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PREFACE 

The Long Line of Empire 
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This book began as a series of Substack essays written over a year in which the world watched Gaza burn in real time. Every day brought new images of buildings collapsing, families searching rubble for their children, and paramedics running toward the screams instead of away from them. Each day delivered fresh testimony from people who had lost everything while the world debated their humanity. What began as isolated pieces on military doctrine, propaganda, and international law slowly cohered into something larger: an attempt to understand how a world that insists it has left colonialism behind could watch a people being destroyed and still search for euphemisms to explain it away. The more I wrote, the more obvious it became that the violence unfolding before us was not an aberration. It was the long line of empire resurfacing. The more I looked, the clearer it became that this was not merely the persistence of empire but its evolution, refined through centuries of practice and now carried out with bureaucratic precision, digital efficiency, and an almost indifferent cruelty that exposes how little the so-called civilised world has changed. 

From Columbus’s landing on Hispaniola to the ruins of Gaza, the arc is unbroken. The first Europeans who stepped ashore in the Caribbean did not encounter wilderness. They encountered societies with agriculture, astronomy, irrigation canals, medicine, architecture, sanitation systems, and political structures. The people they met lived in organised, complex worlds far more hygienic than the cities the Europeans had left behind, cities where sewage ran through streets, clean water was scarce, and disease killed millions. Europe at that time burned women as witches, tortured prisoners in public squares, and performed executions as entertainment. If any civilisation required uplift, it was not the ones Europeans set out to conquer, but Europe never acknowledged this. Instead, it invented the category of savage to justify the theft of continents. It sanctified its violence by pretending it was mercy. The myth of European superiority became one of the most destructive lies in human history, a lie whose consequences are still felt in every territory reshaped by conquest, including Palestine. 

Europe told itself a story. It declared that it had arrived to civilise the savage. It insisted that the people it met were primitive, despite their sophisticated knowledge and stable societies. It recast conquest as benevolence, theft as discovery, and domination as destiny. Through this story, Europe justified centuries of enslavement, land seizure, extermination, forced conversion, racial segregation, resource extraction, and cultural erasure. This was not hidden violence; it was celebrated. Torture was a spectacle. Conquest was virtue. Entire peoples were annihilated because an empire convinced itself they were obstacles to progress. The founding lie of the modern world was simple: that Europeans were the bearers of civilisation and the rest of humanity existed to be improved, controlled, or eliminated. It was a lie that was not abandoned with the end of formal empires. It was absorbed into Western political identity. It became the operating logic of states that still pretend their dominance is benevolent. Nowhere is this fiction more violently exposed than in Gaza. 

By the nineteenth century, these ideas had not disappeared. They had become more refined, more scientific, more dangerous. Racial pseudoscience classified whole populations as inferior. Nationalism promised unity through exclusion. Exceptionalism sanctified the empire. Europe began producing its most poisonous political projects, those movements obsessed with purity, destiny, and territory. Fascism did not appear out of nowhere; it grew from soil already fertilised by centuries of colonial brutality. It inherited the idea that violence could regenerate a nation, that whole populations could be moved or erased, that history could be rewritten through domination. This was the intellectual climate in which Zionism emerged, and crucially, Europe never confronted this history. It buried its guilt beneath memorials and declarations while continuing to impose economic, political, and military hierarchies on the global South. It condemned the excesses of fascism while preserving the colonial logic that gave fascism its intellectual oxygen. Zionism emerged not as a rejection of European racism but as one of its inheritors. 

Zionism did not arise in a Middle Eastern vacuum. It emerged in late nineteenth-century Europe, during the rise of racial theory, blood-and-soil nationalism, and the belief that modern nations required ethnic consolidation to survive. It drew on Europe’s political vocabulary, chosen peoples, manifest destiny, historical entitlement, civilisational uplift, and demographic threat. 

It inherited Europe’s moral blindness, its ability to view Indigenous populations as impediments to destiny. Zionism promised a national rebirth; it mirrored the very ideologies from which Europe claimed to have recoiled after World War II, and it also mirrored something else: the American frontier myth. The idea of a new world waiting to be claimed, despite the apparent presence of the people already living there. The same settlercolonial delusion that built the United States, extermination, reservation, frontier wars, and manifest destiny, was repackaged in the Middle East. 

The myth of return, of people reclaiming a land after three thousand years, collapsed under historical scrutiny. The overwhelming majority of those who built the modern State of Israel were not returning to a place they or their ancestors had inhabited for millennia. They came from Europe, where Jewish communities had lived for centuries. They arrived from Poland, Ukraine, Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, Russia, and Austria. They spoke Yiddish, a European language. They carried European cultural practices, European political experiences, and European assumptions about nationalism. Their civic life, cuisine, education, worldviews, and identities had been shaped on European soil, not on Levantine soil; the myth persisted because it served power. It provided divine legitimacy for a political project that, in practice, was deeply earthly: remove the population, seize the land, construct a new reality. Myths have always been the protective skin wrapped around colonial violence. 

Zionism itself was a European movement, forged by European intellectuals such as Theodor Herzl, Ze’ev Jabotinsky, and Chaim Weizmann, products of the Austro-Hungarian empire, Russian pogroms, and European nationalist politics. It aimed to solve a European problem by exporting it to the Middle East. In this sense, the project did not restore an abandoned homeland. It implanted a European political idea into a land already inhabited, governed, cultivated, and historically rooted. Palestine was not empty. It was not waiting. It was not a blank page on which 

Europe could write its redemption, and like all colonial projects, it required a partner. That partner was the United States: a nation built on its own myths of chosenness and conquest. America recognised its reflection in Zionism. It saw a version of its own history: frontiers, settlements, and Indigenous removal, playing out again. 

Israel’s first Prime Minister, David Ben-Gurion, was a Polish European and a devout Zionist. Several of Israel’s early leaders shared the exact European origins; Levi Eshkol was born in present-day Ukraine, and Golda Meir was born in Ukraine before migrating to America and later settling in Palestine. Benjamin Netanyahu, a right-wing Zionist, was born in America and spent much of his life there before returning to Israel as a political figure shaped by Western ideology rather than Middle Eastern history. 

The myth persisted because myths exert influence not because of their truth but because they lend moral legitimacy to political agendas. Zionism’s mythic return functioned similarly to America’s Manifest Destiny, France’s civilising mission, Britain’s white man’s burden, and Australia’s terra nullius. It depicted the current population as a mistake, a demographic hurdle, and a regrettable but unavoidable cost of national renewal. Colonial states always claim they are fulfilling destiny; they rarely admit they are destroying a people. In the twentieth century, as America expanded its military footprint across the Middle East, Israel became indispensable. Netanyahu once described Israel as a strategic asset, an American aircraft carrier in the Middle East. 

Washington embraced the role. After its own failures in Lebanon, Iraq, and Afghanistan, America saw in Israel a permanent outpost, armed, aggressive, and unrestrained. This foothold could secure American interests long after American boots had failed. 

The violence that followed was not accidental; it was structural. In 1948, over 700,000 people, more than three-quarters of Gaza’s population, were forced from their homes by the organised and aggressive actions of Zionist militias, amidst armed assaults, fear, massacres, and the breakdown of Palestinian social cohesion. Those same militias later became the Israel Defence Force, institutionalising the same ideology that drove their campaigns in 1948 and embedding it into the military strategies that still influence Palestinian life today.  

The displaced fled into a territory never meant to hold so many people, a strip of land that would later become one of the most surveilled, most controlled, and most bombed places on earth. Gaza did not emerge from chaos. It emerged from policy; from strategy; from design: it emerged from a worldview that believed Palestinians did not count, that their suffering was inconsequential, and that erasing them was necessary. That worldview was not born in Israel; it was inherited from Europe and reinforced by America, the two powers that taught the modern world how to rationalise conquest. 

The cruelty did not begin in 1948, and it did not end there. 

It has continued for almost a century, long before the Nakba, the Zionist militias that British authorities condemned as terrorist organisations were attacking, killing, and displacing Palestinians throughout the 1920s, 1930s, and early 1940s. The violence did not stop with the establishment of the state; it intensified and became institutionalised, and today it is visible in the genocide broadcast daily on our television screens. It is carried in the open language of Israeli political leaders, who speak of Palestinians as though their destruction is not merely acceptable but necessary. Defence Minister Yoav Gallant referred to Palestinians as human animals and justified cutting off food, water, and electricity to an entire population. Finance Minister Bezalel Smotrich demanded that the Palestinian town of Huwara be wiped out. Former Justice Minister Ayelet Shaked declared that Palestinian mothers give birth to little snakes. Itamar Ben-Gvir, now the National Security Minister, announced that his rights take precedence over those of Palestinian citizens. Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu invoked the biblical command to destroy Amalek: a call historically associated with total annihilation. These are not fringe voices; they are the state. Their words echo the language empires have always used to justify the destruction of the people standing in their way, and this rhetoric is not accidental. It is pedagogical. It is transmitted through schools, media, textbooks, youth movements, military training, and political speeches. A society does not commit an atrocity unless it has been taught that the victims are less than human. Israel teaches exactly that. 

The cruelty is not only rhetorical. It is structural. It is policy. It is built into military orders, administrative rules, zoning restrictions, dietary restrictions, water allocation, surveillance networks, border systems, and educational narratives. Children learn that the land is theirs alone. They come to understand that Palestinians lack a legitimate claim to their land. They see the neighbouring population as a demographic threat, viewing them as dangerous animals rather than a vibrant culture, and consider them a security concern. This echoes Europe’s past narratives about its own destroyed populations, reinforcing the idea that domination is standard, inequality is inherent, and violence is inevitable. They adopt the colonial worldview as if it were an ordinary understanding rather than a historical one. 

When I began writing about Gaza on Substack, I had no intention of producing a book. I wrote because silence felt like complicity. I wrote because the vocabulary used to describe what was unfolding, conflict, cycle, tragedy, was too evasive to be honest. I wrote because Palestinians themselves were documenting their own catastrophe with clarity and courage in a way the world could no longer ignore. I wrote because the empire adapts, and those who resist it must adapt as well. I wrote with the urgency the story demanded to be heard. I wrote because America, Israel’s indispensable funder, armourer, and diplomatic shield, demonstrated that the moral failures of Europe had migrated across the Atlantic. The United States, a nation built on Indigenous displacement, slavery, racial hierarchy, and a war economy, found in Israel not a burden but a partner. 

Over the course of twelve months, the essays grew into chapters, and the chapters formed a map. What initially felt like separate analyses of military doctrine, narrative control, international law, surveillance, digital platforms, humanitarian manipulation, and global arms networks proved to be components of a single architecture. Gaza was not an exception. It was a window. It showed what the international order had become: an order willing to accept domination so long as it is stable, subordination so long as it is managed, and inequality so long as capital continues to flow. It showed that settler colonialism never died. It globalised. It adapted. It merged with capitalism, militarism, and digital control systems. It built a world in which entire populations can be surveilled, confined, starved, and erased while leaders insist that they are defending civilisation. 

It is equally about how the United States, the most powerful nation on Earth, uses Israel as a proxy, an outpost, a testing ground, and a permanent military asset, an aircraft carrier, as Netanyahu described it: stationed where American power cannot hold without local enforcers. 

It concerns the broader Western arms economy that sustains this structure. The United States supplies Israel with billions in weapons, intelligence systems, aircraft, and munitions. The United Kingdom exports components for fighter jets, drones, missile systems, and cyber technology. France provides artillery, surveillance equipment, and aerospace systems. Germany bears a deep and unresolved guilt for the Holocaust, which has become a permanent political duty to Israel, expressed through the supply of submarines, armour, and advanced naval platforms that enhance Israeli military power. Italy offers aircraft parts, training, and military coordination. Canada exports drone components, optics, and targeting systems. Australia provides weapons parts, surveillance technology, training programmes, and intelligence cooperation.  

These nations support Israel not because its rhetoric fools them but because they profit from it. Israel serves as a showcase for Western weapons, a testing ground for surveillance systems, a laboratory for urban warfare, and a vital hub in the global arms trade. Every bomb dropped on Gaza strengthens the bond between 

Western governments and the corporations that supply arms. Every Palestinian death is monetised. Every act of dominance is absorbed into defence deals, intelligence partnerships, and military procurement. The West does not merely support Israel; it benefits from it. 

It is also about memory. Empires survive by controlling narrative, by rewriting the past to justify the present. This book is an attempt to resist that narrative. It places Palestine back into the long arc of colonial history. It shows that what is often described as a conflict is in fact a structure, a system that merges military force, digital architecture, legal manipulation, economic dependency, and international complicity. It argues that Gaza is not merely a tragedy but a mirror reflecting the world as it is, not the world as our institutions pretend it to be, and that reflection is harsh. It exposes the hypocrisy of Western civilisation, which speaks the language of human rights while financing the machinery that destroys them. 

Some readers will ask whether such comparisons are fair. Whether colonialism really survives in an age of international law, human rights frameworks, and global institutions. The answer is visible in every demolished apartment block, every mother searching for her child, every severed water line, every permit denied, every family displaced, and in the tens of thousands of 

Palestinians killed since 7 October 2023; colonialism did not end. It was modernised. It exchanged crude racial doctrines for bureaucratic categories. It replaced overt domination with administrative control. It learned to operate through partnerships, funding mechanisms, trade agreements, and diplomatic protections. But its essence remains the same: one population deciding the fate of another. It survives because powerful nations, especially the United States, require it. Colonialism is not a memory for them. It is a strategy. 

This book took shape because the world reached a point where the old explanations collapsed under the weight of evidence. The testimonies were too many. The footage is too raw. The suffering is too visible. In that exposure, the more profound truth emerged, not as revelation, but as recognition. History had not ended. It was repeating itself, wearing new clothes but speaking the same language. If the world fails to understand Gaza as part of that long history, it will repeat that history in new theatres, with new victims, under new justifications. 

The chapters that follow draw a straight line between past and present. They are not detached analyses. They attempt to honour the testimonies of those who live under structures they did not choose and to locate their experiences within the architecture that sustains those structures. This book exists because Palestinians refused to be silent. It exists because their voices forced the world to confront what many tried to avoid. It exists because every empire relies on forgetfulness, and because the first act of resistance is to remember, and remembering is no longer enough. Understanding is no longer enough. The world must decide whether it will continue the long line of empire or finally break it. 

The present Israeli attack on Gaza is described as a war, but a conventional war occurs between two armed forces. The people of Gaza are overwhelmingly unarmed civilians. Hamas, despite the mythology built around it, was a resistance movement of roughly twenty to thirty thousand fighters armed with small arms, improvised explosives, and short-range rockets. They faced one of the most advanced militaries in the world, backed by the United States and equipped with precision munitions, drones, tanks, artillery, naval power, surveillance systems, and a nuclear arsenal. Despite this vast imbalance, Israel has failed to achieve its stated aim of eliminating Hamas and has instead inflicted mass devastation on the Palestinian population. Large parts of Gaza now resemble the ruins of Hiroshima and Nagasaki after the most devastating war crime of the twentieth century, the American nuclear bombings of those cities. Like the Japanese who survived the destruction of their cities, the Palestinians endure. 
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INTRODUCTION 
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Origins and the Making of a Settler Project 


The twenty-first century was presented as the era when empires had finally receded. Liberal governments insisted that history had reached its rational endpoint and that global institutions would restrain violence, protect the vulnerable, and uphold universal rights. Citizens were assured that democracy had stabilised and that the catastrophes of the twentieth century had reshaped the political conscience of powerful nations. These claims collapsed almost immediately. The world that emerged was defined by fear, economic insecurity, rising nationalism, and the routine acceptance of state violence. What passed for progress masked a more profound shift: the global order did not move toward justice; it evolved into a system better able to absorb and manage injustice. 

This transformation had deep historical roots. From the fifteenth century onward, European powers developed a political logic that legitimised domination by redefining the humanity of those they conquered. The so-called discovery of the Americas was less a voyage of enlightenment than an apocalypse. Civilisations with agriculture, astronomy, medicine, governance, sanitation, and running water were dismissed as primitive by societies whose own cities were choked with filth, disease, and open sewage. Columbus and the conquistadors branded Indigenous societies barbaric while carrying out collective punishments, enslavement, rape, forced conversion, and extermination in the name of faith. They condemned ritual sacrifice, which had spiritual logic within their cultures. At the same time, Europe practised its own forms of spectacle and cruelty: burnings at the stake, public executions, hangings, drawing and quartering, mutilation, drownings, and prisons so squalid that dying from disease was routine. The word barbaric became a political tool, not a moral judgment. It excused theft, legitimised violence, and converted conquest into duty. This logic produced continents of dispossession and shaped the modern world far more profoundly than liberal institutions have ever been willing to acknowledge. 

The same logic governed Europe’s own wars. Young men marched into mechanised slaughter convinced that the nation was sacred, the enemy subhuman, and death for the homeland a form of transcendence. Germans were told that killing Britons was an act of civilisation; Britons were said the same about killing Germans. Millions died acting on mirror-image myths crafted to legitimise mass killing. The pattern repeated across continents. 

Japanese and Americans, Arabs and Europeans, Vietnamese and Australians were instructed to see each other not as human beings but as threats to be eliminated. This transformation of entire populations into moral categories was not accidental. It was the ideological machinery that made modern war not only possible but repeatable. 

Remembrance rituals grew from this history and continue to sustain it. They claim to honour the dead, revive the narratives that sent them to their deaths. They sacralise national sacrifice while concealing the political failures and ambitions that demanded it. They teach each generation that war is tragic and noble, that soldiers die for freedom rather than for leaders who refuse to choose peace. Such rituals do not challenge war; they normalise it. They uphold the moral architecture that turns violence into duty and shields governments from confronting the human cost of decisions made in their name. 

This was the world that awaited Gaza, a world trained to rationalise disposability, excuse structural violence, and treat entire populations as objects to be administered rather than lives to be protected. 

Gaza sits at the point where these global patterns converge. It is not a case study, an anomaly, or a regional dispute. It is the place where the world’s rhetoric about law, rights, and civilisation is tested and found wanting. The forces that shaped the twenty-first century, including dispossession, securitisation, racial hierarchy, and the framing of entire populations as threats, are distilled there with a clarity that reveals their true nature. Understanding Gaza is not an act of regional analysis; it is an examination of the international order itself, stripped of euphemism. 

Gaza did not emerge from a vacuum. It arose from a global order that had already accepted human disposability as a governing principle. Enclosing an entire population behind walls, fences, naval patrols, and military checkpoints was not a deviation from international norms; it was their logical extension. When powerful states define security as control, the lives beneath that framework become negotiable. Guantánamo Bay, Manus Island, Libya’s detention system, Xinjiang’s camps, the Sonoran Desert, and Europe’s fortified coastline reveal the same design. Gaza is not an outlier; it is the most direct and unapologetic expression of that design. 

Gaza’s geographic and political isolation made it acutely vulnerable to the hardening of these narratives. International commentary often reduced the Strip to an anomaly or a humanitarian emergency, as if it existed outside history rather than at the centre of a political catastrophe decades in the making. Gaza’s experience was not peripheral to Palestinian life. It was the concentrated aftershock of 1948, a territory where the trauma of displacement was lived with an intensity unmatched elsewhere. The world focused on humanitarian symptoms; Gazans endured the political cause. This distinction shaped Gaza’s identity long before the 1967 occupation formalised the structures that governed it. 

Understanding Gaza requires recognising how completely 1948 permeated its social fabric. Every wedding, funeral, and festival carried the memory of villages from which families fled. 

Displacement was not only geographic; it was also temporal. Refugees lived suspended between a past they guarded and a future they were denied. Children learned the names of orchards, wells, and mosques that their families once tended. They knew who had been killed, who had escaped with keys in their pockets, and who had vanished without a trace. Memory became a form of resistance because it refused to let a political catastrophe be recast as an unchangeable historical fact. 

This continuity of memory sustained a collective identity despite the fragmentation imposed by borders, camp boundaries, and regional politics. It formed the moral ground on which later political movements stood. The right of return did not emerge from ideological debate; it arose from the daily lives of families who still held the keys to homes their grandparents built. It was not an abstract principle but a lived claim rooted in experience. 

Because it was lived, it endured despite decades of diplomatic efforts to dilute, postpone, or redefine it. 

The years leading up to 1967 intensified these dynamics. Israeli military doctrine grew more assertive. Regional politics became more volatile. Palestinian political consciousness evolved in ways the international community neither recognised nor sought to understand. Arab regimes that proclaimed liberation often limited Palestinian action more than they supported it. Israel’s military primacy went largely unchallenged. Western governments continued to interpret Israel through familiar European and American narratives, refusing to confront the colonial logic embedded in its foundations. Gaza, positioned between these forces, became the site where their contradictions collided with the most incredible intensity. 

The tension in the region before the 1967 war was not only military; it was also structural. Every actor recognised that the post-1948 political order was unsustainable; none confronted the inequalities at its core. Palestinians lived within the permanence of displacement. Arab states invoked Palestinian liberation to strengthen their own legitimacy while restricting meaningful action. Israel consolidated control over land, demography, and resources with little external challenge. 

International powers managed each crisis without addressing its origins. Gaza lay at the centre of this unresolved system, its population forced deeper into deprivation as pressures intensified on every side. 

The broader region failed to grasp the depth of this internal transformation. Arab states spoke of unity while pursuing contradictory agendas. International institutions issued resolutions that affirmed Palestinian rights but created no mechanisms capable of enforcing them. Diplomats discussed return and selfdetermination in formal language that bore little resemblance to life in camps where families survived on limited salaries, food rations, and endurance. This contradiction hardened into a global pattern. Palestinian rights were acknowledged in principle but defended only in rhetoric. That pattern shaped the subsequent decades as decisively as any war or treaty. 

Inside Israel, the post-1948 period produced a political culture that paired democratic self-presentation with systematic exclusion. The military regime imposed on Palestinian citizens was described as temporary: it lasted nearly twenty years. Its administrative logic of permits, closures, land seizures, and surveillance became routine. The early state refined tools of control that insulated its Jewish population from the consequences of its policies while rendering Palestinians constantly visible to authority. This dual structure entrenched a hierarchy that later extended into the territories occupied after 1967. 

Israel also constructed a narrative that framed the events of 1948 not as dispossession but as defence. This narrative became foundational. It shaped legal arguments, school curricula, national memory, and international diplomacy. Palestinians were recast as migrants, infiltrators, or obstacles rather than as an Indigenous population subjected to organised removal. The reach of this narrative extended well beyond Israel’s borders. It shaped Western perception, influenced media coverage, and produced a diplomatic environment in which Palestinian suffering was acknowledged only when denial became impossible. This was the narrative structure Palestinians attempted to confront from the camps, the classrooms, and the underground movements they built. 

The international order accepted these structures long before it acknowledged their consequences. Governments that spoke of human rights pursued strategic advantage. Legal frameworks created after the Second World War were applied unevenly, protecting some populations while rendering others invisible. Western states upheld principles in theory but abandoned them whenever enforcement risked geopolitical cost. The inequality embedded in the post-1948 landscape became part of the global system itself, shaping diplomacy, security policy, and the language of international legitimacy. The world did not merely tolerate the hierarchy created in Palestine; it absorbed it into the logic of its institutions. 

International institutions adapted to this inequality rather than confronting it. Bodies created to prevent future atrocities learned to manage crises rather than address their causes. Resolutions accumulated while enforcement mechanisms withered. Legal language expanded while political courage contracted. The gap between principle and practice widened until it became a defining feature of the global system. This evolution did not occur through oversight. It reflected a world in which powerful states set the limits of accountability, turning international law into a vocabulary of condemnation without consequence. 

As enforcement collapsed, a culture of permanent emergency took its place. Governments learned to present extraordinary measures as routine, and security rhetoric became the language through which political life was organised. Populations were encouraged to see threats everywhere except within the policies carried out in their name. States framed surveillance, militarised borders, and pre-emptive violence as responsible governance. The distinction between defence and domination blurred. In this environment, wars no longer required public justification; they only needed the appearance of inevitability. The global order drifted toward a worldview in which violence became both normalised and politically profitable. 

Gaza revealed the full implications of this landscape. It showed what happens when a population is placed at the intersection of global indifference, regional calculation, and a security doctrine that treats containment as policy. The crisis did not expose a failure of the international order; it exposed its design. The institutions that promised protection delivered only statements. The states that claimed moral authority retreated behind strategic interests. The language of rights collapsed in the face of a reality built on exclusion and force. Gaza became the place where the world’s claims about justice, law, and civilisation could no longer be sustained. 

The crisis in Gaza forces a reckoning with the world that produced it. It exposes the distance between the values nations claim and the actions they defend. It reveals how easily international norms collapse when confronted by power, and how quickly principles are abandoned when they become inconvenient. The violence directed at Gaza is inseparable from the structures that shaped the last century, from the hierarchies built into global politics, and from the willingness of states to rationalise suffering when it preserves their influence. To understand Gaza is to confront the political order that made such violence possible. This is where the history begins. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Empire’s Logic 
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Modern Zionism emerged from a Europe undergoing a profound, often violent transformation. By the late nineteenth century, the continent was remaking itself with remarkable speed. Empires spanned continents. Industrial production reorganised everyday life. New sciences claimed to reveal the hierarchy of human difference. Political movements argued that identity must align with territory if a society hopes to be considered modern. None of these ideas existed on the margins. They formed the central intellectual and administrative atmosphere of the age. Europe imagined itself as civilisation’s apex, interpreting the rest of the world through hierarchies that placed its own peoples at the summit and everyone else somewhere below. Newspapers, universities, political clubs, museums, and parliaments repeated ideas of superiority until they hardened into common sense. This was the world that produced modern Zionism. It was not born from ancient prophecy or timeless continuity. It was born inside the ideological machinery of empire. 

European nationalism redrew the boundaries of belonging. For centuries, political identity revolved around dynastic loyalty or religious affiliation. By the nineteenth century, the emerging nation-state insisted on new criteria: common blood, language, culture, and territory. This shift transformed Jewish communities into a perceived political problem inside Europe’s imagination. Jews had lived across the continent for generations. They spoke local languages, contributed to scholarship and trade, shaped cultural life, and participated in the social fabric of the regions they inhabited. However, nationalist thinkers more often depicted them as incompatible with the ideal of an ethnically homogeneous nation-state. Their existence indicated that the national community was not as uniform as the new ideologies required. Antisemitism, entrenched for centuries, merged with racial theories that shifted hostility from the realm of belief into the realm of biology. Intellectuals, scientists, and politicians described Jews as rootless, unassimilable, and incapable of forming an organic part of the national body. These narratives spread through academic writing, political platforms, pamphlets, and popular culture, shaping a public mood that regarded exclusion as logical and suspicion as rational. 

Scientific prestige gave these prejudices an aura of inevitability. As evolutionary theory moved from biology into social interpretation, thinkers reworked Darwin’s ideas into arguments about racial hierarchy. Social Darwinists insisted that history was a competition among groups, and that dominance or decline followed natural laws rather than political decisions. 

Anthropologists measured skulls, categorised cultures, and ranked civilisations on imaginary scales of advancement. These pseudoscientific practices provided ideological tools for colonial expansion. Conquest could be described not simply as policy but as destiny. Resistance could be dismissed as backwardness. Administrators in Africa, Asia, and the Pacific treated these theories as practical guides to governance. Inside this atmosphere, the belief that a people required territorial sovereignty to achieve political maturity gained wide acceptance. Movements that sought land in the name of identity were not dismissed as reactionary. 

They were understood as expressions of modernity. 

These ideas circulated through classrooms, museums, civil-service academies, literary salons, and bureaucratic training programs. They influenced reformers and authoritarians alike. They structured Europe’s self-image as the world’s most advanced civilisation and shaped its understanding of the people it conquered. It was inside this intellectual architecture that Theodor Herzl and the early Zionist leadership formulated their political vision. Herzl did not invent the link between peoplehood and territory. He inherited it from the intellectual climate of his age. He absorbed the assumption that a people without land was a people without a future: marginal, insecure, perpetually vulnerable. 

The Dreyfus Affair revealed these pressures with piercing clarity. When Captain Alfred Dreyfus, a Jewish officer in the French Army, was falsely accused of treason in 1894, the public reaction did not rest on evidence. It rested on identity. Crowds demanded his guilt as proof of their own fragile unity. The scandal exposed the limits of assimilation, revealing that even a republic that prided itself on universal equality could not escape the racialised thinking beneath its institutions. For Herzl, who covered the trial as a journalist, the lesson was unmistakable. Integration was not a path to security; it was a fragile illusion that shattered under stress. Antisemitism, he saw, was not a medieval residue or a passing political fever. It was structural, embedded in the very political and cultural systems that defined the modern European state. 

Herzl’s response was to articulate a political project that accepted the core assumptions of European nationalism. Zionism sought to answer the “Jewish question” not by challenging the logic of the nation-state, but by embracing it. Herzl framed Jewish statehood as a rational, modern solution to a modern, irrational crisis. His arguments did not appeal to religious destiny. They appealed to political doctrines European elites already understood: national rights, territorial acquisition, imperial partnership, and diplomatic negotiation. He presented Zionism to European governments as a movement that could stabilise contested regions, reinforce imperial influence, and extend Europe’s cultural and administrative logic into the Middle East. His arguments aligned seamlessly with the colonial worldview: that land could be obtained through international agreement; that Indigenous populations lacked the qualities required for sovereignty; and that a “civilising” settler presence could modernise a region. 


Colonialism shaped Herzl’s imagination at every level. 


Europe controlled vast territories across Africa, Asia, the Middle East, the Caribbean, and the Pacific. Administrators openly justified domination by describing Indigenous societies as backward, irrational, or incapable of self-rule. These claims appeared everywhere: in missionary reports, academic journals, political debates, and imperial blueprints. Land could be declared “empty” if Europeans judged it underdeveloped. Supposed levels of civilisation could rank people. Resistance could be recast as rebellion. Governance meant hierarchy. Herzl adopted these frameworks without hesitation. He approached European rulers with proposals for a Jewish settler colony that would bring discipline, order, and European governance to Palestine. His vision was not a rebellion against the empire. It was an extension of it. 

Debates across Europe ranged from support for Jewish emancipation to opposition to it. Some argued for full citizenship. 

Others argued for assimilation. Still others pressed for exclusion. 

Zionism took the most radical position: it accepted the nationalist premise that a people required exclusive territory to be recognised as a nation. Rather than contest the racialised assumptions of European nationalism, it affirmed them. Its central argument was simple: Jews could never be entirely accepted as Europeans because they lacked a homeland of their own; therefore, they must obtain one elsewhere. This positioned Zionism not as a break from European ideology but as its logical continuation. 

Migration intensified these tensions. Industrialisation uprooted millions, producing new patterns of labour mobility and urban overcrowding. Jewish migrants fleeing pogroms in Eastern Europe arrived in Western European cities, heightening anxieties about national cohesion. Governments questioned whether these new arrivals could be integrated or whether their presence threatened social stability. Zionist leaders interpreted these debates as further evidence that Jews required territorial sovereignty. Their vision of statehood adopted the same modernist language that captivated European elites: productivity, discipline, demographic strength, cultural renewal, and political unity. 

European governments are fixated on population management. They commissioned studies on “population quality,” debated demographic imbalances, and framed homogeneity as essential to national stability. Immigration laws and citizenship regimes reflected these priorities. Zionists followed these developments closely. They argued that Jewish life without sovereignty would remain precarious because the political doctrines of the age recognised only nations anchored to territory. A territorial project could reshape Jewish identity to conform to the expectations of modern Europe. 


These ideas carried direct consequences for Palestine. 


Zionist leaders did not deny that Palestinians lived on the land. They viewed them through the same colonial lens that European administrators applied to Indigenous peoples elsewhere. Palestinians were described as politically undeveloped, economically stagnant, or lacking national consciousness. Zionist strategy incorporated methods standard across settler-colonial projects: labour segregation, land acquisition, settlement expansion, demographic engineering, and administrative control. The slogan “a land without a people for a people without a land” compressed these assumptions into a single phrase. It erased a living society, its villages, orchards, markets, mosques, churches, schools, newspapers, and political organisation, to justify its displacement. The claim was false, but it was politically effective because it aligned with European ideological certainties. 

Ottoman Palestine was not an empty landscape awaiting 

European modernity. It was a region with functioning towns, diverse populations, and established institutions. Newspapers debated constitutional reform. Local councils managed taxation, education, and infrastructure. Agricultural production sustained families and supported regional trade networks. Palestinian society was navigating the challenges of modernity on its own terms. The narrative of emptiness served the convenience of those who wanted to claim the land. 

Early Zionist settlements mirrored European colonial assumptions. Land was obtained through systems that enabled the removal of tenant farmers. Settlements enforced labour policies excluding Palestinian workers and constructing segregated economies. Youth movements cultivated new identities built on discipline, agricultural labour, and collective purpose. Paramilitary organisations are trained to defend settlements, map terrain, and eventually secure territory. These institutions created the architecture of an emerging state long before any declaration of independence. They were deliberate structures designed to transform a political idea into a territorial reality. 

Palestinian society responded to the early Zionist encroachments with a political and cultural vitality that reflected both its historical depth and its capacity for adaptation. 

Intellectuals wrote fiercely in the pages of Filastin and Al-Karmil, newspapers that operated as the pulse of an emerging national consciousness. Their editorials criticised foreign intervention, warned of organised settlement plans, and insisted that the people of Palestine possessed both political identity and historical legitimacy. In the countryside, tenant farmers and landholding families resisted dispossession through petitions, legal challenges, and coordinated community pressure. Urban elites, merchants, religious authorities, and educators formed associations to debate constitutional reform and articulate visions for representative governance. A distinctly Palestinian political language was forming, grounded in lived experience rather than in the racial hierarchies imposed from abroad. 

But this political awakening unfolded within an administrative environment designed to stifle it. British officials, shaped by the paternalistic logic of empire, increasingly viewed Indigenous mobilisation as a threat to order rather than an expression of rights. Permits for assemblies were denied on vague grounds of security. Newspapers were censored or suspended. Union leaders and political organisers were arrested or placed under surveillance. By contrast, Zionist organisations operated with growing autonomy. They established schools, agricultural cooperatives, labour institutions, and paramilitary networks. They cultivated diplomatic channels and invested in long-term planning. 

What emerged was not a natural disparity but an engineered system of dual development: one population encouraged to build a proto-state, the other systematically restrained. 

By the early twentieth century, the convergence of European geopolitics and Zionist ambition had set the structural terms of the coming conflict. Britain, seeking to secure routes to India and maintain naval dominance, recognised strategic value in aligning with a movement that presented itself as disciplined, European, and politically modern. Zionist diplomacy spoke to imperial imaginations. It promised stability, agricultural development, and an outpost of European governance embedded in the Middle East. Palestinian voices, though articulate and numerous, were filtered through an imperial bureaucracy that categorised them as subjects, not partners. Their national aspirations were reframed as obstacles to order. Their resistance was pathologised as disorder or ingrained fatalism. The ground on which political claims could be made had already been tilted. 

The First World War intensified these asymmetries. As the Ottoman Empire collapsed and the Middle East became a bargaining table for European powers, Palestine was transformed into a strategic asset rather than a political community. European administrators debated borders like abstract lines, ignoring the populations living beneath them. Palestine became something to be held, secured, reorganised, and apportioned, its fate determined not by its inhabitants but by distant diplomats convinced of their civilisational right to decide. Zionist leaders understood these geopolitical realities and positioned themselves as the reliable inheritors of imperial interests. They assured Britain that a Jewish state would stabilise the region, guard key routes, and embody the administrative discipline prized by the empire. 

The Mandate system codified these assumptions. Presented as a benevolent framework to guide colonised peoples toward self-government, it functioned in practice as a mechanism for European control. Palestine was placed under British rule not because Palestinians sought guidance but because imperial planners believed they were unprepared for independence. This paternalism translated into policies that privileged Zionist organisations while constraining Palestinian political capacity. Zionist administrative structures, schools, cooperatives, unions, and defence networks expanded with unprecedented speed. They operated with the confidence of a government in waiting. Palestinian political life, vibrant but circumscribed, faced a bureaucracy that saw Indigenous assertion as instability rather than as a legitimate claim to sovereignty. 

As fascism rose in Europe, the contradictions sharpened. Jewish communities, long marginalised, were subjected to systematic persecution, segregation, and finally genocide. Western governments responded not with refuge but with closed borders and administrative indifference. Zionism’s demand for a territorial solution gained political resonance, not because European powers confronted their complicity in antisemitism, but because transferring the burden of Jewish refuge onto Palestine provided a convenient moral alibi. The catastrophe that befell European Jews became a political instrument, one that justified displacing another people under the guise of humanitarian urgency. 

Zionist leaders interpreted the shifting climate as confirmation that their project required exclusive territorial control. Security became synonymous with demographic dominance. The belief that safety depended on controlling both the land and the people upon it shaped diplomatic strategy, military preparation, and long-term planning. Western powers reinforced these ideas by recognising Zionist claims to statehood while dismissing Palestinian political rights as secondary to European guilt. The imbalance hardened as international sympathy translated into political legitimacy for a settler movement whose territorial ambitions required Indigenous dispossession. 

By the final decade of the Mandate, the structures built over generations reached a decisive point. Zionist militias operated with increasing coordination, and intelligence networks expanded. 

Settlement strategies targeted strategically significant corridors. 

Palestinian society, still recovering from the British suppression of the Arab Revolt, faced these developments with weakened leadership and constrained means of resistance. The Arab Revolt had been the most extensive mobilisation in Palestinian history, uniting diverse communities in a campaign demanding national independence and an end to mass land transfers. Britain crushed the revolt with overwhelming force, destroying homes, exiling leaders, imposing collective punishments, and equipping Zionist militias with military experience they would later deploy in the 1948 war. 

The consequences were generational. Palestinian political networks were fractured, experienced organisers were imprisoned or exiled, and local leadership structures were dismantled. When attempts were made to rebuild political life, they operated under the long shadow of repression. British officials continued to treat Palestinian nationalism as a threat. Political committees were constrained by layers of bureaucracy designed to limit their scope. 

Zionist institutions, by contrast, grew ever more sophisticated. 

Their leaders developed diplomatic alliances in Europe and America, refined military coordination, and integrated settlement, labour, and defence strategies into a single coherent project. 

By the early 1940s, this proto-state apparatus operated openly. Agricultural agencies controlled land acquisition and development. Labour federations regulated the economic life of settlements. Defence organisations coordinated training, intelligence, and logistics. Medical, legal, and educational systems functioned with increasing autonomy. In effect, a state existed before it was declared. Palestinian institutions, fragmented and constrained, could not match this scale of organisation. 

The Second World War accelerated the divergence. The British war effort relied heavily on Zionist labour and military units, providing training and organisational experience that strengthened the movement’s armed wings. Palestinian mobilisation, still viewed through a lens of colonial suspicion, was curtailed. The Holocaust altered global consciousness but did little to change the policies of Western nations that continued to restrict Jewish immigration. Instead, it further internationalised Zionist demands for statehood and provided political justification for accelerating settlement in Palestine. Palestinian rights became collateral damage in a narrative that fused humanitarian urgency with colonial ambition. 

After the war, the United States emerged as the dominant power shaping the region. American officials viewed Zionist statehood as aligned with strategic interests: access to oil, Cold War positioning, and influence over a region undergoing rapid transformation. Britain, exhausted and economically weakened, could no longer maintain its authority. Into this vacuum stepped a movement that already possessed the infrastructure of governance. Palestinian society, still reeling from decades of repression, entered this moment with few defences and diminishing international allies. 

Tensions escalated across the late Mandate period. Zionist militias launched operations aimed at forcing British withdrawal. Palestinian communities faced worsening economic pressures, continued land loss, and political marginalisation. British reforms failed to resolve the structural contradictions inherent in governing an Indigenous population while simultaneously nurturing a settler movement. When Britain announced its intention to leave, the asymmetry became undeniable. One side possessed discipline, unity, and external support. The other faced fragmentation, exhaustion, and abandonment. 

The crisis of 1947–48 did not emerge suddenly. It was the outcome of a century-long trajectory shaped by European ideologies, imperial governance, and deliberate political engineering. The hierarchy that Europe imagined across its colonies became the architecture of the modern Middle East. The rupture that followed dispossession, displacement, and state formation was born from choices made far from the land where their consequences would be felt most violently. 

The final years of the Mandate drew the ideological threads of the previous century into their sharpest form. The doctrines that had shaped Europe’s political imagination, civilisation, racial hierarchy, and national destiny did not remain abstract theories. They materialised in the legal codes, administrative routines, and military strategies that governed Palestine. British officials described their role as a stabilising mission, a necessary guardianship over a territory supposedly unprepared for self-rule. However, all elements of their governance reflected the longstanding assumptions that shaped the empire. Palestinian political activity was limited, not due to its inherent instability, but because the colonial mindset viewed Indigenous resistance as a form of instability. Zionist institutions were supported not because they were neutral actors, but because they aligned with the imperial worldview. The Mandate did not arbitrate between two competing national movements. It engineered an uneven landscape that channelled power toward one and constraint toward the other. 

These asymmetries became visible in the everyday structures of governance. Taxation systems burdened Palestinian farmers while subsidising settlement projects. Land laws reinterpreted Ottoman statutes to facilitate acquisition by Zionist agencies. Immigration regulations shifted repeatedly, tightening restrictions on Palestinians while expanding the legal pathways available to Jewish migrants arriving from Europe. Conscription, policing, and intelligence operations all reflected the assumption that Indigenous political action required containment, while settler organisations deserved partnership. British officials wrote annual reports praising the efficiency of Zionist labour networks and agricultural cooperatives, but cast Palestinian political petitions as expressions of unrest. The administration insisted that it protected both communities; its policies consistently consolidated the foundations of a settler state. 

Palestinian leaders recognised these contradictions and challenged them at every turn. They drafted petitions, organised congresses, and travelled to London to argue for political representation. Delegations warned that land dispossession, economic pressure, and demographic engineering threatened the very future of their society. Their appeals were dismissed as exaggerated or premature, as though Palestinians needed to adopt European intellectual frameworks before their political claims could be treated as credible. This attitude reflected a deeper assumption: that Indigenous societies could not articulate modern political demands unless interpreted through European categories. Palestinian nationalism was rendered invisible even as it flourished. 

The Arab Revolt underscored the scale of these grievances. What began as a coordinated response to land loss and political marginalisation grew into a national mobilisation that challenged the legitimacy of the Mandate itself. Britain responded, as empires elsewhere did, with overwhelming force. Villages were bombed, orchards uprooted, wells destroyed, and leaders exiled or imprisoned. Entire districts were encircled and subjected to collective punishment. The aim was not simply to quell unrest. It was to reassert control by dismantling the organisational structures that had enabled Palestinian society to resist. Zionist militias cooperated with British forces, gaining valuable military experience and deepening the institutional links that would soon shape the region’s future. The revolt’s defeat crippled Palestinian leadership for a generation. 

While Palestinian institutions were being dismantled, the Zionist organisation accelerated. Settlement agencies refined their territorial strategies, identifying high ground, water sources, and transportation corridors essential for future control. The movement’s defence groups expanded their intelligence networks, command systems, and international procurement channels. Youth movements emphasised discipline, labour, and collective identity, preparing generations for the tasks of state formation. Agricultural cooperatives integrated production into national planning. These developments were not defensive responses to immediate threats. 

They were components of a long-term strategy to secure territorial sovereignty before the Mandate ended. 

The Second World War magnified these dynamics. Britain drew heavily on Zionist labour.  

After the war, the geopolitical balance shifted. The United States emerged as the dominant global power and viewed Zionism as compatible with its strategic objectives in the Middle East. Britain, weakened economically and facing anti-colonial uprisings across its empire, could no longer maintain effective control. Zionist institutions operated increasingly as a parallel government, while Palestinian society struggled to rebuild networks shattered during the revolt. The imbalance widened
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