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Chapter 1 
 

- Introduction - 

 
(Jan. 25, 2006) In the examination and discussion of complex cases it sometimes is 
helpful to approach the issue in a literary way and to gradually range it in the texture of 
relations and emotions which are connected with it and which, in fact, constitute the root 
of their assessment as being complex cases. Especially in sensitive cases it is rather 
impossible to be objective. For a poet, subjectivity is a matter of course in both the own 
work and the work of others. Subjectivity is not a priori to be equated with bias, but it 
first and foremost means to not deny the own perceptions and parameters and to include 
them. This certainly is also true for journalists. Only that artists can resort to a wider 
range of means of expression and to alternative approaches. 
 
Derived from this philosophy, the rubric "Meet the Press/Pressezeit" was released on Anis 
Online in September 2004. The first object of study was the German Sueddeutsche 
Zeitung which was accompanied online for three weeks. It was followed by the 
newspaper Kieler Nachrichten in December 2004.1 This third part deviates from the 
earlier parts, because it is not about an online accompanying of a newspaper, but about 
a review of the controversial book "Flowers of Galilee" by Israel Shamir as well as about 
the reception of both book and author, in different publics. The title "Meet the 
Press/Pressezeit" may still appear adequate, if the term "press" is understood in its 
widest sense, including also the internet public. The "live" notion of the rubric will be 
maintained in so far as spontaneous comments and reactions will be integrated in the 
study. As the time span of examination will be longer this time and as interim results will 
be put online, this structure seems to be a realistic plan. 
 
Background of the Flower Debate: On December 30, 2005, Fritz Edlinger, Gerenal 
Secretary of the Society for Austrian-Arab relations, wanted to sign the Dortmund 
Declaration which mainly says that Israel criticism must not be forbidden with the anti-
Semitism argument. The signature was denied to him, because he was charged of being 
the publisher of the translation of Israel Shamir's controversial book „Flowers of Galilee“ 
in Austria.2  
 
It appeared that a discussion about this case was difficult. Concerning Shamir, indeed it 
is necessary, also in my opinion, to take a distance from some utterances, attitudes and 
actions, as they go too far. Nevertheless, a demonization and total rejection bears the 
danger of authoritarian side effects in the exaggeration. The claim of demarcations from 
Evil can lead to the relativization of democratic principles. Therefore it is necessary to 
deal with these subjects. 
 
Here now, after several starts, follows the flowers debate, portrayed from different 
angles. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 See www.anis-online.de/mediendatenbank/PressezeitSZ/e-intro.htm and www.anis-
online.de/mediendatenbank/PressezeitKN/intro.htm (each one also as PDF there, the Sueddeutsche also in 
English) 
2
 "Dortmunder Erklärung" (Dortmund Declaration): www.steinbergrecherche.com/dortmundererklaerung.htm - 

Concerning Edlinger see newspaper article (German) in "Der Standard" Dec 21, 2005 (Editor Edlinger distances 
himself from "anti-Semitic book-passages", http://derstandard.at/?url=/?id=2281609) and the statement by 
Fritz Edlinger from Dec. 20, 2005 concerning a Palestine event in Graz (4 pages, in German, PDF file): 
www.saar.at/pdf/Brief201205.pdf 
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- Interview with Fritz Edlinger - 

 
AH: Herr Edlinger, it appeared in public that you have changed your opinion about the 

book "Flowers of Galilee" in a relevant way after that you published the German 

translation. Did this come about out of external pressure or did you miss some bits in the 

reading or how can this be imagined?  

 
FE: When I read the English text of the book for the first time I had an extremely 
ambivalent feeling. On the one hand I was impressed by the literary style of Israel 
Shamir and I also liked his essays on the cultural, historico-cultural and folkloristic details 
of Palestine. On the other hand, I personally did not like the religious over-emphasis of 
some of his contributions. Especially problematic for me were his sometimes aggressive 
anti-Jewish statements. After longer considerations and consultations with the editor we 
decided to publish a German translation, despite all pros and cons, and yet with the 
exclusion of some of the massively anti-Jewish passages. His depictions of the old 
Palestine, which in the meantime has mostly been destroyed by the Zionist settlers, 
impressed me in such a way that I decided to publish the book, being aware that one or 
another passage would still be disturbing.  
 
Thus I was prepared for a certain amount of commotion. It was the extend that 
astonished me a little. Yet I would like to mention in this context that in the beginning 
there had for months not been any negative reactions, at all. Then a massive campaign 
set in, a couple of quotations were transmitted throughout Europe and finally caught by 
some anti-fascist and pro-Israeli organisations. The fact that many of the diffused 
quotations were completely taken out of context and that some of the activists have 
never looked into the book themselves was not a new phenomenon to me. It is usual in 
this kind of campaigns. No news, either, to personally be defamed as an anti-Semite, as I 
have for more than 25 years been a committed worker for the legitimate rights of the 
Palestinian people. I had experienced the vehemence of the anti-Semitism club several 
times before, swung by "politically correct" lobbyists. This time it was especially dense 
and also from unexpected sides.  
 
So, after these impressions, I read the text over and over again and indeed found that 
some of the passages actually are not acceptable in this way. Additionally, in the course 
of this really unpleasant and arduous discussion I was confronted with activities and 
facets of Israel Shamir's character which I did not know before. He does have some 
extremely questionable political connections and will be a rather problematic character 
personally, too. As you know, I have publically admitted that and dissociated from these 
passages. Besides, I took the book off in my own sphere of action, the Association for 
Austrian-Arab Relations. In my view this is more than enough, I am not a fascist to 
organize public burnings of books.  
 
AH: As will be shown later on, there are very sharp rejections of this book and its author 

in the public. It receives labels like "one of the most evil sedition pamphlets since 1945". 

Most of all, the reproach of anti-Semitism constantly appears in the critics. It seems as if 

the reception is more revealing than the book itself. Do you agree?  

 
FE: On the reproach of anti-Semitism against this book I already had a word. I do accept 
that some passages are anti-Semitic or, at least, can be interpreted this way. However, I 
do not want to bring myself too much into the debate on Jewish anti-Semitism and 
Jewish self-hatred, respectively. There are others better suited for this by far.  
 
You certainly are right that the manner of the whole campaign as such already is most 
interesting. As mentioned, I several times made the experience that people turned 
against the book, its author, against me and the editor without even having read the 
book. Some did not even know the selective collection of quotes, but only pamphlets 
authored by biased journalists and/or scientists. Also, the connection between the 
political situation in the Middle East and anti-Semitism (in this case mostly the so-called 
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new anti-Semitism) was simply denied by some of the participants of the debate. The 
very committee, which e.g. had mobilized against my participation in an event at the 
University of Graz, told me in a personal encounter that they do not know anything about 
the Israeli Palestinian conflict and thus were unable to talk about it. That they simply 
were against any kind of anti-Semitism, everything else would not be their concern. I 
remarked that it was not as simple as that and they can be subject of playing a special 
role in the strategy of the Israeli government, who defame all attacks against their 
unlawful policy of occupation as anti-Semitic, but they only repeated the same slogans 
over and over again. In this context, it is not surprising, either, that the labelling as "the 
most evil anti-Semitic sedition pamphlet since 1945" originates in the writing-office of an 
absolute pro-Israeli documentation centre in Vienna.  
 
In summary: there surely are anti-Semitic passages in the book, or at least such which 
can be interpreted this way. I may have to take the blame for having distributed this. 
Another empirical fact in my view is that unfortunately many people, who have mobilized 
and polemized against this book as well as against other books critical of Israel and/or 
anti-Zionist books, are not really concerned with anti-Semitism. Those lobbyists are 
simply concerned with hushing up the untenable policy of Israel's and to distract people 
from their crimes.  
 
AH: Why did you want to sign the Dortmund Declaration and what was the reaction? 

 
FE: Most of all, I wanted to sign this declaration to express my personal solidarity with 
those initiatives and individuals in Germany, who are active against this very 
instrumentalization of anti-Semitism on behalf of the Israeli government. Yet, especially 
the latest events (law-suit between Melzer-Broder, campaigns against Rupert Neudeck 
and Ludwig Watzal etc.) clearly indicated the necessity to decidedly oppose this terror of 
opinion by the "politically correct". 
 
Therefore I was rather surprised when the promoter of the Dortmund Declaration told me 
he does not accept my signature as he blames me, at least, for the distribution of anti-
Semitic thoughts. Whether he had read "Flowers of Galilee" himself at that point or 
whether he was referring to second or third hand information is not known to me. This 
rejection astonished me, but what touched me most unpleasantly was the apodictic tone 
as well as the demand according to which my signature might eventually be accepted if I 
authored an extended dissociation of Israel Shamir and the book "Flowers of Galilee". 
Well, I do not know Herr Steinberg personally, but the man does seem to have a rather 
odd understanding of tolerance, freedom of opinion and the culture of discussion. This 
demand appears to me to be a hybrid of clerical and party-political authority thinking. I 
was under the impression that both lays behind us, seen from a historico-culturally 
angle, at least here in Central Europe.  
 
In this context, I would like to report about an experience I had to make several times in 
the course of the years: when the talk is about Israel I repeatedly noticed that Jewish 
friends, for whom their Jewishness is absolutely no subject, as well as it is not in our 
personal relationships, suddenly behaved in a strange and reserved way. I have some 
explanations for this phenomenon, they are well applicable to non-Zionist Jews, too. They 
range from a sometimes extremely strong milieu pressure   (it surely is no pleasure for 
secular non-Zionist Jews, either, to continuously be defamed to be a traitor or something 
like that by Zionists and/or believing Jews) to a self-censorship in the anticipation of 
doing the right thing. Also in Jews, who are very critical of Israel, I had to make the 
experience that they do differentiate between the people who criticize Israel. Apparently, 
non-Jews (especially when from Austria or Germany) are granted a lower degree of 
Israel criticism than what they grant to themselves. Several times I have been 
confronted with the surprising situation that Jews, who are very critical of Israel, rejected 
my criticism or, at least, relativized it. It cannot be excluded that this aloofness, too, has 
something to do with a more or less consciously articulated reproach or reservation 
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because of anti-Semitism. Apparently, the principle "Quod licet Iovi not licet Bovi" is 
applied here. 
 

AH: What do you think are the central issues in the flowers debate?  

 
FE: For me there are two central issues at the outset: the discussion about anti-Semitism 
and Jewish self-hatred as well as the question of the political instrumentalization of anti-
Semitism on behalf of the Israeli occupation policy.  
 
Concerning the issue of anti-Semitism there hardly is anything I would like to add to 
what I already said. Due to my own political socialisation (My origin is in left social 
democracy and in the course of my political education in the sixties the radical rejection 
of every kind of fascism was, so to speak, my political mother's milk; until today I feel 
committed to slogans like "nip it in the bud" and "no more war" and I emphatically reject 
every kind of anti-Semitism and every other kind of racism!) I consider myself rather 
immune against every kind of anti-Semitism, be it old or new. However, I have to add 
that I find the theory of the so-called new anti-Semitism, which has been developed in 
the past years by the relevant "skilled authorities", most problematic. The standard 
definitions are so ambiguous and vague that the circle of these new anti-Semites can be 
widely extended at discretion. Not long ago we could witness the attempt of defining 
anti-Semitism in the Berlin Centre for anti-Semitism Research. In this context I plead for 
the limitation on the hard facts of old anti-Semitism (i.e. glorification of National 
Socialism, Holocaust denial, different aspects of old Christian anti-Semitism etc.) and to 
leave all the other novel definitions to the realm of unscientific speculation.  
 
I cannot and will not contribute to the really interesting discussion about Jewish anti-
Semitism and Jewish self-hatred (Although, as a disciple of Bruno Kreisky, who was 
reproached for all this himself, I have some observations available.)  
 
This leads me to the second central issue in the flowers debate: the political 
instrumentalization of anti-Semitism. I mentioned before that this is the real stirring 
issue for me personally. For here we come down to - if you excuse the casual expression 
- the nitty-gritty. It is about the political reality. For by now it is a truism that the political 
establishment in Israel and a considerable part of international Jewish organisations are 
using the reproach of anti-Semitism as a weapon against all critics of the Israeli policy of 
expansion and occupation. Even in situations, where there is no use whatsoever of anti-
Semitic argumentation, the club of anti-Semitism suspicion is swung at once - see the 
theory of "new anti-Semitism". As I have been dealing with Israel/Palestine for more 
than 25 years I can even draw some historical comparisons. There is one fact I see 
without a doubt: the more violent the Israeli occupation policy and with it its grade of 
violating the law of nations had become the more use was made of the weapon of the 
approach of anti-Semitism. Now the Israeli policy of land robbery and occupation 
doubtlessly has reached its peak under Arik Sharon so that there is the natural need for 
an adequate propagandistic compensation. Next to the known thesis (mostly generated 
by Israel and accepted by the US), according to which there is no dialogue partner on the 
Palestinian side, the anti-Semitism argument worldwide is the most important vehicle for 
the enforcement and implementation of the Israeli policy. Thus, to me there is a clear 
connection between the manner and extension of the Israeli policy and the intense and 
abundant use of the "weapon of anti-Semitism". This is an important thing to clearly 
mention also in the context of the flowers debate.  
 
Another short remark in the context of the odd debate with Herr Steinberg: there were 
many things important to him, in the end he presented an immense list of quotations and 
demands for dissociation, but he did not see or did not want to see the context between 
the discussion about the book and the Israeli policy, either, at least it did not play any 
role, at all, in our correspondence.  
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AH: In one of your latest articles you plead for "dialogue instead of exclusion", also in 

respect to Hamas who won the elections. What kind of a dialogue do you have in mind? 

 
FE: Let me state, first of all, that I am an absolute follower of the principle to solve 
political conflicts, both on the national and the international levels, with nonviolent 
political means. Thus I am deliberately against violence, no matter who exerts it. 
Violence does not solve conflicts, but it only creates new ones. And what is regarded a 
legitimate use of violence for a "noble cause" by one individual, may be conceived as 
terror by somebody else. The recent inconclusive debate in the framework of the United 
Nations proved it once more. The Israeli Palestinian conflict is a textbook example for 
how violence only generates counter-violence and how violence only moves people farer 
away from a solution of the factual questions which are the fundament of the conflict. 
 
With my appeal "dialogue instead of exclusion" I have mainly referred to the European 
Union. The EU in its first reaction on the surprisingly clear election victory of the Hamas 
in the elections of the Palestinian Legislative Council had immediately confronted Hamas 
with some indispensable demands. They would have to distance themselves from terror, 
to acknowledge the existential right of the State of Israel and, more or less, accept Oslo 
and the Road Map. Until today I am waiting for a similarly ultimate demand for the Israeli 
government to stop at once all state terror like air-raids on Palestinian cities and villages 
as well as the so-called targeted killings. Neither was there a word that Israel shall 
withdraw from all the areas occupied in 1967 - following the relevant UN resolutions - 
and in such a way create the suppositions for the foundation of a viable Palestinian state. 
It was a completely one-sided and provocative statement which strongly contradicts the 
principle of peaceful conflict resolution, allegedly so much promoted by the EU. Yet there 
is no doubt, at all, about the fact that Hamas will have to change in order to lead a 
dialogue on peace. But the same is true for Israel! You cannot expect a dialogue when 
you exclude one of the two partners at the outset. Unfortunately, the EU, with this 
contribution, followed the very pattern of exclusion and of the creation of unnecessary 
enemy thinking which for decades has been responsible for the complete failure of any 
Israeli Palestinian peace talk. To the same amount, to which Palestinians cannot choose 
their discussion partners on the Israeli side, Israel and the whole world cannot escape to 
acknowledge those powers on the Palestinian side which emerged from democratic 
elections as representatives of the Palestinian people, and this is Hamas, whether we like 
it or not. Should we not finally accept this democratic principle and should we not leave a 
minimum of autonomy and freedom of decision to the Palestinian people, then to my 
mind it is to be expected that unfortunately a new bloody chapter will be opened in the 
history of the Israeli Palestinian conflict. 
 
AH: Do you see any relations or parallels between the flowers debate and the current 

cartoons debate? 

 
FE: Without wanting to move too deeply into the issue I can say that there are quite 
some parallels. To name but a few: the existence of taboos and the consciously 
provocative violation of these taboos, the creation and the strengthening of enemy 
thinking, the creation of double standards and the exploitation of mistakes/undesirable 
developments of the respective other party for one's own ends. But above all stands the 
bad culture of not wanting to take note of the other and of rejecting the dialogue.  
 
As a socialist I am not much concerned with religious matters and I feel very much 
obliged to the values of enlightenment. In the case at hand, however, the freedom of 
opinion is not the real core of the issue, it rather is about a consciously provoked 
confrontation. The whole action of the Danish paper "Jyllands-Posten", which obviously is 
an ultra-right-wing, racist concoction and which had refused the publication of allegedly 
anti-Christian caricatures, was a thoroughly planned action.  Thus there is a scandalous, 
racist, criminal action hostile to foreigners which hides behind the guise of freedom of 
opinion.  And this is to be rejected most emphatically, despite freedom of opinion and 
tolerance. One should not neglect the political environment, either: this right-wing 
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government in Denmark, which has been ruling for many years, pursues one of the most 
hostile policies towards foreigners, at all. It is characterized by the creation of enemy 
pictures and by intentional provocations. When the Danish prime minister - many months 
after the publication of the caricatures and several months after he had refused the 
dialogue with the Arab-Islamic ambassadors - apologizes for the whole thing, then this is 
utterly incredible. Here a conscious policy of exclusion and discrimination is followed. In 
this respect there is a huge resemblance with the Israeli Palestinian conflict and, in the 
end, with the flowers debate.   
 
The violent reactions against European institutions in different Islamic states pose an 
absolutely incomprehensible over-reaction and therefore are to be vehemently 
denounced. Those Islamic politicians, who have approved of these actions or even 
provoked them, are to be denounced most of all. They mainly misused religious 
sentiments for selfish interests of maintaining their power. However, I want to stress in 
this context that many Islamic politicians have by all means behaved in a responsible 
way by sharply condemning the street violence which had gotten out of control. And yet I 
also do not want to ignore that in Europe, too, there have been enough scandalous, also 
lukewarm statements which denied and belittled the actual problem - the French minister 
of the interior Sarkozy was especially eager in this once again. In view of the month-long 
case history, the hostile policy of Denmark concerning foreigners and the clear tendency 
of the entire EU towards a more rigid foreigners' policy verbal apologies and appeals for 
moderation - as e.g. in the Austrian EU presidency - just do not suffice anymore. For 
here the whole foreign policy of the EU is concerned, too, the security policy, the Middle 
East policy and in the end also the policy towards foreigners. Which by no means is 
tolerant, sympathetic and cooperative. This again is a clear parallel to the flowers and the 
Middle East debate: one can hardly escape the impression that it is about a dialogue 
among the deaf.   
 
There would be a lot more to say, e.g. the question in how far this mostly uncontrolled 
explosion is the expression of a totally unreligious inferiority complex of the Arab Islamic 
people. But there is one last thing I want to say, in order to avoid more and less 
conscious misunderstandings: of course it is wrong to blame Europe alone for this latest 
confrontation. Some few Arab commentators had the courage to also point to the blatant 
mistakes and weaknesses of Islam as a religion or of the Islamic states, respectively. As 
long as Islam in its great majority appears to be a rigid theocracy, unchanged for 
centuries, as long as it provides the spiritual and political justification for dictatorial 
states, for inhumane interpretations of the law and for terrorist aberrances it will not be 
able to deny a certain amount of guilt in respect to the widespread socio-political and 
cultural misery in the Islamic world. And exactly this is the actually interesting question: 
when and under which conditions will Islam finally throw the ballast of medieval 
conceptions and rules overboard and contribute to the emancipation and social 
development of the Muslims? There are some approaches in the worldwide Islamic 
community ("Umma"), but nothing more until now. The West, however, which in the past 
days and weeks has once more acted as if it was totally superior both spiritually and 
politically, should in this case rather step back a little and be aware of its high degree of 
guilt concerning the current situation in the Orient. This is why most of the statements of 
European politicians, however sympathetic and balancing they are supposed to be, sound 
hollow and incredible. 
 
 

- The Reproach of anti-Semitism - 

 
(Feb. 11, 2006) I sat at the computer translating the final sentences of the Fritz Edlinger 
interview into English. It seemed to me like the opening in pool billiards, when the balls 
are kicked off and distributed in all colors over the table. The recurring discourse on the 
reproach of anti-Semitism... Human rights advocate Felicia Langer has written about it a 
lot in the last years, warning of the dangers. Former German legislator Jamal Karsli wrote 
a book with many sources on the subject, I have it here. Most of the participants known 
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to me in the Middle East discourse, including Israel Shamir, are concerned with the 
reproach of anti-Semitism and in most cases regard it to be controversial. I also 
produced a longer source study with 400 examples from the German press and in this 
framework held lectures in Duesseldorf and at the University of Leipzig.3  
 
There still seems to be only a small awareness of the fact that the reproach of anti-
Semitism (among other situations) always appears in public whenever the Israeli policy 
of violence is consequently refused and criticized. As if occupation and oppression was 
part of the Jewish state's right of existence. In this way, the reproach of anti-Semitism 
(in parts) becomes structural and cultural violence in the sense Galtung's philosophy. As 
a pacifist, I am not resistant against such reproaches, either. On the internet, for 
example, there is a page for me where it reads: "Despite his activity for the peace 
process in the Middle East he often is one-sided pro-Palestinian. Concepts like "anti-
Semitism" pose problems to him (essay on anti-Semitism). He also deals with concepts 
like 'right-wing populism' as if he wants to justify them. In ATTAC he belongs to those 
who promotes the condemnation of the Israelis and thus exposed himself to the reproach 
of anti-Semitism himself."4  
 
Quod licet Iovi... All that is allowed to Jupiter... non licet bovi... is not necessarily allowed 
to an ox... Israel (since long ago) has a right to exist, Palestine hasn't. Israel has an 
army and atomic weapons, Palestine hasn't. Jews may immigrate, the millions of 
Palestinian refugees, despite UN resolutions, must not go back to their homeland. Jewish 
Israelis have their own laws, Palestinians haven't. There are reports about attacks 
against Jews, many more than reports about attacks on Palestinians. Compare for 
yourself by reading the headlines on www.TheHeadlines.Org next to your usual 
newspaper for a month.  
 
It is part of the German "reason of state" to secure the existence of Israel, as our present 
foreign minister recently formulated, including the violations of international law and the 
human rights. We are seduced by our own politicians to become accomplices in an 
injustice. If you are not prepared for that you will easily be regarded and treated like a 
terrorist or an anti-Semite. Yet, when Israel calls itself the Jewish state (the state of all 
Jews) and maintains a Jewish army and government, then, in view of the Israeli attitude 
towards the use of violence, it is a small wonder that there also are statements critical of 
Jews, not only those critical of Israel and of Zionism. It is another question how such 
statements are to be assessed individually.  
 
A striking feature in the case of Israel Shamir is the contradictions within his book 
"Flowers of Galilee". For example, we find the sentence: "Discrimination against Jews in 
not only morally condemnable, but also the wrong strategy." (p. 211 of the German 
edition, re-translated). But only two sentences further it reads: "When the Jews are 
successful as bankers the bank system should be re-organized, until the success of 
bankers is history. (...) When Jews are successful in the media, then the media should be 
democratized (...)". Here I see a blatant contradiction. Before turning to the content of 
the book in more details, here first follow some topical assessments of the book from the 
German press and the internet press. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3
 "The Reproach of anti-Semitism in Critical Reflection" (2004): www.anis-online.de/1/essays/14/14e.htm 

(English abstract), and in this context lectures in a symposion in Dueseldorf (museum kunst palast, Feb 27, 
2005): "Germany, Israel and Palestine: Past and Present of Collective Repression." (Uni Duesseldorf, Prof. Dr. 
Wolfgang Dressen) and at the University of Leipzig (Prof. Georg Meggle, Chain Seminar "Germany, Israel, 
Palestine", May 30, 2005): "A German Palestinian Identity". Translation of speech script at: www.anis-
online.de/1/essays/Uni-Leipzig-English.pdf 
4 http://nahost.mindwiki.de/Anis_Hamadeh - NB: I resigned from Attac.   
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- Reviews - 

 
(Feb. 18, 2006) Two current articles and reviews on the book "Flowers of Galilee" and its 
author Israel Shamir can be found in the German press. The first is in the left-wing 
weekly newspaper "Freitag", by Ludwig Watzal and the second is in the right-wing weekly 
newspaper "Junge Freiheit", by Friedrich Romig. Both are dated February 10, 2006.5 
Ludwig Watzal writes about Shamir: "With the increasing brutality during the Al-Aqsa 
Intifada at the end of September 2000 his name occurred in 2001 in the Israeli 
Palestinian discourse. Subsequently, the first critical voices followed on the internet, 
ascribing an 'anti-Jewish', even an 'anti-Semitic' attitude to Shamir." Ludwig does 
emphasize in a positive way that Shamir's book shows philosophical, theological, literary 
and socio-political skills, as well as it provides insights into the Palestinian culture and 
history, yet some formulations would display "judeophobic, conspiracy-theoretical and 
anti-Semitic thinking". The article continues with details about Shamir's "questionable 
role" in the discourse. According to Wikipedia and the website Answers.com Shamir has 
ties to the neo-Nazi scene and to "fascist sympathizers" like Horst Mahler, Martin 
Webster, David Irving and David Duke. It is reported that Shamir is a member of the 
organisation "Deir Yassin Remembered" and that some Jews and Arabs have left the 
organisation because of him, like Michael Warschawski, Lea Tsemel, Jeff Halper. Ali 
Abunimah (Electronic Intifada), too, and Hussein Ibish, spokesman of the "American-
Arab anti-discrimination committee", have warned as early as in 2001, because of his 
anti-Jeiwsh and racist statements, for example the reproach of the collective murder of 
Christ. Milan based journalist Susanne Scheidt blames him for justifying and mystifying 
National Socialism and the Hitler regime, for instance the Nuremberg laws. Shamir would 
harm the cause of the Palestinians, as he aims at disavowing his audience by placing 
them in exactly the corner in which the Israeli propaganda and its US American 
supporters want to see them, and that is in the anti-Semitic corner. Watzal writes: "The 
fact that Shamir is not prepared to answer questions on his identity, his motivations and 
contacts to the extreme right-wing scene, is something that the author of this article had 
to experience, when he had posed some questions in this field in the beginning of 
October 2005. He harshly rejected them as 'impertinent'." On February 23, 2005, Shamir 
is reported to have spoken before the "House of Lords" in London, attacking the "Jewish 
dominion" there. The article ends with the words: "With these anti-Jewish obsessions 
Shamir does not only show his Judeophob attitude, but he also harms the progressive 
Israeli and Palestinian community and their cause a great deal. They, however, have 
ended their cooperation with him. The only ones who have still not grasped this are many 
Palestinians and some Jewish intellectuals." 
 
Thus the article suggests not to cooperate with Israel Shamir. This is a central 
conclusion, drawn by a number of networkers, and yet rarely ever defined in detail. What 
does "cooperate" mean? We will come back to this point later on. To be mentioned is that 
Ludwig Watzal had published a review of the Book "Flowers of Galilee" eight months 
earlier in the same medium.6 It begins with: "From time to time we find Israelis who 
refuse the national consensus for moral-ethical reasons by courageously denouncing the 
human rights violations and the brutal oppression of the Palestinians. Belonging to those 
is Israel Shamir, who was born in 1947 in Novosibirsk and who came to Israel in 1969. 
He fought in the Yom Kippur war of 1973 as a soldier in a parachute unit. His life in Israel 
had an unspectacular course for a long time. He translated the Talmud, James Joyce, 
Homer and other classics into Russian. He worked for the Israeli radio and wrote for 
some newspapers in Israel, Russia and Japan." We read that he favors the one-state 
solution, that he speaks against the reproach of anti-Semitism as a weapon, that he 
denounces the violence of the settlers. The conflict between Judaism and Christendom is 

                                                 
5 Ludwig Watzal: "The journalist and the 'Empire'. Guessing game about the identity of the Israel-critic and 
author Israel Shamir", Freitag  6, February 10, 2006, URL: www.freitag.de/2006/06/06061502.php; - Friedrich 
Romig: "Israel's Michael Moore. Middle East: Israel Shamir sides with the Palestinians". Junge Freiheit, edition 
7/06; February 2, 2006, p 15, www.jungefreiheit.de 
6  Ludwig Watzal: "'The genuine and the false Jews.' The Israeli  journalist Israel Shamir criticizes his country". 
Freitag 22, June 03, 2005, www.freitag.de/2005/22/05221501.php 
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also dealt with, only in a more moderate way: "Shamir holds the thesis that the world is 
moving back into the Middle Ages and that Israel in this process is reviving its 'hostile 
attitude toward Christendom'. As an indication for this he quotes an event in which a 
soldier was firing a rocket from out of a Merkava tank on the madonna statue of the 
Church of the Holy Family in Bethlehem." The review ends with: "The book is a frank 
account of Israel and its policy which many people do not want to see and acknowledge 
this way." Thus, similar to Fritz Edlinger, Ludwig Watzal, too, distances himself from 
Shamir retroactively. Watzal writes in the article summarized above: "As the reviewer of 
this book (Freitag 22/2005) I was surprised that there are also Israeli anti-Semites, but 
as a German I had qualms to blame an Israeli for anti-Semitism."  
 
Different is the review in the Junge Freiheit. Ironically, Shamir in this right-wing paper is 
called "Israel's Michael Moore". It starts with: "There are few books which illuminate the 
tragic of the almost sixty-year-old war in Palestine with so much perceivable warmness, 
historical knowledge and memorable, pictorial illustrations as the 'Flowers of Galilee' by 
Israel Shamir." The journalist deals with the controversy of the book and characterizes 
Shamir like this: "In Zionist Judaism and its lore of the 'chosen people' Shamir sees the 
true reason for the crimes against human rights and international law continuously 
committed by Israel." What is expressed in this quote seems to me to be one of the 
joints between allowed and not allowed criticism of Judaism, for it contains researchable 
elements and comprehensible arguments. One does not have to agree with its content to 
acknowledge that this statement is legitimate and discussable. Romig continues with the 
reproach of anti-Semitism which Shamir is said to denote as a new form of racism, for 
instance in the campaigns of the Anti-Defamation League. Then comes this ZOG thing: 
"Shamir boosts his polemicism so much that he even declares Washington, similar to the 
West Bank, Iraq or Afghanistan, to be a territory occupied by Israeli Zionist terrorists. 
The term he uses for this situation is 'ZOG' ('Zionist Occupied Government'), it has 
meanwhile entered the political debate in the USA. In Hebrew, 'Zog' additionally denotes 
the prince of darkness and of destruction: 'Zog rules in ZOG'." Shamir has been often 
attacked for this thought in the internet community... maybe a bit over-proportional. 
Another joint between allowed and not allowed criticism shows at the end of the review: 
"Shamir is convinced - and here he can find agreement only in the ultra-orthodox Jews in 
Israel at the most - that the State of Israel as a product of Zionism does not have a right 
of existence in Palestine. As long as Israel exists as a state there would not be peace in 
the Middle East. Shamir clings to the idealistic, maybe even naive idea that regards the 
cohabitation of Jews and Palestinians in a common state to be a peaceful perspective." 
Here, the signal and prayer wheel concept of "the State of Israel's right of existence" is 
explicitly mentioned... and denied. A violent state would not in this way have a right to 
exist.  
 
The fact that a right-wing paper does not reject Shamir as much as a left-wing paper 
does not imply that Shamir is right-wing. One has to be careful about that. In my 
assessment, Shamir has said goodbye to the left/right paradigm and does not belong to 
either of them, or to both, respectively. If he belongs to a camp then it is the "pro-
Palestinian", the "anti-Zionist", the "anti-Jewish".7 At least, these are concepts more 
adequate for this discourse than right-wing and left-wing. I also think that the 
"mystification of National Socialism" rather emanates from the recipients than from 
Shamir, only that Shamir does not participate in the automatic rejection and 
demonization of "the right-wing". The allegation that Shamir sides with "the Nazis" 
should be regarded very critically. About David D. Perlmutter, who had glorified the Third 
Reich, Shamir writes: "Such daydreamers should conscientiously be removed from the 
education system, for they are nothing but unconverted Nazis." (Flowers, p. 153, 
retranslated) There is no reason to assume that this is a simulation. He means it this 
way. At the same time he is of the opinion that current right-wing parties are not 
National Socialist in the historical sense, as he told me when I asked him a question in 
this field. All in all, there is rather little known about right-wing positions in the German 

                                                 
7 In the article "Satanic Pictures" (2006), however, Shamir writes "we, the Left and the Liberals", see 
www.israelshamir.net/English/Satanic.htm 
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public, as they rarely enter the discourse. In most cases we only find stereotypes like 
xenophobia, country-related identity (nationalism), Nazi symbolism and Nazi succession. 
In fact, today there are some congruencies between the extreme left and the extreme 
right, for example in their USA critical attitude. The acceptance of military violence as a 
political means is there in both extremes, too. Especially in the discourse at hand the 
right-wing/left-wing dichotomy is not helpful, as the respective profiles are blurring in 
central issues. 
 
 

- Some Links - 

 
(February 25, 2006) In the bus I continued reading the fascinating book "Enemies of 
Peace. The Endless Conflict between Israel and the Palestinians" by Ludwig Watzal 
(Aufbau Paperback Publishing House, 2nd edition 2002, in German). Ludwig was 
surprised that I wanted to have an autograph in it. He did not know that I have an extra 
shelf for books the authors of which I know personally. Most of them contain autographs. 
Recently, he held a good lecture here in the University of Mainz, about Palestine after the 
elections. Before the lecture we also talked about Shamir and Ludwig mentioned his 
impending article in the Freitag.  
 
The bus stopped at Bismarck Square, I descended and shuffled the few meters home. 
Why was it so difficult to continue writing the flowers debate? It was as if I had to drag 
myself through knee-high snow, in adverse weather. Normally I had an urge to write. If 
it has to be written at all, then get it out! Finish it! In order to quickly be ready for new 
things. Not always it went this way, this was true. Yet, the next pages of the flowers 
debate were already planned, they just did not want to come out... There are a couple of 
background links scheduled, then a reader's mail, which refers to Shamir and to Gilad 
Atzmon, followed by the confrontation with Shraga Elam, who vehemently pleads against 
it... It must be investigated against what exactly he pleads. Thereafter, my own 
experiences with Shamir are to be talked about.  
 
The book itself can be reviewed and investigated only later. Its author is controversial to 
such a degree that the mentioning of his name alone suffices in some individuals to 
evoke rejection. THIS phenomenon must at least approximately be analyzed, before a 
confrontation with the contents of the book is possible. Here, at first, some more links on 
the subject:8 
 
Harsh criticism on the book "Galilee Flowers" and the publication in German for example 
from the journalist Karl Pfeifer in Hagalil, August 22, 2005: “There are no left-wing anti-
Semites?” (www.hagalil.com/archiv/2005/08/linke.htm, in German) and in "Die 
Juedische", Dec. 16, 2005: “Fritz Edlinger persecuted by Jewish journalists?” 
(www.juedische.at/TCgi/_v2/TCgi.cgi?target=home&Param_Kat=3&Param_RB=18&Para
m_Red=4691, in German), also in Gudrun Eussner, in her article from September 17, 
2005: “Israel Shamir and other anti-Semitic flowers from Galilee” 
(www.eussner.net/artikel_2005-08-07_02-05-28.html, in German). In English in Oliver 
Kamm, Sep. 12, 2005: "Israel Shamir again” 
(http://oliverkamm.typepad.com/blog/2005/09/israel_shamir_a.html). Often mentioned 
in the sources is the German review by Donja Noormofidi in: Falter 47/2005 
(http://g24.at/PrintArticle487.html, in German) and the (German) open letter by 
"Mayday" to the rector of the Karl Franzens University in Graz about Edlinger (before 
Nov. 10, 2005: http://64.233.183.104/search?q=cache:F-
etec5fm5cJ:mayday.widerstand.org/download/rektorbrief.doc+edlinger+shamir&hl=de). 
On the internet there also is a statement by Hannes Hofbauer from the Promedia 
publishing house, dated July 27, 2005 on: “Israel Shamir, Flowers of Galilee/ anti-
Semitism” (www.kpoenet.at/presseblick/1104.html, in German). And the interview in 
"Muslim-Markt" with Fritz Edlinger (in German), General Secretary of the Society for 

                                                 
8 This bibliographical paragraph will (probably) be updated until the study at hand is finished 
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Austrian Arab Relations, Sep. 18, 2005: 
http://muslimmarkt.de/interview/2005/edlinger.htm 
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Chapter 2 
 

- Gilad Atzmon - 
 
(March 12, 2006) Due to its controversiality, utterances about the book "Flowers of 
Galilee" are quickly evaluated as avowals pro or contra the book and its author. This is 
one of the reasons why the study at hand develops so hesitantly. For the really 
interesting aspect is not the taking of a camp position, but the examination of the fronts 
and of the way the participants of the discourse are dealing with each other. This is the 
only way to understand the conflict, at all. And yet, with such an attitude one will hardly 
do justice to the existing expectations and the main effort will be to explain and to justify 
things. What can be the use of such an examination if not the qualification of camps. 
Well, the use can be the overcoming of conflicts. For even if a great number of 
networkers agree on redlining and tabooing Shamir and his writings, be it justified or not, 
there also is a number of people, who have to be taken seriously, and who do not follow 
this line, because they read Shamir in a different way and have a different image of him, 
because they focus on different characteristics. In this way a polarization happens. 
Polarizations of this kind must in my view not be ignored. They always refer to social 
problems which can and shall be overcome. 
 
So let us regard some people who do not reject Shamir. On the link page of Shamir's 
homepage (www.israelshamir.net) Gilad Atzmon's site (www.gilad.co.uk) is mentioned 
on the very top of the rubric "Friendly sites". Gilad Atzmon is a jazz musician, writer and 
journalist. Gilad is a friend of Shamir's and often mentioned in one breath with him. On 
March 8, 2004, the Sueddeutsche Zeitung printed a review of Atzmon's first book "Guide 
to the Perplexed" and wrote about him: "Today he is one of the leading jazz saxophonists 
worldwide." And: "Atzmon owns a love-hate relationship toward Israel." Gilad was a 
soldier in the Israeli army (like Shamir) and today belongs to the sharpest critics of the 
Jewish state. Next to his artistic work he writes articles and essays on topical subjects.   
 
In the beginning of the year a long interview reached me in which Gilad calls himself a 
"critic of the Jewish identity and of Zionism". The name of the interview is "Beauty as a 
political weapon". It was conducted by Manuel Talens in December 2005 and is available 
on the net in English, French, Italian, Spanish and German. The English original can be 
read e.g. at http://www.redress.btinternet.co.uk/gatzmon14.htm. In it: "Are you an anti-
Semite? GA: No, for sure not. I argue that once Israel established itself explicitly as the 
state of the Jewish people, and did so at the expense of the indigenous Palestinians, any 
act of war against Jews can be comprehended in terms of 'political struggle'. This is not 
to say that such an act is legitimate." Subject of this statement is the question of the 
existence and responsibility of a Jewish collective, a question which in our publics is by 
far less harmless than speculations about a Muslim collective. Gilad also broaches the 
issue of the holocaust debate. Here is an excerpt:  
 
 "I do not deny the Holocaust or the Nazi Judeocide. But I just insist that both the 
Holocaust and World War II should be treated as an historical event rather than as a 
religious myth. The story of World War II and the Holocaust is full of discrepancies and 
contradictions. Major questions are left unanswered. Why did the Americans not bomb 
Auschwitz? Why did they wait until June 1944 before raiding the beaches of Normandy? 
Wasn’t it just because Stalin was advancing into central Europe? Why did the Allies bomb 
German cities rather than logistic facilities and key military targets? Wasn’t it just 
because they didn’t want to distract Hitler’s army from fighting Stalin? Why did the 
Americans nuke Hiroshima and Nagasaki? Wasn’t it because the Reds just declared war 
against Japan and could interfere with them in the Pacific? Clearly, an historical scrutiny 
of World War II would reveal the fact that from an Anglo-American perspective, Stalin 
was the real enemy rather than Hitler. The Holocaust narrative is there to hide this rather 
convincing yet alarming interpretation. The most crucial question here is why we are not 
allowed to treat that very historical chapter applying academic methods. The answer is 
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very simple. The Holocaust is now regarded by most Jews and Anglo-Americans as the 
new Western religion." 
 
On the same day, January 8, 2006, I received a notice about the new book "Not against 
my Consciousness" (German edition of "Beyond Chutzpah") by the known human rights 
advocate Felicia Langer. In her conversation with Hans-Dieter Schuett Felicia Langer 
says: "Thank God, history made it to develop timid, careful Germans. The world has paid 
a terribly high price for that. But I want to tell you that the Germans, exactly because of 
their past, should open their mouths very clearly and articulate where human rights are 
violated... When Israel sets the critics of its policy towards the Palestinians close to anti-
Semitism, then this is a delict against the victims of the holocaust. They are being used 
in a dishonest way. Such an attitude can only promote real anti-Semitism. Which is a 
completely terrible logic."  
 
The reader, who sent me the Gilad interview, wrote to me: OK, Anis, I have read your 
flowers debate. I understand that you feel obliged to "distance" yourself.9 But you should 
know, if you don't know it, that this Gudrun Eussner, who, by the way, is also living in 
Southern France, is a (...), who uses to simply defame a whole lot of different people. 
Her sources are the usual French ultra-Zionist homepages. (...) Why should non-Jews be 
embarrassed, where not only Shamir and Atzmon, but also Paul Eisen, Jeff Blankfort, 
Elias Davidsson, Lasse Wilhelmson, Leibovici, Israel Shahak, Moïse Saltiel and many 
other so-called "self-hating Jews" are not embarrassed anymore, at all. When Hannah 
Arendt reported about the Eichmann trial in Jerusalem, her main criticism was the 
following: Eichmann should have been sentenced for crimes against humanity and not for 
crimes against the Jews. This launched an immense hate campaign against her from the 
part of the Zionists (though she was a Zionist herself) who badmouthed her and called 
her a "self-hating Jew".  
 
(...) What about the freedom of opinion? What exactly is it that people are afraid of? Why 
can everybody totally freely talk about Muslims, about communists, about the Catholic 
Church, about the Turks etc., but not about Jews? 
 
Deborah Lippstadt, who had won a trial against David Irving, just demanded that Irving 
should be released from jail, where he is in now, in Austria, risking ten years of prison. 
She says that she clings to the First Amendment and that she does not want Irving to 
become a martyr. Well, my attitude is very simple:  
1° - Jews are not a special category to be spared of any kind of criticism, under the 
pretext of the holocaust 
2° - The Palestinians, in the end, are victims of Hitler and not his successors or even 
accomplices, like some Zionists try to market it 
3° - There is no Jewish people, no Jewish nation, and the European Jews in their majority 
are not Semites, but Khazars. This was proven by the linguist Eugen Weixel in his very 
deep studies about the Yiddish language. 
4° - What Paul Eisen says is that the holocaust has become the new religion of the 
secularized, godless Jews. And what Gilad says about the atheist, secularized, mostly left 
Jews is about the same. How can one not agree with such a self-evident clarity? What is 
embarrassing about it? This surely does not mean to deny the holocaust, does it? 
 
Remark by Sabine Y.: It is not possible to simply say: "There is no Jewish people". It 
may be that many Jews are no Semites and that Jews come from many different 
countries. But obviously there is a group which feels to be Jews and apparently also a 
people. And one cannot simply deny the existence of a group. Certainly, this group then 
can be made responsible for what it is doing, for the way it deals with other groups and 
individuals, and, where appropriate, it can be criticized.  

                                                 
9 This refers to an earlier version of the flowers debate, but was kept in the text, as it shows that not only a 
lack of distancing courts some people's resentment, but also too much of distancing. 
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Remark by Anis: I concur with Sabine. Concerning Paul Eisen, see the essay "Groups and 
Criticism" (www.anis-online.de/1/essays/17e.pdf). Some of what Paul Eisen says to my 
mind is discriminating. Other things he says are good.  
My personal experiences with Gilad are positive, even if we do not agree everywhere. I 
like his jazz CD "Exile", which Gilad was so kind to send me together with his book 
"Guide to the Perplexed", a lot. With the book it is a bit different. At first I wanted to 
write a review about it, but in some way it is just not my kind of book. The main 
difference between Gilad and also Shamir and me is that Gilad and Shamir, at the 
beginning of the US war on Iraq emphasized that the military balance in the Middle East, 
as given with Saddam's Iraq, was important. As an advocate of nonviolence I cannot 
make much of this argument. It is 20th century thinking, not 21st century thinking. It 
surely is rewarding to analyze Gilad's attitude toward Judaism/Jewry, but this would be 
too much here. In chapter three, however, there will be a discussion of Shamir's attitude 
toward Judaism/Jewry. 
 

- Shraga Elam - 
 
(March 21, 2006) Breaking up with Shraga in February battered me. Shraga Elam is an 
Israeli peace activist and research journalist in Zurich with the special subjects Middle 
East conflict and World War II, author of "Hitler's Forgers" and co-author of "Switzerland 
at the pillory. Banks, bosses and the Nazis".10 For several years I had taken care of 
"Shraga's Room" on Anis Online and developed his web bibliography. When he read the 
Fritz Edlinger interview Shraga, without further ado, closed down his room. Especially 
because other networkers liked the interview. In a mail from February 14, 2006, he 
wrote to the networker K: "If Edlinger regards himself to be the victim of an unjustified 
campaign - and this is how I read his interview, then his half-snotty 'confession' is not 
convincing. His allegation that he is immune against racism, is really bad. Such a thing 
doesn't exist. Only racists, who are not aware of their own racism, can claim that. We 
continuously have to examine and question ourselves." Regrettably, I never had the 
impression that Shraga is examining and questioning himself. Rather, he is quick to 
break down all bridges when there is something against his liking and he apparently is 
rather imagining his self-reflection than living it. At least, this is my experience over the 
years.  
 
Contradictory is this part from the same mail: "Years ago, Shamir was a member of an 
international mailing-list, mostly consisting of anti-Zionist Jews. Some of my friends 
wanted to get rid of him and I defended his right to stay there. This, although I had 
regarded his line as being disgusting even then. It was a discussion group and not an 
action group." The same Shraga Elam, who is observing and adjudging other networkers 
in respect to their attitude toward Shamir, defends Shamir's right to be in a mailing list. 
But if others only make Shamir a topic, Shraga intervenes.  
 
About me Shraga wrote in a multi-address email, dated February 12, 2006: "Anis did not 
want to savvy that this is not about slip-ups. It is not about understandable, even if 
dispensable exaggerations of the kind e.g. Hajo (Meyer, A.H.) has them. In Hajo I do not 
recognize evil intentions. Hajo differentiates between a humanist current and a racist bad 
current in Judaism. In Shamir, on the other hand, it is about across-the board judgments 
against Judaism, the Talmud etc. Shamir practices a consequent anti-Jewish agitation 
which is not only to be found in this book. This fact, by the way, is not really covered by 
Edlinger, but it is by Ludwig. It is a strange interpretation of democracy that Anis is 
practicing. I do not want to have anything to do with such racists like Shamir. The point 
is not his freedom of opinion. The point is whether or not the Palestine solidarity 

                                                 
10 When Jamal Karsli was kicked out of the German liberal party FDP by Guido Westerwelle, the occasion was an 
email in which Israel was reproached of using "Nazi methods" by an expert. Jamal had sent this mail into the 
board of the FDP. The expert was Shraga Elam. For a while he had been in contact with Jamal. Some 
networkers told me that Shraga Elam likes to hop from one networker to another without resting at any place 
for a long time. Maybe his ex-wife should be inquired about this issue. 
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movement should work together with Neo-Nazis and their friends, even if not all of their 
Israel criticism and Zionist lobby criticism is wrong."  
 
And yet, Shraga is concerned with "differences in formulation" in the context of 
assertions about Jews: "I often make this experience that, most of all, non-Jews do not 
sense these differences. I do not want to insinuate that these people necessarily have 
evil and consciously racist intentions, but simply ignorance and a certain insensitivity." 
Non licet bovi... I think that for Shraga, too, the word of a Jew about Jews is principally 
higher ranking than the word of a non-Jew. Just like Fritz Edlinger said. Thus, only he as 
a Jew is really able to assess what is anti-Semitic. Non-Jews have ignorance and 
insensitivity. Here Shraga cements the Jewish sovereignty of the discourse which 
elsewhere also leads to human rights violations. Therefore I say that the discourse does 
not profit much from do-gooders like Shraga Elam. When it comes down to the nitty-
gritty, he sometimes is more part of the problem than part of the solution.  
 
And as if: "Anis did not want to savvy that this is not about slip-ups." I know that the 
Shamir case is not about slip-ups. This is why I have uttered publicly and visibly as soon 
as in August 2004 that Shamir discriminates against Jews and that I reject that. This 
opinion has not changed since. No, Shraga wants the sovereignty of the discourse for 
himself. It is more of an ego thing than anything else, even if he cleverly hides it behind 
(pseudo-) arguments. I do not even think that Shraga is aware of it.  
 
Shraga did not even read the flowers book: "I must admit. I did not read Shamir's book 
and I have no intention to read it. But I have read enough of Shamir's texts to know that 
he is practicing an anti-Jewish agitation. An agitation that gets worse and worse. Even if 
this book did not contain anti-Jewish passages, which is not the case, it is a serious 
mistake to publish a book of such an author. Would you publish a book by Horst Mahler 
of whatever content?" So Shraga in the first place is concerned with stigmata, not with 
issues. This simply is unobjective and undemocratic.  
 
For months I have postponed the flowers debate because of Shraga. During my first 
attempt to write this study I received intimidating mails from him and also from others. I 
would damage "the cause". I would remind him of his ex-wife, Shraga wrote to me in a 
contemptuous and unobjective way. So I removed the texts from the net at first. Today I 
am happy to write the flowers debate and happy that Shraga's influence on me has 
ceased. For when he regards it to be important he does not shy at authoritarian 
behavior. I experienced it myself. Together with Thomas Steinberg he has allied against 
Fritz Edlinger and all backtalk was cut off. I regard this to be the wrong approach. "I 
really do not want to have anything to do with Anis and with Edlinger", writes Shraga 
who once reproached me for the sentence "The Jews celebrate Hanuka", as it allegedly is 
racist.  
 
While reading these lines, maybe other networkers become aware that Shraga Elam has 
intimidated and manipulated them, too. This would be a progress. His brilliant thoughts, 
which he definitively also has, remain untouched by that. 
 
 

- Israel Shamir - 

 
(March 27, 2006) The day didn't exactly start off well. In my emails I found a recent 
Newsweek interview with Chibli Mallat, current presidential contender in Lebanon. He 
used to be a human rights advocate and I supported him. In the interview I found this: 
"Question: President George W. Bush continues to make the spread of democracy the 
cornerstone of his foreign policy. Does that sustain you? Mallat: I support his policy 
wholeheartedly. We activists in the human-rights community have been calling for 
democracy for years, and now that the Americans are embracing it, we won’t turn 
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back."11 Can anybody tell me how someone can be a human rights advocate and at the 
same time support Mr. Guantanamo? This is like a vegetarian who eats meat. Sigh. 
Okay, let's talk about Shamir: 
 
Like Chibli, I met Shamir through an interview. Background is that journalism for me is a 
kind of hobby. Moreover, the one thing I really like about this media age is instant 
communication. Often people, who appear in the media, can be traced and talked to. 
Once I listened to a radio feature about Egyptian Professor Nasr Abu Zaid. During my 
studies (Islamic Studies) I only read him and read about him. In my networking phase of 
life I sensed this air of progression and optimism in his voice. So I contacted him and we 
made an online interview. Similarly, it was with Shamir. In September 2002 I read his 
article "The Tale of Two States".12 It was the first time I was consciously confronted with 
an analysis of the one-state idea. It was compelling. It contradicted all the things I knew. 
The article is, in fact, a somewhat polemic reaction on Uri Avnery's position of two 
separate states, Israel and Palestine. I was not interested in polemics, but in the matter. 
The two-states "solution" does not abolish the racial (or however you want to call it) 
segregation, it does not solve the situation of the five million refugees, and the 
designated "state" of Palestine is not viable. The problems with the settlers and with the 
water is easier to handle in a single state. Even though the notion of one democratic 
state is not especially popular these days, it remains the only comprehensive solution, 
the only lasting solution.  
 
It was easy to contact Shamir and the interview was enjoyable and fruitful. I sensed that 
Shamir's background was extremely broad and creative. In this interview, as in many 
other occasions, Shamir did not cross any red lines. In the mainstream sense. He does 
not always talk about "the Jews".  
 
Some time later I became aware of Shamir's assignments concerning Jews. A thunder of 
criticism came down on him. Electronic Intifada - a modern online service - analyzed that 
he damages the Palestinian cause. Shraga also said that, and it convinced me. Important 
mailing lists like al-Awda banned him. At first I had thought: well, they must be 
exaggerating, but after a closer reading I also found that he crosses red lines. 
Consciously, I mean. At that point, most of the networkers turned away from him. And at 
that point I started to wonder why this clash happened and what Shamir's assignments 
were all about. After all, I had experienced him in a positive way. There was no doubt for 
me that his writings display humanism, so I did not understand his Jew thing. So I turned 
to him again in April 2003 and we had an online discussion until July.13  
 
The result was somewhat undecided. My brains were unable to resolve the 
contradictions. The two main things remained open: the Jew thing and Shamir's 
involvement or non-involvement in Nazi movements. By then I had read more of his 
work and had followed the arguments against him. I placed a note on top of the 
respective pages on Anis Online saying that I reject the way he discriminates against 
Jews and that I do not want to see him in a responsible position. A short while later I left 
the group "One Democratic State", when I heard that Shamir was elected into the board. 
Here I felt a limit. I did this, not because of external pressure, but because I regard parts 
of his anti-Judaism as dangerous. They can evoke Manichean monsters, dualisms of 
we/them. At the same time, I never stopped addressing him "Dear Shamir, for on a 
different level I feel a sympathy which I do not want to deny. Another limit. It is a 
difficult situation. 
 

                                                 
11 Newsweek, March 24, 2006: "From Dreamer to Contender. Even though a national election isn't scheduled, 
human-rights activist Chibli Mallat is running for president. And his chances of winning are looking better all the 
time." by Stephen Glain. URL: www.msnbc.msn.com/id/11998664/site/newsweek/ . Mallat interview on Anis 
Online: www.anis-online.de/1/orient-online/mallat2.htm. Nasr Abu Zaid interview: www.anis-
online.de/1/orient-online/abuzayd.htm 
12  www.israelshamir.net/English/Tale_of_Two_States.htm 
13 www.anis-online.de/mediendatenbank/1/israelshamir.htm 
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Moreover, his anti-Jewish utterances refer to something hidden. Something beyond 
politics. Such was my impression then. I knew that the case was not closed yet, that we 
would meet again. Actually, I remember having been quite angry on Shamir. I felt 
deceived. I had set hopes in him and for me he blew it by the use of base stereotypes. 
So we lost sight of each other for a while. Until the Edlinger case. Or no, there was 
something before.  
 
I discovered Alice Miller. That was last year. Since then I read all of her twelve books and 
linked her site beneath the link to the human rights on the front page of Anis Online. I 
regard Alice Miller to be the most important scientist of the 20th and beginning 21st 
centuries.14 If you want to know about the sources of violence, read her books! In the 
absorbing process I came across her book "The Untouched Key - Tracing Childhood 
Trauma in Creativity and Destructiveness". In it I found a Nietzsche analysis which 
spontaneously made me think of Shamir. Alice Miller asks: Why did Nietzsche heap so 
much opprobrium on women and religion? You remember, stuff like: "When you go to the 
woman, don't forget the whip", and all that crap. - To make it short: Nietzsche in his 
childhood and later years was surrounded by women who tortured him, but who he 
loved, because they were his family, his home, his identity. In his inner self he could not 
criticize them. So he criticized ALL the women EXCEPT his family who caused his ailment. 
This is when I thought of Shamir like in a flash, Shamir and the Jews.  
 
I don't know how he will take it, but I confront Shamir with this association and will see 
what happens. I want to understand. People need explanations. Things which clearly can 
be identified as referring to group behavior, especially power group behavior, Shamir 
calls Jewish behavior. We will come to these things in detail soon. I just want to make 
clear that people need explanations and they are compelled to have working hypotheses.  
 
It is not by accident that I used the concept "red lines". I remember a scene when for 
some days I had an accusing text on the front page of my site, addressed to the 
government of Schleswig-Holstein. It was after I lost my university job. I had insisted to 
talk about some issues, but it was denied. Today I am not sure, whether the mentioned 
text was completely wrong, but I know that it did not work. It calmed my nerves, but it 
was not successful, politically. I remember distinctly that Shamir liked this rebellion, and 
that he was one of the very few who followed me here. It was a red line, it did not work 
and with some experience you learn that it doesn't. You can still walk over this line, it is 
not always wrong. But you will know what you are doing. You will feel a responsibility 
involved.  
 
On August 18, 2005, Shamir was interviewed on TV, on Sat1, "Kulturzeit". As I heard 
later on, the editors had read Ludwig's first article on Shamir in the Freitag and so invited 
him. Afterwards they made a public note that they will not invite Shamir again. They 
were embarrassed. The interview itself was good. I saw it. It was the first time I saw 
Shamir, except for two online photos.  
 
In the meantime I read the flowers book. After some concluding remarks and comments 
the review of the book follows in chapter 3. The conclusion of chapter 3 will not be that it 
is anti. We know this already. Rather, we will let the book reveal its secrets. Searching 
for an explanation to find out about the contradictions. 

                                                 
14 Unfortunately, Dr. Miller never talked about Palestine. I asked her several times. Only once in an email she 
mentioned the idea of interviewing families of suicide attackers. Some days ago she told me that she writes no 
more books and that she regards it to be useless to give any more interviews. Therefore, the following 
interview question will never be answered: "Your analysis of Hitler's personality is impressing. You argue that 
the 'black' educational system in the Germany of the 19th and early 20th centuries made it possible that this 
homicidal personality could come to power. It also made possible the immeasurable violence committed by 
Germans against Jews and other scapegoats. You write about the traumatic effects of the genocide in the piece 
'Margot and Lilka' in the book 'Breaking Down the Wall of Silence' (esp. pp 47 - 52 of the German edition). 
There we can read about (Israeli) 'soldiers who will finally have to die, because their commanders refuse to 
remember.' Now, when the trauma of the genocide still is virulent and not mastered, then this implies that the 
successors of the victims group will use heavy violence in turn. Why do you not go the step to see the 
Palestinian tragedy from this angle? It is obvious. Are you afraid of it? Why?" 
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- Reflection on Racism - 

 

(March 31, 2006) By the word itself one can tell that racism is hard to define. What is a 
race? This is not a modern concept. Is it about discrimination? Not a much better 
concept: discrimination is Greek for differentiation and distinction. The whole problem is 
about a paradox, the one of people being all different and all the same at the same time. 
We are all special, so none of us is special. We do have an identity, but it is impolite to 
live it. We do live in groups, but we do not want to take the responsibility. Societies are 
different from each other, but the more you try to analyze the phenomenon the more it 
slips through your fingers. There are stereotypes of many societies on the market, 
assignments of all sorts. Some of them are harmless, others can incite to violent acts, 
like we saw in the Muhammad cartoons. Some of the stereotypes are the (cultural) 
fundament of classic enemy thinking, from antiquity over to the enslavement of Africa 
and all the known forms of colonialism and imperialism, one society ruling over another 
or attempting to, until the Cold War and the present rape of the Arabic-Islamic world 
under the label of anti-terrorism.  
 
Analytically, a racism scenario needs the following constituents:  
1. A victim. Every scenario of the domain of violence is characterized by the victim. No 
victim no violence.  
2. An assignment. The victim is labelled with the assignment or ascription. A classic 
example is that in history Jews and Blacks were by law labelled to be a lower race. 
Therefore they were segregated.  
3. An environment where the assignment works. This can be a school-class where the 
other pupils believe in the necessity of segregation or it can be the authorities when they 
order the segregation. The environment is the most complex factor.  
4. A perpetrator. Someone who utters the assignment. If this person or group is in a 
power position his value in the framework increases. Like Ahmedinedshad or Bush, when 
they talk about the West or about terrorism, respectively. 
 
A problem is that there are harmless cases with the same structure as this fourfold 
framework. The quarantine scenario has the very same structure. (1) is the infected, (2) 
is the ascription of the infection, (3) is the public, (4) is e.g. a doctor. This is to show that 
the structure of this scenario is not "evil" per se. It is justified in some cases.  
 
A bigger problem is that - as we agreed - groups have a responsibility. So this 
responsibility is ascribed to the group by agreement. For example, when a group 
commits murder and is made responsible for it. As soon as the assignment correlates 
with the responsibility, there will not be a victim in the scenario anymore.  
 
Further, the above-mentioned formula fails to properly render the significant philo-racism 
phenomena. They are special cases, because the victim and the perpetrator in this 
scenario are hidden. By assigning stereotype positive characteristics to groups they can 
develop violent extremes without critical feedback. Such a positive stereotype can be 
"Group A has always been victimized without right." Now group A is not criticized 
anymore, for it would feel victimized. The victims of group A thus go unnoticed.  
 
Assignments not always are something bad or something good, they are part of our 
natural way of thinking. To be able to perceive a group as an identity we need 
statements about the groups, and those always are assignments. Therefore, the real 
danger should be looked for in camp thinking, for here is the place where assignments 
turn to stereotype images of an enemy. Those images, in turn, activate aggressions in 
the many people who identify with the respective scenario. In this way, Guantanamo 
becomes possible and in this way violent mass demonstrations in Arab countries become 
possible in the cartoons conflict.  
 
For the public in my environment it is extremely difficult to realize that "the other" not 
necessarily is good or bad. When I started the rubric "Meet the Press" it was because of 
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an article in the Sueddeutsche Zeitung about "the Arab". The basic line was that we in 
the West used to understand the Arabs in terms of Omar Sharif in the film "Lawrence 
from Arabia", but now we found out that they are not, so they must be like Bin Laden, as 
this is the only other Arab we know... It must be acknowledged that this thinking exists 
in the minds. We may laugh about it, we may shake our heads, but we cannot ignore it. 
And when such conceptions about Arabs are on the market we can be sure that they will 
not be the only ones who get a special treatment. It is a known fact that Germany has a 
"special relationship" with Jews. In the context with a distinct camp thinking this is a 
dangerous thing, no matter if it is manifest in anti- or in philo-Semitism.  
 

+++ 
 
(April 1, 2006) Let us now turn to some comments that have reached me in the 
meantime. The journalist from Hamburg, who was so kind as to contribute comments in 
earlier parts of the Meet the Press series, writes: "Dear Anis, this is an extremely 
complex controversy. Shamir so consciously and unpredictably plays with the fire of 
resentments hostile to Jews that I, in the given framework, - as a German here in 
Germany - do not wish the least companionship with him. The only positive thing I could 
say is that where he comes from - I mean Russia - many Jews have nothing against 
drinking tea together with anti-Semites, discussing issues or joking around, and vice 
versa the same. From there I heard about the saying: 'We all are human beings and why 
should we not talk with each other.' People there do not object if there is a bit of 
provocation and of terrifying involved, on the contrary, this sometimes is even cultivated. 
I do not fail to realize a certain charm about this way of living, but accept for myself that 
we are living in Germany here and that in this context there positively are some good 
arguments to consequently avoid any companionship with provocateurs hostile to Jews.  
 
'The Jews celebrate Chanuka' is racist? I have to remember that. Of course it is wrong. 
'Jews celebrate Chanuka' would be correct. Some do it, others don't. Also, 'Mormons 
celebrate Chanuka'. It may sound completely ridiculous, but it could be right. Maybe 
there are two who do. 'Jews celebrate Christmas' could also be true. Seligmann, for 
example, is said to have nothing against it. When I worked for Springer I had a Jewish 
colleague who by no way celebrated Chanuka, but only Yom Kippur. 'Jews eat pork 
sausages' is true, too, by the way: this colleague did, at any rate, and surely she will not 
be the only one. Yet racism implies that there is a generalizing assertion of in some way 
degrading content. I am not able to detect this in the sentence 'The Jews celebrate 
Chanuka'. Maybe I lack the necessary sensitivity." 
 
This journalist, I should add, belongs to the few who in their publications precisely 
formulate criticism of the State of Israel. Philo-racism certainly is also known to him. 
Only that the Hanuka sentence is about something else. When I made up this sentence I 
had a line in mind like: the Jews celebrate Chanuka, the Christians Christmas and the 
Muslims 'Eed al-Fitr.  
 
Especially this example shows that an understanding of what racism is can better be 
understood in terms of the prototyp theory than through definitory attempts.15 Let us 
imagine a pea-cock, a colibri, a blackbird, a chicken, a penguin and an owl. If somebody 
asks us about a typical bird, we will probably refer to the blackbird.  The penguin may be 
a bird, but not a typical one. What makes the blackbird a typical bird? This is the 
question about prototypes. It is also applicable for racism. There are typical forms of 
racism and less typical ones. Philo-racism belongs to the latter and thus often goes 
unnoticed. 
 
A journalist friend from Munich writes about the Gilad quote: "The interview with Gilad 
and the parts you quoted go too far, to my mind. He criticizes the Anglo-Americans more 
for the crimes of the holocaust than the Germans! However, Stalin indeed has killed a 

                                                 
15 See, for example, George Lakoff (1990): Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things 
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few million more people than Hitler. Hitler killed about 50-60 millions, Stalin had about 
10 millions more. Why does Gilad only criticize the Anglo-Americans, not the Germans 
and Stalin? Or the Japanese? He is too unobjective to me." Gilad answers this in an email 
with the words: "Simple, Stalin is dead and so is Hitler, Anglo American are still there, in 
Iraq, Afghanistan and behind Israel." I think that this example shows how important it is 
to move away from camp thinking and to take overall standards as a fundament of our 
judgments. This is what actually happened after World War II with the new formulation 
of the human rights, only that the human rights are not consequently monitored, but 
only within the framework of camp thinking. The discourse will remain distorted as long 
as only a few states must comply with only a few of the human rights. 
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CHAPTER 3: 
 

- "Flowers of Galilee" - 

 
Israel Shamir: "Blumen aus Galiläa. Schriften gegen die Zerstörung des Heiligen Landes" 
(ProMedia Publishing House, Vienna 2005) is the revised, supplemented and abridged 
translation of the book: "Flowers of Galilee. The Collected Essays of Israel Shamir". The 
German version contains 25 essays, a foreword and a foreword of the publisher, on a 
total of 214 pages. The English edition (2004, ISBN 1-893302-78-4) contains 57 essays 
on about16 320 pages. Thus, the German and the English versions are not the same 
book.  
 
The study at hand deals with the German edition. In the following, the individual pieces 
will be reviewed one by one, in a way that Shamir and his assertions are characterized 
from within the text. The length of the individual pieces varies between 2 and 29 pages. 
The titles are: Foreword, Why I Support the Return of Palestinians, The State of Mind, 
The Green Rain of Yassouf, Ode to Farris, Our Lady of Sorrow, Olives of Aboud, Joseph 
Revisited, The City of the Moon, The City of the Beloved, the Invasion, The Last Action 
Heroes, Hills of Judea, The Wall, Galilee Flowers, Mamilla Pool, April is the Cruellest 
Month, Is the Intifada over? (3 pages, could not be found in the English edition), Fiesta 
of St. Fermin, A Yiddishe Medina, On the Move, Phantom of Terror, Bali Halloween, The 
Shadow of Zog, The Wise Raven is Dead, Sumud and Flux (not in the English version). As 
the three pages of publisher Fritz Edlinger's foreword are not topical anymore, they are 
not reviewed here. See the interview in the first chapter of the flowers debate. 
 
 

- Foreword (p.10-14) - 

 
Israel Adam Shamir wrote the five pages of the foreword for the German edition in Jaffa 
in January 2005. In it, he deals with the relationship between Germans, Jews and the 
land of Palestine through history. Three themes catch the eye: the insistence on equality 
between Jews and non-Jews, the accusation of racism and the destruction of the country, 
and the description of ethnic groups, sometimes in a romantic way. Shamir begins his 
speech, for example, with calling the edition at hand a "declaration of love to my German 
readers from the holy land of Palestine". He uses the terms "German-speaking" and 
"German" as synonyms. He regards himself - son of an Austrian Jew - as an intruder, 
who was adopted by the land of Palestine (p.10). 
 
He mentions the fierce Germanic warriors among the Romans, the azure eyes of brave 
knights, Barbarossa, the German love for work. Such assignments are unusual and in 
parts confusing for the German reader, who is confronted with the contradicting 
relationship between Germans and Zionists in present and past here, on the basis of 
examples from the press. Shamir formulates the thesis that there is no inherited guilt 
and no legitimate inherited victim role. He mentions that Zionists in different ways have 
attacked Germans. In this context one misses the reference to the Nazi atrocities which 
are not mentioned in the the whole foreword, although it would make the overall picture 
appear more complete. Here is almost sounds as if Jews had no reason to be angry with 
Germans. But this is not what Shamir wants to say, as will become clear later on.  
 
The main point rather is this: "The Germans have not internalized the morst important 
lesson from the World War: Jews and non-Jews - be they Germans, Poles or Palestinians 
- should all be treated equally." (p.13) In this context the "peculiar German 'struggle 
against anti-Semitism'" is criticized and recognized as philo-Semitism, without 
mentioning the word, though. Shamir comments on this struggle sharply: "It is not a 
struggle against anti-Jewish discrimination, for there is none; from Moscow over Paris to 
New York there are also people of Jewish faith on the corridors of power." (p.14) 
Apparently, Shamir defines "discrimination" as the official exclusion of groups here. The 
struggle would neither be about the defense of a small, persecuted nation, as the 
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Palestinians in this case would have to be defended with the same right. Neither would it 
be about racism, "because they defend the racist apartheid system in Palestine." The 
foreword ends with the wish for a "antidote for this poison so that Jews and non-Jews can 
equally live together again - in Palestine and elsewhere." (Quotes retranslated from the 
German edition).  
  
 

- Why I Support the Return of Palestinians (p.15-16) - 

 
The individual texts can also be read without the context of the collection. This one is at 
the same time the introduction of the original English edition. On two short, half-literary 
pages Shamir explains that the Palestinians are the soul of Palestine: "Fantasy about a 
Jewish ingathering has collided with reality. We must end the delusion." (p.16) This point 
is central in Shamir's writings, he regards the element of the "Jewish character" of the 
country to be the wrong way. Strangers from all parts of the world would be brought into 
the country, claiming Jewish roots, but having no relation whatsoever to the country, 
whereas "those who still hold true to the Jewish traditions are isolated in the Jewish 
state, as was the late Dr. Yeshayahu Leibovich, or imprisoned like the Moroccan Jewish 
Rabbi Arie Der'i." (p.16) It is interesting that Shamir does show a positive attitude 
towards the/a Jewish tradition and that he does not reject all Jewish, as one might 
assume from the more polemic texts.  
 
On the first page of the text the Palestinians are defined in a romantic way, as counter-
parts of the olive trees, the wells, canyons and memorial places: "Palestine and the 
Palestinians are inseparable." Although this idea is reflected in Palestinian folklore also - 
Shamir mentions the poet Mahmud Darwish - it is, in the first place, a posit and a 
construct. The proto-typical Palestinian for Shamir is the farmer and peasant. The 
Palestinians would not be "an obscure, mean folk", but one that created the Star of 
Ghassul, composed the Bible, built temples, palaces, mosques, harbors: "They walked 
with Jesus, defeated Napoleon and bravely fought at Karameh. In their veins the blood of 
Aegean warriors, Bene Israel, David's heroes, the first Apostles of Christ and the 
Companions of the Prophet, Arab riders, Norman Crusaders and Turkmen chieftains blend 
in unique composition." (p.15) He also mentions the "wisdom of the late Edward Said, 
the perfect olive oil, the fervour of prayers and the valiant courage of Intifada." At least 
in parts this description can be called an idealization of a society or a people, as the 
picture remains one-sided and leaves out, for example, the patriarchy, corruption and 
the backwardness which can also be found in Palestine. Many modern Palestinians, for 
instance the writer Sahar Khalifa, do not have much in common with Shamir's account. 
But alright. He tells us that he likes Palestinians per se.  
 
This declaration of love to the Palestinians is balanced by Shamir's proposal of a 
coexistence in equality like in New Zealand or South Africa or the Caribbean, where 
children "have blended into a beautiful new race." (p.16) The provoking word "race" loses 
its sting in this naive-humanist sequence. He wants to build things up and to abolish 
borders, he wants them all to live together: the children of Palestine, of the first settlers, 
of the Moroccans and Russians. In some aspects, Shamir's world seems to be old-
fashioned, yet his passion credibly speaks of love, like in the closing sentence: "Let us 
tear up our Declarations of false Independence and write a new one of mutual 
dependence and love."  
 
 

- The State of Mind (p.17-34) - 

 
The essay is divided into six parts and deals with the "idée fixe" (this is the German title) 
of a Jewish state. Like in other essays, many historical and political details are 
interwoven here. The validity of these details cannot be examined within the scope of the 
review at hand. Our focus is an overall assessment of the book and, derived from that, of 
the author.  



 

 

23 

23 

 
In "The State of Mind" Shamir appears as an acting participant in the text. It is a stylistic 
devise to a certain extend, because in this way he can vividly tell the story he wants to 
tell on the basis of his impressions of the journey and experiences. Apart from that, we 
learn something about Shamir's personal thoughts, feelings and about his behavior. In 
the introductory part I. the first-person narrator is situated in the Wadi Keziv / Wadi 
Qura'in (he uses both expressions) in Western Galilee enjoying the landscape, while 
historical episodes cross his mind. On his walk in the direction of Acre he encounters a 
Kibbuznik supervising Thai workers: "I joined him for a smoke and a drink of cold water." 
And although the conversation of the two shows that they basically are political 
opponents, Shamir shakes the hand of this man at the end and leaves with a greeting. It 
would be wrong to ignore that Shamir shows great tolerance here. So he does in the 
episode from part II., when he talks with a journalist who shows off with her bringing one 
million Russians into the country by announcing a pogrom in the Moscow Echo radio 
station. Shamir does not get angry, but lets her be. He thinks to himself that this act 
would not have worked without the support of the "American friends of Israel".  
 
In part III. Shamir travels via Nahariya to Jaffa. When he sees an armed soldier on the 
train he remembers his own military time: "A young paratrooper pleased with my red 
boots and Uzi sub-machinegun. I was in training not far away from the places we were 
passing now." (p.22) He does not say what years this was, but his biography tells us that 
Shamir came to Israel in 1969, remaining in the army until, at least, 1973. He 
participated as a fighter in the Yom Kippur War. This is a very important detail: Shamir 
was existancially part of the conflict and significantly speaks out of his own experiences. 
Here, he tells the story of the encounter with a Palestinian peasant with whom he 
communicates through a wire fence at first, and later at the coffee-table. Again there are 
no reservation or fear of contact, only that Shamir feels more comfortable than with the 
Kibbuznik, as can be read between the lines. In this context, we learn more about 
Shamir's background. He envies the peasant from Sannur (p.23 f) for the cool springs, 
the vineyard and the slopes: "Why have I found myself locked up in an urban ghetto 'for 
Jews only'?"  
 
It is the concrete background of his circumstances that makes Shamir think and ponder. 
The motif is repeated in the beginning of part V., when the traveling narrator arrives at 
his home in Jaffa, describing the neighbors. An imam, a Moroccan family, an Armenian, a 
Russian painter. Thus his urban ghetto is not completely "for Jews only". Still the 
reproach is valid, because a mixing between Jews and non-Jews is objectively tried to be 
prevented by the officials. In the analytical sequences the first-person narrator steps far 
into the background, disappearing on the final pages, yet is replaced by a sporadic "we", 
referring to all inhabitants of the country sometimes, and to "we children of Jews" (p.33) 
at other times.  
 
Concerning the contents, the essay at hand deals with the contrasting of Israeli realities 
with the "ghost" (p.25) of the Jewish state. The theme is introduced in the mentioned 
scene with the Kibbuznik. While viewing the scene, the author reconstructs its historic 
genesis. According to his account, the story started with Jewish troops expelling the local 
peasants in the area of az-Ziv thirty years ago. At first, they cared for the soil 
themselves, then came Thais to work for them, until today. They are sometimes 
supervised by Russians.  
 
Part II. deals with the Russian immigrants in Maalot. The thesis is presented that the 
different groups in Israel partly have only little to do with Judaism. By way of a detail 
Shamir summarizes the situation like this: "After the dreadful explosion in the Dolfi 
discothèque it created a visible problem: the religious undertakers refused to bury the 
dead Russian girls in a Jewish cemetery, even as the Israeli government was bombing 
Palestinians 'to avenge Jewish blood.'" (p.19) Polemic is the following sentence about the 
Russian immigrants: "They are being taught a brief version of the modern Jewish faith 
and its single commandment: 'Thou shalt hate Arabs.'" 
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Part III. is about the encounter with the Palestinian and subsequently a critical view of 
Judaism in relation to the fate of the Palestinians. The original emancipational idea had 
been the overcoming of the ghetto and by way of "locking Palestinians out" (p.24) "we" 
came back to the ghetto. The scenario Shamir has in mind here, is conveyed via an 
allegory to Mel Brook's cinematic Frankenstein parody. He describes the founding of the 
State of Israel as follows: "The founders wanted to begin their lives anew, to become 
'Israelis', another of the tribes of Palestine. They dropped Jewish names, dropped the 
Jewish language, dropped the synagogue and Talmud, and learned to work the land and 
use the gun. They were joined by many people who never knew their way to a 
synagogue in the first place. But the Jewish fate descended upon them all and returned 
them to the ghetto." (p.25) I admit that I do not understand this part. Wasn't it explicitly 
the Judeazation of the country which went along with the founding of the state? Rather 
than the dropping of names, language etc. Moreover, the emphasis of a "Jewish fate" to 
me seems to complicate the argumentation. It is not really clear whether he talks about 
a construct, because he does not describe it as a construct. He says, "we" began to live 
according to the Jewish fate (NB: There is a difference through the translation. In the 
original it reads: "We began to fulfil the predictions of our enemies.") and thus fulfill 
every expectation of an anti-Semite. As examples he names details of the oppression of 
the inhabitants of before 1948, he also talks about laundering cash, cooperations with 
dictators and high rates of interest. One can conclude that anger is expressed here, 
anger with the own group. Especially, this is how the part closes, as it is all about a 
ghost, which is chased with this behavior, and not a realistic or even humanistic idea.  
 
Part IV. contains the main argumentation in respect to idea and reality of the "Jewish 
state". According to the author, the Zionist experiment has practically collapsed. (p.27) 
Shamir summarizes the situation: unemployment, massive immigration of strangers, the 
tourism industry going down, waves of emigration, violence against Palestinians, 
destruction of the country. He sees the biggest part of the responsibility to be with 
American Jews. He writes: "The Jewish state of Israel is a state of mind, a projection of 
the American Jewish mind." On the page before it reads: "For the sake of this spectre, 
important American Jews squeeze pennies from their employees and countrymen, cut 
down on pensions to the old (...), demand the destruction of Iraq, bless the bombing of 
Afghani refugees, keep Afro-Americans in their ghettos, undermine their host society and 
make enemies for themselves and for America." Although it is undoubted that the USA in 
military and ideational terms support the State of Israel more than any other country, 
the passage at hand can put readers off. It surely is not only the Jewish US Americans 
who are concerned here. That the Jewish Americans cut down on pensions in order to 
maintain the ghost of the Jewish State seems to be an absurd combination of theses to 
me. I do not find the thesis constructive that Jews undermine the American society. Had 
Shamir written "Zionists", I could relate, because Zionism is an ideology. Certainly, one 
can also use Judaism for ideological purposes, the same way it happens in Islam, in 
Christendom and other book-related cultures, but Shamir in this passage only talks about 
"Jews". Let us keep this in mind and see what else he writes.  
 
Content of part V. is the geographical and historical description of the city of Jaffa, as an 
example for the development of the country. After a literary and descriptive account of 
the city Shamir commemorates the day of the UN partition plan of 1947. Shamir says 
this partition was not necessary and not wanted by very most of the concerned people. 
Again Shamir insists on living together. Apparently, this is the point that explains his 
anger with American Jews, for he writes: "We could live together as brothers, and 
eventually create a new nation, uniting Jewish fervour and Palestinian love of the land. 
But American Jewish organisations supported Ben Gurion and Golda Meyer, advocates of 
partition." (p.29) Where are the sisters? Let us keep this in mind, too. The shelling of 
Jaffa and the radical decimation of the indigenous population from 100.000 to 5.000 is 
mentioned as an example of the effects of this policy. This tragedy means the loss of 
paradise to the author: "Our Jaffa remained a lingering memory of One Palestine, 
Complete, the Paradise Lost." (p.29) Shamir regards - this is unusual - the war of 1967 
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as a chance: "There was a good opportunity for solving the problem in 1967, when 
Palestine was reunited." He emphasizes that by returning the refugees old quarrels could 
have been settled: "We would not be an exclusive Jewish state, but we would be happy 
and content people." (p.30) So far, so good. But is the cause of the imbalance in the 
country adequately described like this: "If American Jews did not bribe Israelis on a large 
scale, we would just forget about the Diaspora and dissolve into the hospitable Middle 
East as another of its tribes." Is bribe indeed the mono-causal core of the matter? I do 
not think so. There surely is a number of Jewish US citizens who seek to maintain the 
illusion of the Jewish shelter with dishonest means, but there are many other players in 
the game. Moreover, money is not the decisive factor for the conditions in the country, 
although it plays an important role. I regard the group-related assignments in passages 
like this to be problematic. Likewise in the end of the part which is heralded by Shamir 
with the words: "We are master-sellers of illusion." (p.30) Had he written: we Jewish 
Israelis have plucked out Palestinian olive trees, then the self-criticism can be 
understood. "We are master-sellers of illusion", on the other hand, creates an 
atmosphere of diffuse assignments with a provocative connotation. He recounts the 
anecdote in which Kibbuz inhabitants in 1946 had planted fresh flowers on short notice 
for UN visitors in order to arose the impression they could bring the desert to bloom, a 
procedure which is said to have been successful in front of Churchill in Tel Aviv before. 
The author remains on the level of discussion and argument, though, as he recounts the 
event in the context of the causes of the partition of the country. The part ends with a 
commemoration of the expulsion of the native population.  
 
Part VI. is a parallel to part II: part II. is about the culture of the Russian immigrants 
with the example of Maalot. The first half of the final part VI. is about the Jewish 
communities of North Africa. In both cases it is the intention of the author to show how 
the population of before 1948 was replaced by other groups. Moreover, the examples are 
used to elucidate the hierarchical social structure in Israel. A further parallel can be found 
in the assignments towards these groups. Shamir writes: "The North African Jews are a 
fine but broken people." (p.31) The Mossad is said to have persuaded them to immigrate 
to Israel and only few remained in their home countries: "Now they are ministers and 
advisers to kings." Others moved to France and "gave the world Jacques Derrida and 
Albert Memmi." Those, who emigrated to Israel, on the other hand, would supply 75% of 
its jail population. One is reminded of biblical social concepts. He speaks about the 
Russian immigrants in a similar way: "The Russians are a nice, hard-working but 
confused community." (p.21) It is not easy, especially because of the half-literary form of 
most of the essays, to assess such clichés. There seems to be a certain conservative elite 
thinking. He goes on to describe the social discrimination of the North African Jews in 
detail, using examples. The Kibbuz movement, too, would descent. All this, says Shamir, 
indicates that the attempt "of making Palestine as Jewish as England is English" has 
failed: "Palestine is as Jewish as Jamaica is English." (p.33) It follows Shamir's conclusion 
of the whole essay: "We children of Jews have a great luxury of choice." / "Personal 
choice remains in the hands of each individual." (p.33) He means the choice to live the 
way one wants and to keep up any group identity. Violence would not be necessary for 
this. In this context, another attack is launched: "If American Jews would forget about us 
for ten years, we would sort out our problems and reach a new natural equilibrium in 
Palestine." (p.33) He adds that they could financially support the Afro-Americans, if they 
had too much money. Even clearer he names those he regards to be responsible for the 
destruction of the country at the very end: "Israeli killers (and) their American 
supporters." (p.34) It would be an irony that "the Jewish leadership" had committed 
these crimes in vain, as they failed in their aim to create a Jewish state.  
 
(Update July 12, 2006, to be continued) 


