
and removal, and on a large scale,  was 
the rebel focus on and treatment of  black 
people. This point has, of course, escaped 
Western commentators on human rights.

There is another important race element 
involved in the Libyan war and regime 
change. Gaddafi was a devoted supporter 
of the idea of  African independence, unity 
and escape from Western domination. He 
was a central figure in the organization of  
the African Union, served as its chairman, 
and called repeatedly for a United States 
of Africa, and for African lending and ju-
dicial authorities that could free Africa 
from subservience to the IMF, World Bank 
and international justice. He also invested 
substantial sums in African institutions, 
including schools, hospitals, mosques and 
hotels. 

Forte shows that this Africanist thrust 
troubled US and other Western authori-
ties, often frustrated at Gaddafi’s frequent 
unwillingness to help Western investors as 
well as threatening Western plans to ad-
vance their military-political-economic po-
sition in Africa. 

Thus, regime change and Gaddafi remov-
al dealt a major blow to African unity and 
breathed new life into AFRICOM and the 
West’s power in the scramble for control and 
access in this resource rich but fragmented 
and militarily weak area.

The performance of the UN and Interna-
tional Criminal Court (ICC) in the Libyan 

war and regime change program displayed 
once again their subservience to the impe-
rial powers and their facilitation of Western 
aggression and war crimes. These imperial 
powers succeeded in getting R-1973 passed, 
though it was loaded with bias and thor-
oughly politicized and hysterical claims of 
threats to civilians, and crucially gave them 
authority to commit mayhem and create 
another failed state. 

The Chinese and Russians foolishly 
signed on to this Resolution, apparently 
not realizing that its “protecting civilians” 
thrust was a cover that would be immedi-
ately violated and that they were contribut-
ing to their own ouster from Africa. 

As the evidence rapidly accumulated 
that the imperial powers were killing direct-
ly and facilitating rebel killings of civilians, 
and were  carrying out and supporting seri-
ous war crimes, although these were some-
times recorded by UN personnel on the 
ground in Libya, there was no UN response 
or constraint imposed. 

The reliable Ban Ki-Moon found NATO 
and rebel behavior beyond reproach (“Secu-
rity Council Resolution 1973, I believe, was 
strictly enforced within the limit, within the 
mandate”). 

The UN Human Rights Council removed 
the Libyan government’s representative 
based on a report from a human rights group 
affiliated with the Libyan rebels, without re-
quiring evidence or allowing Libya to reply. 
Ban Ki-Moon allowed rebel representatives 
to replace those of the Libyan government, 
again without a hearing and in violation of 
UN rules.

The ICC performance was even more dis-
mal, with head Luis Moreno-Ocampo rush-
ing to indict Gaddafi without bothering with 
an investigation, and swallowing the claims 
of “black mercenaries” being imported by 
the villain and his supplying Viagra to en-
courage a rape program (Susan Rice also 
swallowed this charge). 

Although R-1973 does call for the ICC to 
prosecute anybody “responsible for or com-
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plicit in attacks targeting the civilian popu-
lation, including aerial as well as naval at-
tacks,” it should not surprise that there was 
no trace of ICC enforcement against NATO 
or rebel officials.

Human Rights groups also did poorly, 
with both Human Rights Watch and Am-
nesty International welcoming the NATO 
intervention, although both eventually put 
out reports calling attention to NATO and 
rebel abuses. But these reports were weak 
and bias- “balanced.” And in contrast with 
their very early support of intervention, 
they failed to call for action against imperial 
and rebel war crimes. Forte cites compel-
ling evidence that the early figure of 6,000 
Gaddafi government killings, which was in-
fluential in shaping UN action and media 
(and liberal-left) opinion, was passed along 
by the rebels and swallowed by the main-
stream with no independent confirmation 
required.

Forte has a very good account of how ef-
fectively the pro-rebel side manufactured 
claims of civilian abuses via web sites  and 
Twitterers far distant from Libya (London, 
Geneva, Cairo), but regularly stating the 
claims were “confirmed” by unnamed “wit-
nesses.”  

These plus direct rebel and imperial 
power official claims, and a remarkable 
will-to-believe, helped create a fearsome 
image of Gaddafi misbehavior and threats. 
Once again the propaganda system did its 
job of demonization and hysteria stimula-
tion, with effects possibly exceeding those 
for Serbia (concentration and rape camps) 
and Iraq (“weapons of mass destruction” 
and urgent threat). And a substantial chunk 
of the Western left succumbed once again, 
sometimes reluctantly agreeing that bomb-
ing to protect civilians was here justified, 
but remarkably silent in the face of  the 
growing evidence of bombing OF civilians 
and a de facto race war and war of aggres-
sion for regime change. 

Forte points out that the facts of a race 
war and war of aggression against an impor-

tant African state were clearly recognized 
by Africans. There was a sharp divide, with 
African leaders, journals and academics as-
sailing the NATO war and Western elites 
applauding it. Africans were very conscious 
of the fact that the UN and NATO powers 
simply ignored the AU, preferring to deal 
with the Arab monarchies and the rebels. 
Forte cites leaders of South Africa, Liberia, 
Nigeria, Uganda, and other Africans all of 
whom are strong in their positive, even if 
sometimes qualified, views of Gaddafi and 
his role, and outraged at this new spurt of 
Western intervention (which they often call 
re-colonization). 

Forte also has several pages on the close 
relationship between Mandela and Gadd-
afi, the former indebted to him because of 
his steadfast support in the years when the 
ANC was a “terrorist” organization for the 
imperial powers.

Forte also stresses throughout how 
strongly opposed Gaddafi was to Al Qaeda 
and Islamic extremism. He fought them at 
home and sought to interest US officials in 
their threat. It is one of many ironies that 
Al Qaeda and Islamic extremism, firmly 
embedded in the rebel ranks, were pro-
vided the air force by NATO that ushered 
these democrats into shared power. They 
are now a force helping stoke chaos in the 
“liberated” Libya. But this chaos, like the 
civilians killed and injured by NATO and 
its allies, only hurts those victims, not the 
real villains in Washington, London and 
Paris.        					      CT 

Edward S. Herman is Professor Emeritus of 
Finance at the Wharton School, University 
of Pennsylvania, an economist and media 
analyst. He is author of numerous books, 
including “Corporate Control, Corporate 
Power” , “The Real Terror Network” , 
“Manufacturing Consent”, with Noam 
Chomsky, Triumph of the Market (1995), 
“The Myth of The Liberal Media: an Edward 
Herman Reader”. This commentary was first 
published in ZMag at http://z-mag.net

http://z-mag.net
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Back to schooldays

It is common for aging men, worn by the 
long years of drinking and skirt-chasing 
and strenuous dissolution in any avail-
able fleshpot, to remember their youth in 

roseate hues that never were. But, dammit, 
we really did go barefoot. And had BB guns. 
And the dog could go anywhere it damned 
well pleased, and come back when it chose.

Athens, Alabama, in 1957 was a small 
Southern town like countless others in Di-
xie with a statue of a Confederate soldier on 
the town square and little evidence of gov-
ernment of any kind, which was well since 
it didn’t need any. 

While the South had not fared well in 
its ardent resistance to Federal regulation 
a century earlier, still there was little med-
dling by Washington in my years there. The 
South’s martial displeasure with federal in-
trusion  was remembered, though: When I 
moved down from Virginia, I was to other 
kids “the damyank on the corner” until I 
learned to wrap words in a comfortable pad-
ding of syllables, as God commanded.

Although my father was a mathematician 
at Redstone Arsenal in Huntsville, and per-
haps entitled to social pretensions, he didn’t 
have any. Consequently I lived as a half-wild 
disciple of Tom Sawyer. So did most of the 
town’s boys. Come summer, we at first ten-
tatively abandoned shoes. No one thought 
this odd, because it wasn’t. Soon our soles 
toughened to leather and we walked every-

where, even on gravel, without ill effect.
And nobody cared. Oh sweet age of no-

body cared. Child Protective Services didn’t 
show up, officious passive-aggressive snots, 
to carry my parents away. Today they would, 
droning censoriously of hygiene and worms 
and crippling cuts from broken glass and 
parental irresponsibility.

Many of my friends lost feet to these 
perils. To this day you can see them rolling 
about in wheelchairs in their dozens.

Foot-nekkid and fancy free, we went 
to the Limestone Drug Store on the town 
square, piled our ball mitts and BB guns 
inside the door, and read comic books for 
hours. The owner, a frizzly redhead man in 
his seventies whom we knew only as Co-
chie, liked little boys. 

Today this would be thought evidence of 
pedophilia and he would be required to un-
dergo therapy and wear an ankle bracelet. 
Actually, Coochie just liked kids. And since 
it was his store, nobody at corporate got his 
panties in a knot because the comic books 
were read into virtual dust without ever be-
ing bought. The federal government had not 
yet regulated small-town soda fountains to 
protect us.

The devastating plagues that swept the 
South in those years, mysteriously unre-
corded, were doubtless the result of bare 
feet in Limestone Drug.

BB guns, I said. We all had them. Most 

A childhood in Athens
 But no sign of Socrates or thought, writes Fred Reed
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were the Red Ryder model, costing I think 
$4.95 in as-yet uninflated currency. Mine 
was the Daisy Eagle, a more glorious version 
with a plastic telescopic sight. Every corner 
store sold big packs of BBs. We went every-
where with these lethal arms, often with a 
ball glove hung from the barrel for conve-
nient carrying.

Today children of six years are led from 
classrooms in handcuffs for merely drawing 
a picture of a rifle (curious in the world’s 
most militarily aggressive country). I sup-
pose we would have been executed for actu-
ally having one. But, as I say, the saving ben-
efits of federal counsel had not yet reached 
Athens.

What did we do with these weapons? 
First, we didn’t shoot each other, or anyone 
else. We weren’t stupid. Stupidity properly 
comes with adolescence, and then is di-
rected into drink and insane driving, as it 
should be.

A BB gun provides excellent training in 
marksmanship because you can see over 
the sights the little coppery pellet arching 
into the distance. It produces an eye for el-
evation and windage that shows up on the 
rifle ranges of Parris Island.

I remember afternoons of shooting cot-
ton-mouths from the rusting iron bridge 
over the creek near the Valley Gin Compa-
ny, no longer existent. (In the South, “gin” 
means a place that takes seeds out of cot-
ton, instead of vodka made unpalatable by 
the addition of juniper juice.) 

Further, we tried to shoot dragonflies 
that flitted in iridescent blues and greens 
among the swamp weeds, wings making a 
papery rustle. Usually we missed. These in-
sects, known in varying locales as the Devil’s 
darning needles, snake doctors, or ‘skeeter 
hawks, are elusive.

Today they would be a protected species. 
Buying a BB gun would require proof of 
adulthood, capacity would be restricted by 
federal law to six BBs, the purchase of which 
would require registration and a waiting pe-
riod. In 1957 Athens figured that BB guns 

were none of the government’s goddamed 
business. The concept has been forgotten.

However, regulation is not without rea-
son. If you walk around the town square 
today, you will notice that perhaps just over 
half of the men are blind in at least one 
eye from BB wounds, as they roll about in 
wheel chairs because of feet lost to going 
barefoot.

My pooch at the time was Penny, an 
agreeable gal dog given to occasional pro-
miscuity. This was only human of her. She 
was a cross between something and some-
thing else, as dogs should be. I do not like 
snooty purebred dogs who eat only at the 
finest restaurants and probably have psy-
chiatrists.

At night Penny sometimes slept on the 
foot of my bed, common in those days. 
When she wanted to go out, she scratched 
at the door, and went. I don’t know where 
she went. She was a grown dog, competent 
to manage her affairs. When she returned, 
she scratched, and came in. This did on two 
occasions result in new little dogs, but no 
system is perfect

Today she would require a license, vac-
cinations, enrolment in Obamacare, and an 
implanted chip so NSA could protect her 
from terrorists (always common in Athens). 
She would have to be constantly on a leash, 
like all other Americans, and Child Protec-
tive Services would carry my parents away 
for letting her sleep on my bed.

This would be for our own good. Statis-
tics from the Centers for Disease Control 
show that between 1950 and 1960, 1.2 mil-
lion Southern children died of dog poison-
ing. Further, unleashed dogs like Penny 
frequently killed and ate old people rocking 
on their porches. I didn’t understand that 
when Penny licked my hand, she was check-
ing for flavor.

Such was America, when it was America.  
It was a helluva country, warts and all, and 
Athens was a helluva childhood. These nev-
er will be again, but they were, and for those 
who knew them, it was enough.		   CT
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Readers will recall the famous per-
ceptual illusion in which the brain 
switches between seeing a young girl 
and an image intended to represent 

an ‘old crone’. The picture of course remains 
the same, but our minds flick between the 
two interpretations, unable to perceive both 
images at the same time.

The ‘mainstream media’ – that curious 
collection of elite-run, profit-maximising 
business interests sometimes known as ‘the 
free press’ – performs a similar perceptual 
trick. In reviewing comparable crimes by 
the West and its official enemies, it is able to 
flick between perceiving virtue in ‘our’ crim-
inality where only wickedness is found in 
‘theirs’. Indeed, though ‘our’ crimes may be 
as bad, as cynical, or worse, ‘their’ crimes are 
consistently perceived as being far uglier.

Not that ‘our’ crimes are completely ig-
nored. A Sunday Times editorial reviewed 
the life and career of former Israeli prime 
minister and general Ariel Sharon, who died 
on January 11:

‘His Unit 101 slaughtered 69 civilians in 
the Jordanian town of Qibya in 1953 and as 
defence minister he was blamed for the mas-
sacre of Palestinians in the Sabra and Shatila 
refugee camps by Israel’s Christian Phalange 
allies in 1982. He was forced to resign from 
his post.’ (Leading article, ‘The old warrior 
who turned to peace,’ Sunday Times, January 
12, 2014)

The Sunday Times described these as 
mere ‘black marks’, much as 9/11 and Hal-
abja were ‘black marks’ against bin Laden 
and Saddam Hussein, perhaps. Otherwise, 
Sharon was one of Israel’s ‘great nation-
builders’, ‘a military hero’; ‘He leaves an im-
portant legacy.’

The ‘black marks’ were noted with mini-
mal information, not even a rough idea of 
the number of victims at Sabra and Shatila. 
Up to 3,500 civilians were brutally massa-
cred on September 16-17, 1982. Peter Hart of 
Fairness and Accuracy in Reporting writes:

‘An official Israeli investigation known as 
the Kahan Commission found that Sharon 
had personally decided to send right-wing 
Christian paramilitary forces, known as the 
Phalangist militias, into Palestinian refugee 
camps immediately after Palestinians had 
been (falsely) accused of assassinating the 
Lebanese President-elect Bachir Gemayel, 
a Phalangist leader. The fact “that the Pha-
langists were liable to commit atrocities... 
did not concern [Sharon] in the least,” the 
Commission found.

‘After the massacre began, Israel assisted 
the killing by firing flares over the camp 
to provide illumination for the Phalangists 
(New York Times, 9/26/82). Recently declas-
sified Israeli documents (New York Times, 
9/17/12) show that when US officials pressed 
Sharon to order the militias out of the camps, 
he retorted, “If you don’t want the Lebanese 

In reviewing 
comparable 
crimes by the 
West and its 
official enemies, 
it is able to 
flick between 
perceiving virtue 
in ‘our’ criminality 
where only 
wickedness is 
found in ‘theirs’

Ariel Sharon: 
War is Peace
David Edwards on war crimes, media cover-ups and the reincarnation  
of the former Israeli prime minister as a compassionate leader
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to kill them, we will kill them.”’
The dead included infants, children, preg-

nant women and the elderly, some of whom 
had been raped and mutilated. As Hart in-
dicates, the Israeli government investigation 
found that Sharon bore ‘personal responsi-
bility’ for the atrocity.

According to Menachem Klein, a politics 
professor at Bar Ilan University, near Tel 
Aviv, Sharon’s founding of Unit 101, a ‘retri-
bution squad’ in the 1950s and 1960s, set the 
pattern for modern Israeli military strategy 
named. 

Israel-based journalist Jonathan Cook ex-
plains:

‘In Israel’s early years, Unit 101 carried out 
reprisals against Palestinian fighters across 
the armistice lines, in an attempt to deter 
future enemy raids into Israeli territory. 
In practice, however, the price was paid as 
much by civilians as fighters.’

Cook adds: ‘Today, Sharon’s military phi-
losophy is reflected in the Israeli army’s Da-
hiya doctrine – its policy in recent confron-
tations to send Israel’s neighbours in Gaza 
and Lebanon “into the dark ages” through 
massive destruction of their physical infra-
structure.’

An example was Sharon’s 1982 invasion 
of Lebanon, although it was not included 
among the Sunday Times’ ‘black marks’, nor 
even mentioned. In The Nation, Max Blu-
menthal describes the invasion, which cost 
the lives of 20,000 Lebanese and Palestin-
ians, most of them civilians:

‘Sharon sent Israeli tanks rumbling to-
wards Beirut without the approval of the 
rest of the cabinet, whom Sharon had de-
liberately deceived. Many of them were out-
raged, but it was too late to turn back.

‘Against fierce Palestinian resistance, one 
of the Middle East’s most vital and cosmo-
politan cities was laid to ruin. Sharon’s forc-
es flattened West Beirut with indiscriminate 
shelling, leaving streets strewn with unbur-
ied corpses. With each passing day, disease 
and famine spread at epidemic levels. In 
August, the day after the Israeli cabinet ac-

cepted US special envoy Philip Habib’s pro-
posal for the evacuation of the PLO, Sharon’s 
forces bombarded Beirut for seven hours 
straight, leaving 300 dead, most of them ci-
vilians. The Israeli sociologist Baruch Kim-
merling wrote that the raid “resembled the 
attack on Dresden by the Allies toward the 
end of World War II.”’

For the Sunday Telegraph, these horrors 
were ‘controversial methods’ to ‘secure his 
country’s future’. And anyway, Sharon ‘end-
ed his career with a more complex image, 
as a tough-minded statesman searching for 
peace. His example offers hope’. Apparently 
with a straight face, the editors concluded: 
‘as Ariel Sharon’s career showed, peace 
through dialogue is possible’.

For the Times, Sharon’s military record 
was ‘marked by two shocking episodes’. 
Again, just the two black marks: the massa-
cres in Qibya, and Sabra and Shatila, which 
were ‘the harsh aspects of Sharon’s career’. 
He was ‘uncompromising and divisive’, but 
the Times concluded:

‘Though an unlikely harbinger of peace 
and negotiation, that, finally, is what he 
was.’ (Leading article, ‘Warrior Statesman; 
Sharon’s military and political record was 
uncompromising and divisive; yet he was 
finally an unlikely advocate of peace and ne-
gotiation,’ January 13, 2014, the Times)

The Independent on Sunday published an 
article entitled, ‘Ariel Sharon: A hawk who 
might just have liberated the Palestinians.’

Middle East peace envoy, Tony Blair, said: 
‘His strategic objective never wavered. The 
state... had to be protected for future genera-
tions. When that meant fighting, he fought. 
When that meant making peace, he sought 
peace with the same iron determination.’ 

Peter Hart reports numerous, similarly 
‘hollow’ attempts to ‘portray Sharon as a 
peacemaker’ in the US media.

The Guardian refused to unreservedly 
damn Sharon as it reflexively does official 
enemies such as Milosevic, Saddam Hus-
sein, Gaddafi and Assad.

Senior Guardian commentator Jonathan 
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“I have never 
come across a 
single scintilla 
of evidence to 
support the notion 
of Sharon as a 
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Freedland opined that Sharon ‘was silenced 
by a stroke that left him lodged in the limbo 
between life and death. That state of ambi-
guity was strangely fitting for a figure who, 
after decades painted as either black or white 
– reviled by his enemies as the “butcher of 
Beirut”, loved by his admirers as “Arik, King 
of Israel” – ended his life an unexpected 
shade of grey’.

The Guardian editors wrote that it was 
‘tantalising to speculate that the illness of a 
man who had spent so much of his life at 
war may have robbed the region of its great-
est chance for peace’. They added:

‘There may be nostalgia for his decisive-
ness and strength, and we may applaud the 
withdrawal from Gaza, but we cannot cheer 
his role in creating the settlements, or his 
long-held belief that the fight against “ter-
ror” can be waged only with bullets and 
bombs.’

The reality is far uglier than either article 
suggests. Writing for the American Conser-
vative, Scott McConnell argues that Sharon 
actually sought to provoke ‘terror’:

‘There is reason to believe that Sharon felt 
that provoking the Palestinians to violence 
could be of strategic benefit for Israel...

‘I’ve heard other Israeli politicians argue 
in this vein, implying that they would actu-
ally welcome Palestinian violence, because 
militarily Israel is far stronger and can dam-
age Palestinian society far more in the con-
text of war than peace.’

Noam Chomsky concurs:
‘There is a long history of Israel provo-

cations to deter the threat of diplomacy... 
The effort to delay political accommodation 
has always made perfect sense... It is hard 
to think of another way to take over land 
where you are not wanted.’ (See our Media 
Alert: ‘The BBC, Impartiality, And The Hid-
den Logic Of Massacre,’ February 4, 2009)

Thus, Permanent War has facilitated a 
key aspect of Sharon’s legacy, the relent-
less spread of illegal settlements. Blumen-
thal describes Sharon as ‘the visionary be-
hind the settlements’. Sharon told Winston 

Churchill’s grandson:
‘We’ll make a pastrami sandwich out of 

them. We’ll insert a strip of Jewish settle-
ments in between the Palestinians, and then 
another strip of Jewish settlements right 
across the West Bank, so that in twenty-five 
years’ time, neither the United Nations nor 
the United States, nobody, will be able to 
tear it apart.’ 

Writing for The Jerusalem Fund, Yousef 
notes that Sharon ‘presided over the single 
largest period of expansion in the Israeli 
settler population, some 75,000, since the 
Menachem Begin era’. This, indeed, makes it 
hard to portray Sharon as a man of peace.

Avi Shlaim, Emeritus Professor of Inter-
national Relations at Oxford University, a 
leading scholar on the Israeli-Arab conflict, 
comments:

‘President George W. Bush famously 
called Sharon a man of peace. Sharon was 
nothing of the sort. He was a man of war 
through and through, and he called his au-
tobiography “Warrior, not Diplomat”. His 
approach to diplomacy reversed Clause-
witz’s dictum; for Sharon, diplomacy was 
the pursuit of war by other means. For the 
last 40 years, the Arab-Israeli conflict has 
been my main research interest, and I can 
honestly say that I have never come across 
a single scintilla of evidence to support the 
notion of Sharon as a man of peace.’

Chomsky takes a similar view:
‘Well, you know, there is a convention 

that you’re not supposed to speak ill of the 
recently dead, which unfortunately impos-
es a kind of vow of silence because there’s 
nothing else to say – there’s nothing good 
to say... He was a brutal killer. He had one 
fixed idea in mind, which drove him all his 
life: a greater Israel, as powerful as possible, 
as few Palestinians as possible – they should 
somehow disappear – and an Israel which 
could be powerful enough to dominate the 
region. The Lebanon War then, which was 
his worst crime, also had a goal of imposing 
a client state in Lebanon, a Maronite client 
state. And these were the driving forces of 
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his life.
‘The idea that the Gaza evacuation was a 

controversial step for peace is almost farci-
cal. By 2005, Gaza had been devastated, and 
he played a large role in that. The Israeli 
hawks could understand easily that it made 
no sense to keep a few thousand Israeli set-
tlers in Gaza using a very large percentage of 
its land and scarce water with a huge IDF, Is-
raeli army, contingent to protect them. What 
made more sense was to take them out and 
place them in the West Bank or the Golan 
Heights – illegal... The farce was a successful 
public relations effort.’

The withdrawal from Gaza was not about 
peace-making. As Max Blumenthal notes, it 
was about ‘setting the stage for a high-tech 
siege of that occupied coastal territory.’ 

Chomsky concludes of Sharon:
‘But his career is one of unremitting bru-

tality, dedication to the fixed idea of his life. 
He doubtless showed courage and commit-
ment to pursuing this ideal, which is an ugly 
and horrific one.’

Thus, where comparable crimes by the 

West’s enemies elicit outrage and bitter con-
demnation, the crimes of a leading ally are 
whitewashed as ‘harsh’, ‘controversial’, mere 
‘black marks’ against an otherwise ‘pragmat-
ic’ and honourable nationalist serving his 
people. Though the facts demand a sceptical 
interpretation of the ‘almost farcical’ move 
in the direction of ‘peace’, the ‘mainstream’ 
finds overwhelming evidence of benevolent 
intent. Language magically transforms the 
‘crone’ of ‘unremitting brutality’ into the 
lovely aspect of compassion. War is peace! 

For people with eyes to see – notably, 
people without a career in journalism to 
jeopardise – it could hardly be more obvious 
that the ‘free press’ functions as an arm of 
state propaganda. The public mind is under 
constant attack by a vast illusion machine 
bending reason and reversing truth to pres-
ent the interests of a tiny, ruthless elite as 
‘the national interest’.

David Edwards is the co-editor of 
MediaLens, the British media watchdog – 
http://medialens.org
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T he death of former Israeli leader Ariel 
Sharon enlivened US media’s inter-
est in the legacy of a man considered 
by many a war criminal, and by some 

a hero. In fact, the supposed heroism of Sha-
ron was at the heart of CNN coverage of his 
death on January 11.

Sharon spent the last eight years prior to 
his death in a coma, but apparently not long 
enough for US corporate media to wake up 
from its own moral coma. CNN online’s cover-
age presented Sharon as a man of heroic stat-
ure, who was forced to make tough choices 
for the sake of his own people. “Throughout, 
he was called ‘The Bulldozer,’ a fearless leader 
who got things done,” wrote Alan Duke.

In his article, “Ariel Sharon, former Israeli 
Prime Minister, dead at 85”, Duke appeared 
to be confronting Sharon’s past head on. In 
reality, he cleverly whitewashed the man’s 
horrendous crimes, while finding every op-
portunity to recount his fictional virtue. 
“Many in the Arab world called Sharon ‘the 
Butcher of Beirut’ after he oversaw Israel’s 
1982 invasion of Lebanon while serving as 
defense minister,” Duke wrote.

Nevertheless, Sharon was not called the 
‘The Bulldozer’ for being ‘a fearless leader’ 
nor do Arabs call him ‘the Butcher of Beirut’ 
for simply ‘overseeing’ the invasion of Leba-
non. Duke is either ignorant or oblivious 
to the facts, but the blame is not his alone, 
since references to Sharon’s heroism was a 

staple in CNN’s coverage.
Sharon’s demise, however, and the flood 

of robust eulogies will neither change the 
facts of his blood-socked history, nor erase 
the ‘facts on the ground’ – as in the many il-
legal colonies that Sharon has so dedicatedly 
erected on occupied Palestinian land.

Following the Israeli occupation of Gaza 
along with the rest of Palestine in 1967, Sha-
ron was entrusted with the bloody task of 
“pacifying” the headstrong Strip as he was 
the head of the southern command of the Is-
rael Defense Forces. Sharon was dubbed the 
“Bulldozer” for he understood that pacify-
ing Gaza would require heavy armored ve-
hicles, and Gaza’s crowded neighborhoods 
and alleyways weaving through its destitute 
refugee camps were not suited for heavy ma-
chinery.

Therefore, he resolved to bulldoze thou-
sands of homes, preparing the way for tanks 
and bulldozers to move in and topple even 
more homes. Modest estimates put the num-
ber of homes destroyed in August 1970 alone 
at 2,000. 

Over 16,000 Palestinians were made 
homeless and thousands were forced to re-
locate from one refugee camp into another. 
The Beach Refugee Camp near Gaza City 
sustained most of the damage. Many fled 
for their lives, taking refuge in mosques and 
UN schools and tents. Sharon’s declared ob-
jective was targeting the terrorist infrastruc-

The whitewashing 
of Ariel Sharon
He was a war criminal, not a hero, writes Ramzy Baroud
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ture. What he in fact meant was targeting 
the very population that resisted and aided 
the resistance, for they indeed were the very 
infrastructure he harshly pounded for many 
days and weeks. Sharon’s bloody sweep also 
resulted in the execution of 104 resistance 
fighters and the deportation of hundreds of 
others. Some were sent to Jordan, others to 
Lebanon, and the rest were simply left to rot 
in the Sinai desert.

But Sharon’s violence was part of an 
equally disturbing logic. He believed that any 
strategic long term plan to secure Israel must 
have at its heart a violent campaign aimed 
at disorienting Palestinians. He was quick to 
capitalize on the Allon plan, named after Yi-
gal Allon, a former general and minister in 
the Israeli government, who took on the task 
of drawing an Israeli vision for the newly 
conquered Palestinian territories.

Sharon recounts standing on a dune near 
Gaza with cabinet ministers, explaining that 
along with military measures to control the 
Strip, he wanted ‘fingers” of settlements 
separating its cities, chopping the region in 
four. Another ‘finger’ would thrust through 
the edge of Sinai, helping create a ‘Jewish 
buffer zone between Gaza and Sinai to cut 
off the flow of weapons’ and divide the two 
regions in case the rest of Sinai was ever 
returned to Egypt. That legacy disfigured 
and isolated Gaza, even years after Sharon 
implemented his policy of unilateral ‘disen-
gagement’ in 2005. He relocated the settlers 
to other illegal colonies in the West Bank 
and imposed a hermetic siege on the Strip, 
the consequences of which remain suffocat-
ing and deadly.

Sharon was keen on espousing or exploit-
ing on the division of his enemies. He moved 
against Lebanon in 1982, when the country 
was at its weakest point, exhausted by divi-
sion and civil war. And when Israeli forces 
finally occupied Lebanon in 1982, as PLO 
fighters were shipped by sea to many coun-
tries around the Middle East, a triumphant 
Sharon permitted his Christian Phalangist 
allies to enter the defenseless Sabra and ß 

refugee camps. 
In the days between September 16-18, 

1982, as Israeli troops completely besieged 
the camps, the Phalangists entered the area 
and carried out a massacre that gruesomely 
defined both the Lebanese civil war and the 
Israeli invasion, killing thousands of Palestin-
ian refugees, mostly butchered with knives, 
but also gunned down.

Although partly discredited after his disas-
trous war in Lebanon, Israeli voters brought 
him back repeatedly, to lead the rightwing Li-
kud party in May 1999 and as a prime minister 
of Israel in Feb. 2011. The aim was to subdue 
rebelling Palestinians during the Second Inti-
fada. In fact, it was Sharon’s provocative ‘visit’ 
to one of Islam’s holiest shrines a few months 
earlier that sparked anger among Palestinians 
and, among other factors, started the upris-
ing.

Sharon attempted to crush the uprising 
with the support and blessings of the US, 
but he failed. By the end of August 2001, 495 
Palestinians and 154 Israelis were killed.  In-
ternational attempts at sending UN observer 
forces were thwarted by a US veto on March 
27, thus paving the way for the Israeli army to 
thrash its way into Palestinian refugee camps 
and other areas formerly controlled by the 
Palestinian Authority.

In March and April 2002, Sharon ordered 
Operation ‘Defensive Wall’, which resulted 
in major military incursions into most West 
Bank cities, causing massive destruction 
and unprecedented bloodletting. The Israeli 
operation led to the killing of hundreds of 
Palestinians, the reoccupation of major Pal-
estinian towns, the destruction of Arafat’s 
headquarters in Ramallah, and the subse-
quent besiegement of the Palestinian leader 
in his barely standing office.

Sharon was no hero. It is time for US me-
dia to wake up from its own coma, and con-
front reality through commonsense and the 
most basic human rights values. It should 
not be looking through the prism of the 
most rightwing, if not fascist, elements of Is-
raeli society.					      CT

Ramzy Baroud is 
an internationally-
syndicated 
columnist, a 
media consultant 
and the editor of 
PalestineChronicle.
com. His latest book 
is “My Father Was 
a Freedom Fighter: 
Gaza’s Untold 
Story” (Pluto Press, 
London)
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In the middle of the 70s, Ariel Sharon asked 
me to arrange something for him – a meet-
ing with Yasser Arafat.

A few days before, the Israeli media had 
discovered that I was in regular contact with 
the leadership of the PLO, which was listed 
at the time as a terrorist organization. 

I told Sharon that my PLO contacts would 
probably ask what he intended to propose to 
the Palestinians. He told me that his plan was 
to help the Palestinians to overthrow the Jor-
danian monarchy, and turn Jordan into a Pal-
estinian state, with Arafat as its president. 

“What about the West Bank?” I asked.
“Once Jordan becomes Palestine, there 

will no longer be a conflict between two 
peoples, but between two states. That will be 
much easier to resolve. We shall find some 
form of partition, territorial or functional, or 
we shall rule the territory together.”  

My friends submitted the request to Ara-
fat, who laughed it off. But he did not miss 
the opportunity to tell King Hussein about 
it. Hussein disclosed the story to a Kuwaiti 
newspaper, Alrai, and that’s how it came 
back to me.

Sharon’s plan was revolutionary at the 
time. Almost the entire Israeli establishment 
– including Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin and 
Defense Minister Shimon Peres – believed in 
the so-called “Jordanian option”: the idea 
that we must make peace with King Hussein. 
The Palestinians were either ignored or con-

sidered arch-enemies, or both. 
Five years earlier, when the Palestinians in 

Jordan were battling the Hashemite regime 
there, Israel came to the aid of the king at the 
request of Henry Kissinger. I proposed the 
opposite in my magazine: to aid the Palestin-
ians. Sharon later told me that he, a general 
at the time, had asked the General Staff to do 
the same, though for a different end. My idea 
was to create a Palestinian state in the West 
Bank, his was to create it in the East Bank.

(The idea of turning Jordan into Palestine 
has a generally unknown linguistic back-
ground. In Hebrew usage, “Eretz Israel” is 
the land on both sides of the Jordan River, 
where the ancient Hebrew tribes settled ac-
cording to the Biblical myth. In Palestinian 
usage, “Filastin” is only the land on the West 
side of the river. Therefore is quite natural 
for ignorant Israelis to ask the Palestinians to 
set up their state beyond the Jordan. For Pal-
estinians, that means setting up their state 
abroad.)

At the time, Sharon was in political exile.  
In 1973 he left the army, after realizing that 
he had no chance of becoming Chief of Staff. 
This may seem odd, since he was already rec-
ognized as an outstanding battlefield com-
mander. The trouble was that he was also 
known as an insubordinate officer, who de-
spised his superiors and his peers (as well as 
everybody else.) Also, his relationship with 
the truth was problematical. David Ben-

Sharon was an 
insubordinate 
officer, who 
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superiors and his 
peers

The imperator
Uri Avnery recalls Sharon and his catastrophic legacy
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Gurion wrote in his diary that Sharon could 
be an exemplary military officer, if only he 
could abstain from lying.

When he left the army, Sharon almost 
single-handedly created the Likud by 
unifying all the right-wing parties. That’s 
when I chose him the first time as Haolam 
Hazeh’s Man of the Year and wrote a large 
biographical article about him. A few days 
later, the Yom Kippur War broke out, and 
Sharon was drafted back into the army. His 
part in it is considered by many as pure ge-
nius, by others as a story of insubordina-
tion and luck. A photo of him with his head 
bandaged became his trademark, though it 
was only a slight wound caused by hitting 
his head on his command vehicle. (To be 
fair, he was really wounded in battle, like 
me, in 1948.)

After the Yom Kippur war, the argument 
about his part in that war became the center 
of “the battle of the generals”. He started to 
visit me at my home to explain his moves, 
and we became quite friendly.

He left the Likud when he realized that he 
could not become its leader as long as Men-
achem Begin was around. He started to chart 
his own course. That’s when he asked for the 
meeting with Arafat. 

He was thinking about creating a new 
party, neither right nor left, but led by him 
and “outstanding personalities” from all 
over the political landscape. He invited me 
to join, and we had long conversations at his 
home.

I must explain here that for a long time I 
had been looking for a person with military 
credentials to lead a large united peace camp. 
A leader with such a background would make 
it much easier for us to gain public support 
for our aims. Sharon fitted the recipe. (As 
Yitzhak Rabin did later.) Yet during our con-
versations it became clear to me that he had 
basically remained a right-winger.

In the end Sharon set up a new party 
called Shlomtzion (“Peace of Zion”), which 
was a dismal failure on election day. The 
next day, he rejoined the Likud.

The Likud had won the elections and Be-
gin became Prime Minister. If Sharon had 
hoped to be appointed Minister of Defense, 
he was soon disabused. Begin did not trust 
him. Sharon looked like a general who might 
organize a coup. The powerful new Finance 
Minister said that if Sharon became com-
mander-in-chief, he would “send his tanks 
to surround the Knesset.”

(There was a joke making the rounds at 
the time: Defense Minister Sharon would call 
for a meeting of the General Staff and an-
nounce: “Comrades, tomorrow morning at 
06.00 we take over the government!” For a 
moment the audience was dumfounded, and 
then it broke out into riotous laughter.) 

However, when Begin’s preferred Defense 
Minister, the former Air Force chief Ezer 
Weizman, resigned, Begin was compelled to 
appoint Sharon as his successor. For the sec-
ond time I chose Sharon as Haolam Hazeh’s 
Man of the Year. He took this very seriously 
and sat with me for many hours, in several 
meetings at his home and office, in order to 
explain his ideas. 

One of them, which he expounded at the 
same time to the US strategic planners, was 
to conquer Iran. When Ayatollah Khomeini 
dies, he said, there will begin a race between 
the Soviet Union and the US to determine 
who will arrive first on the scene and take 
over. The US is far away, but Israel can do the 
job. With the help of heavy arms that the US 
will store in Israel well before, our army will 
be in full possession before the Soviets move. 
He showed me the detailed maps of the ad-
vance, hour by hour and day by day.

This was typical Sharon, His vision was 
wide and all-embracing. His listener was 
left breathless, comparing him to the ordi-
nary little politicians, devoid of vision and 
breadth. But his ideas were generally based 
on abysmal ignorance of the other side, and 
therefore came to naught.  

At the same time, nine months before the 
Lebanon War, he disclosed to me his Grand 
Plan for a new Middle East of his making. He 
allowed me to publish it, provided I did not 




