




PRA ISE  FO R GA ZA

“This is the voice I listen for, when I want
to learn the deepest reality about Jews,
Zionists, Israelis, and Palestinians.
Norman Finkelstein is surely one of the
forty honest humans the Scripture alludes
to who can save ‘Sodom’ (our Earth) by
pointing out, again and again, the
sometimes soul-shriveling but unavoidable
Truth. There is no one like him today, but
in my bones I know this incredible warrior
for Humanity and Justice is an archetype
that has always been. And will always be.
Small comfort in these dark times,
perhaps, but a comfort I am deeply
grateful for.”
—Alice Walker, winner of the Pulitzer

Prize and National Book Award for The
Color Purple

“As a modern-day Sisyphus, rolling the
heavy boulder up the hill of disinformation,
Norman Finkelstein does not waver in his
determination to take it to the crest.
Although a non-lawyer, he masters the
legal issues, the Geneva Conventions, ICJ
advisory opinions, UN resolutions, and
commission reports, weaving them into a
compelling narrative, an articulate appeal
for justice, a protest against the moral
cop-out of the international community.



Finkelstein refutes the Big Lie and many
arcane little lies about Gaza and Palestine.
A scholarly manual for every politician and
every person concerned with human
rights.”
—Alfred de Zayas, Professor of Law,

Geneva School of Diplomacy, and UN
Independent Expert on the Promotion of
a Democratic and Equitable
International Order

“Norman Finkelstein, probably the most
serious scholar on the conflict in the
Middle East, has written an excellent book
on Israel’s invasions of Gaza. Its
comprehensive examination of both the
facts and the law of these assaults
provides the most authoritative account of
this brutal history.”
—John Dugard, Emeritus Professor of

Public International Law, Leiden
University, and former Special
Rapporteur to the UN Human Rights
Council on Human Rights in the
Occupied Palestinian Territory, 2001–
2008

“No scholar has done more to shed light
on Israel’s ruthless treatment of the
Palestinians than Norman Finkelstein. In
Gaza, he meticulously details Israel’s
massacres of the Palestinians in that tiny
enclave during Operations Cast Lead and



Protective Edge, while demolishing the
myths Israel and its supporters have
invented to disguise these shocking
events.”
—John J. Mearsheimer, R. Wendell

Harrison Distinguished Service
Professor of Political Science,
University of Chicago

“This is an exceptional, singular work that
will stand as a vital contribution to the
literature on the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict and Middle East politics, while
also securing an essential place in the
fields of international and human rights
law. Gaza is an indispensable resource for
scholars, jurists, policy makers, and
diplomats alike. A landmark.”
—Sara Roy, Center for Middle Eastern

Studies, Harvard University
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To Gaza,
The Truth



The massacre of innocent people is a
serious matter. It is not a thing to be easily
forgotten. It is our duty to cherish their
memory.
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heartlessness, on the other. But they have been largely
ignored outside a narrow cadre of specialists, and in the end
the human rights community itself succumbed to the Israeli
juggernaut. All the same, the reports constitute the essential
resource for those who care about truth and for whom truth
is precious, while even if mostly underutilized, they are the
most potent weapon in the arsenal of those who hope against
hope to mobilize public opinion so as to salvage a modicum of
justice.

What has befallen Gaza is a human-made human disaster.
In its protractedness and in its starkness, in its unfolding not
in the fog of war or in the obscurity of remoteness but in
broad daylight and in full sight, in the complicity of so many,
not just via acts of commission but also, and especially, of
omission, it is moreover a distinctively evil crime. Readers
will be able to judge for themselves whether this depiction is
naïve or whether the documentary record bears it out;
whether this writer is partisan to Gaza or whether the facts
are partisan to it; whether Gaza poses the challenge of
competing “narratives,” or whether it poses the challenge of
disengaging its innocence from the skein of lies concealing it.
It might be politically prudent to expatiate on the complexity
of Gaza. But it would also be a moral cop-out. For Gaza is
about a Big Lie composed of a thousand, often seemingly
abstruse and arcane, little lies. The objective of this book is
to refute that Big Lie by exposing each of the little lies. It has
not been a labor of love. On the contrary, it has been a
painstaking, fastidious undertaking born of a visceral



detestation of falsehood, in particular when it is put in the
service of power and human life hangs in the balance. If the
evil is in the detail, it can only be confronted and disposed of
in methodical parsing of logic and evidence. The reader’s
forbearance must in advance be begged, as perusing this
book will require infinite patience.

Norman G. Finkelstein
31 December 2016

New York City
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PART  ON E

Operation Cast Lead



FIGURE 1 .  White phosphorus attack. © UNRWA 2009.



































of threads, it traced back, ultimately, to the Israeli siege. The
people of Gaza, OCHA concluded, felt “a growing sense of
being trapped, physically, intellectually and emotionally.” To
judge by the human rights balance sheet at the end of 2008,
and setting aside that the cease-fire was broken by Israel,
didn’t Palestinians have a much stronger case than Israel for
resorting to armed self-defense?































































































































To deflect its culpability for the loss of life, Israel alleged
that if many Gazan civilians were killed, it was because
Hamas used them as “human shields.” Hamas “chose to base
its operations in civilian areas not in spite of, but because of,
the likelihood of substantial harm to civilians,” an Israeli
“factual and legal” brief purported, and “Hamas operatives
took pride in endangering the lives of civilians.” But these
charges were not borne out by human rights investigations.
In one of the most extensive postinvasion human rights
reports, Amnesty International did find that Hamas breached
certain laws of war. It “launched rockets and located military
equipment and positions near civilian homes, endangering
the lives of the inhabitants by exposing them to the risk of
Israeli attacks. They also used empty homes and properties
as combat positions during armed confrontations with Israeli
forces, exposing the inhabitants of nearby houses to the
danger of attacks or of being caught in the crossfire.” The
Amnesty report proceeded, however, to enter critical
caveats: there was “no evidence that rockets were launched
from residential houses or buildings while civilians were in
these buildings”; “Palestinian militants often used empty
houses but . . . did not forcibly take over inhabited houses”;
Hamas “mixed with the civilian population, although this
would be difficult to avoid in the small and overcrowded
Gaza Strip”; “Palestinian fighters, like Israeli soldiers,
engaged in armed confrontations around residential homes
where civilians were present, endangering them. The
locations of these confrontations were mostly determined by



Israeli forces, who entered Gaza with tanks and armored
personnel carriers and took positions deep inside residential
neighborhoods.” On the most explosive charge, Amnesty
categorically exonerated Hamas:

Contrary to repeated allegations by Israeli officials of the use of “human
shields,” Amnesty International found no evidence that Hamas or other
Palestinian fighters directed the movement of civilians to shield military
objectives from attacks. It found no evidence that Hamas or other armed
groups forced residents to stay in or around buildings used by fighters,
nor that fighters prevented residents from leaving buildings or areas
which had been commandeered by militants. . . .

Amnesty International delegates interviewed many Palestinians who
complained about Hamas’s conduct, and especially about Hamas’s
repression and attacks against their opponents, including killings, torture
and arbitrary detentions, but did not receive any accounts of Hamas
fighters having used them as “human shields.” In the cases investigated by
Amnesty International of civilians killed in Israeli attacks, the deaths could
not be explained as resulting from the presence of fighters shielding
among civilians, as the Israeli army generally contends. In all of the cases
investigated by Amnesty International of families killed when their homes
were bombed from the air by Israeli forces, for example, none of the
houses struck was being used by armed groups for military activities.
Similarly, in the cases of precision missiles or tank shells which killed
civilians in their homes, no fighters were present in the houses that were
struck and Amnesty International delegates found no indication that there
had been any armed confrontations or other military activity in the
immediate vicinity at the time of the attack.

If it found no evidence that Hamas used human shields,
Amnesty did, however, find ample evidence that Israel used
them. The Israeli brief avowed that the rules of engagement
of the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) strictly forbade the “use
of civilians as human shields,” and that “the IDF took a
variety of measures to teach and instill awareness of these



































PART  T W O

The Goldstone Report



FIGURE 2 .  Richard Goldstone. © UN Photo / Jean-Marc
Ferré.































































































Goldstone, Israel had carried out investigations
“transparently and in good faith . . . to a significant degree,”
and had demonstrated resolve to achieve justice in the few
outstanding cases. The fact was, Goldstone was speaking in
tongues, or with a forked tongue.

Whereas he could barely contain his praise for Israel,
Goldstone could barely contain his contempt for Hamas. Its
criminal intent “goes without saying—its rockets were
purposefully and indiscriminately aimed at civilian targets.”
The Goldstone Report had based this finding on a couple of
public statements by Hamas leaders, on the one hand, and on
Hamas’s targeting of civilian areas with its projectiles, on
the other. But Israeli officials issued comparably
incriminating public statements, while its incomparably more
lethal firepower was also “purposefully and indiscriminately
aimed at civilian targets.” Why then did Goldstone indict
Hamas for criminal intent in his recantation but absolve
Israel of it? In fact, judging by his Report’s relevant findings,
none of which Goldstone repudiated, the case against Israel
was far more compelling. Its bluster notwithstanding, Hamas
couldn’t more than wishfully target civilian areas with its
arsenal of rudimentary projectiles. Only a single Israeli home
was partially damaged during Cast Lead. But if Israel
possessed fine “grid maps” of Gaza and an “extremely
effective” intelligence-gathering capacity; if it made
extensive use of state-of-the-art precision weaponry, and if
99 percent of the Israeli air force’s combat missions hit
targets accurately; and if it only once targeted a building















PART  T H RE E

The Mavi Marmara



FIGURE 3 .  Mavi Marmara (on right). © MENAHEM
KAHANA/AFP/Getty Images.















































































threw me over the side to the deck below”; that “I
fractured my arm, and a mob of dozens of people
attacked me and basically lynched me—including pulling
off my helmet, strangling me, sticking fingers into my
eyes to gouge them out of their sockets, pulling my limbs
in every direction, striking me in an extremely harsh
manner with clubs and metal rods, mostly on my head”;
that “I took an extremely harsh blow directly to my head
from a metal rod. . . . A lot of blood began streaming
down my face from the wounds to my head”; that after
his capture by passengers, the “only thing” the ship’s
medic did was to “wipe the blood from my forehead”
although he had a “very deep scalp wound and a
fractured skull” (it later allegedly required 14 stitches);
and that—despite excruciating blows and gushing blood,
fractured arm and fractured skull—he managed to break
free of one of the guards: “I jabbed my elbow into his
ribs and jumped into the water. . . . As soon as I reached
the water, I dove underneath, so that they would not be
able to hit me from the ship. I took off my shirt while
diving and swimming, and I intended to swim and dive
rapidly in a ‘zigzag’ to escape from the enemy on the
ship. After my first dive, I rose to the water’s surface and
I saw a . . . speedboat,” which rescued him after he
swam “rapidly” toward it, and then “I picked up an M-16
rifle . . . and I began shooting . . . because I was
concerned that the mob on the ship wanted to abduct
soldier no. 4 back into the ship, and I wanted to deter

























that’s because it set out not to find Truth, but to vindicate
Israel, whatever the cost.





























































PART  FOUR

Operation Protective
Edge



FIGURE 4 .  Gaza, August 2014. © REUTERS/Finbarr
O’Reilly.



















The denouement of Pillar of Defense set in as Israel hit up
against a tactical cul-de-sac. It had struck all preplanned
military targets in Gaza and couldn’t resort to sustained
terror bombing, yet Hamas, adapting Hezbollah’s strategy,
kept up its projectile volleys into Israel. The psychological
upshot was that Netanyahu wasn’t able to declare victory,
forcing on him the prospect of a ground invasion to stop the
projectile attacks. However, he could avoid heavy combatant
losses only if the IDF blasted everyone and everything in
(and out of) sight as it cleared a path into Gaza. But in the
novel political context of Pillar of Defense—powerful regional
actors dead set against an Israeli invasion; the threat of a
Goldstone redux; a foreign press corps embedded not in the
Israeli troops but among the people of Gaza—Israel recoiled
at launching a murderous Cast Lead–style ground assault.
The Israeli prime minister was caught between the
proverbial rock and a hard place. He couldn’t subdue Hamas
without a ground invasion, but he couldn’t unleash a ground
invasion without incurring either a domestically





























Israel fared both better and worse than it could have
predicted going into the operation. On one side of the ledger,
despite the murder and mayhem that Israel was daily







































had the right to use makeshift projectiles to end an illegal,
merciless seven-year-long Israeli blockade targeting a
civilian population, and to end Israel’s criminal bombardment
of a civilian population. Indeed, in its landmark 1996
advisory opinion on the legality of nuclear weapons, the ICJ
stated that international law was not settled on the right of a
state to use nuclear weapons when its “survival” was in
jeopardy. But if that elusive abstraction called a state might
legally use nuclear weapons when its survival is at stake,
then a people surely has the right to use makeshift
projectiles when its survival is at stake. The political
prudence of Hamas’s strategy could be legitimately
questioned. But the law is not unambiguously against it,
while the scales of morality tilt in its favor. Israel has
imposed a brutal siege on Gaza that halved its already “de-
developed” GDP. As a result of the blockade and recurrent
military assaults, Gaza’s population has been “denied a
human standard of living,” while some 95 percent of its
water is unfit for human consumption. “Innocent human
beings, most of them young,” Sara Roy bewailed, “are slowly
being poisoned by the water they drink.” They were not only
consigned but also literally confined to a slow death. “When
a place becomes unlivable, people move,” the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency has observed. “This is the case for
environmental disasters such as droughts, or for conflicts,
such as in Syria.

Yet this last resort is denied to the people in Gaza. They cannot move
beyond their 365 square kilometers territory. They cannot escape, neither













To justify the massive violence it unleashed on Gaza, Israel
harped on the arsenal of deadly rockets Hamas had allegedly
amassed. Echoing Israeli hasbara (propaganda), Unlawful
and Deadly reported that as far back as 2001, Hamas had
been stockpiling short-range rockets; that it then “developed
longer-range Qassam rockets”; that “in more recent years,
armed groups in Gaza have produced, upgraded or smuggled



































The thrust of Amnesty’s report Families under the Rubble
conveyed the impression that Israel overwhelmingly targeted
Hamas militants in its attacks on civilian homes. It
exonerated Israel of the charge that would most appall in the
court of public opinion—that the IDF was deliberately
targeting civilians and civilian objects. By supplying Israel
with pretexts for atrocities that were among the most
heinous it committed during Protective Edge, Amnesty













In its introduction to Families under the Rubble, Amnesty
exhorted Israel to “learn the lessons of this and previous
conflicts and change its military doctrine and tactics for













rockets, denounce attacks targeting civilians and
indiscriminate attacks.” The “value” of each Hamas
projectile in Amnesty’s bill of indictment accordingly
doubled: Hamas committed a war crime each time it made
“use” of an indiscriminate weapon and also each time it
launched an “attack”—either indiscriminate or targeting
civilians—with an indiscriminate weapon. That neat linguistic
subtlety would have enabled Amnesty to boost its indictment
of Hamas to as many as 14,000 war crimes (for those who
were still counting), even if, still, only six civilians in Israel
were killed and only one Israeli house was destroyed.
Consider further Amnesty’s criminal indictment of Hamas for
“targeting” civilian areas. It reported that “in many cases”
Hamas was, or declared it was, “directing” its projectiles
“towards Israeli civilians and civilian objects,” that it
“directed them at specific Israeli communities.” If Amnesty
determined that Hamas breached the laws of war by
deploying rockets that “cannot be accurately targeted at
specific targets,” it’s hard to make out how Amnesty could
also charge Hamas with “targeting” civilian communities
when it fired them: how does one target an “inherently”
untargetable weapon? If Hamas publicly declared its
intention to target a civilian community, it might be guilty of
bluster, but not of a deliberate attack; it was, on Amnesty’s
own evidence, incapable of launching a deliberate attack.
Still (it might be contended), weren’t Hamas rockets
sufficiently accurate to target a large civilian community, if
not a specific object within it? But then it puzzles why so











It would be the wonder of wonders if Hamas wasn’t
resisting much of the time during Protective Edge in
proximity to the civilian population—it was Gaza, after all.
And in fact, Amnesty was not indifferent to this dilemma, yet
the solution it proposed in Unlawful and Deadly cannot but
bewilder: “It should be noted that even though the overall
population density in the Gaza Strip is very high, particularly
in and around Gaza City, significant areas within the 365km2

of territory are not residential, and conducting hostilities or
launching munitions from these areas presents a lower risk
of endangering Palestinian civilians.” In laying out this (as it



























“Black Friday” assembled 15 case studies in which civilians
were killed during the four-day assault on Rafah. These case
studies, far from shedding light on Amnesty’s perverse
conclusions, bewilder and appall in their resort to legalistic
gymnastics that evade and obscure the obvious. However
tedious it might appear, in order to expose Amnesty’s
disingenuousness each case study must be individually
examined (see Table 10).








