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means that scholars and students can say what they want on virtually

any subject and bring controversial speakers to campus. Universities go
to great lengths to promote open discourse and not endorse or discriminate
against any particular perspective. Academic freedom is easy to support in
principle, but not always easy to embrace in practice. At times, individuals
and groups both within and outside the academy dislike what is being said on
campus and try to silence the voices they find offensive.

A major threat to academic freedom today comes from the Israel lobby.

Universities are the one place in the United States where Israel tends to
be treated like a normal country. Although Israel has many defenders on col-
lege campuses, it gets criticized there for its past and present behavior in ways
that rarely happen in the mainstream media or among politicians and policy
makers in Washington. Thus, it is not surprising that Natan Sharansky, the
head of the Jewish Agency for Israel, remarked in January 2011, “1 believe that
the most important battlefield which we have, and the most difficult one, is
American universities.”

Many hard-line supporters of Istael —both inside and outside universities—
find this situation deeply troubling, which causes them to work assiduously
to suppress criticism leveled at either [staeli policy or America’s “special rela-
tionship” with Israel. Of course, they also work to promote a positive image
of Israel on campuses. To achieve their goals, pro-Israel forces not only seek

F REEDOM OF SPEECH lies at the heart of American academic life.* It
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to marginalize or silence critics of Israel in the academy, but to limit their
numbers as well. :

The aim of this chapter is to analyze this situation in more depth by
describing the strategies the lobby employs to achieve its goals on college
campuses. I will then attempt to explain why Israel’s supporters are so deeply
committed to trying to make sure that Israel —and is special relationship with
the United States—is always portrayed in a positive light.

Before delving into these matters, however, I want to emphasize that in
principle there is nothing wrong with the lobby trying to influence campus
life.» The key proviso, however, is that it should be done in legitimate ways.
For example, it is acceptable for pro-Israel donors to give money to establish
a chaired professorship in Israel studies, or even to establish an Israel studies
program. Moreover, a donor can give money to set up a speaker series that
brings pro-Israel speakers to campus or help fund a college magazine that
seeks to be Israel-friendly.

Individuals and groups outside the academy can also write articles and
books that are critical of particular professors as well as universities, as Martin
Kramer did in Ivory Towers on Sand + But my concern is not with these kinds
of activities, which are legitimate and consistent with the way business is con-
ducted at colleges and universities across the United States. Instead, my focus
is on the illegitimate strategies that the lobby employs to foster a one-sided
discourse about Israel,

MINIMIZING THE NUMBER
OF ACADEMIC CRITICS

The Israel lobby tries to influence the hiring and promotion process as a
way of limiting the number of Israel’s critics at American colleges. Probably
the most well-known case was DePaul University’s June 2007 decision to
deny tenure to Norman Finkelstein, who has long been an outspoken critic
of Istaeli policies toward the Palestinians. Pro-Israel groups and individuals
Put significant pressure on DePaul to fire Finkelstein. Harvard law professor
Alan Dershowitz led the charge, sending professors in DePaul’s law school
and political science department what he described as “a dossier of Norman
Finkelstein’s most egregious academic sins, and especially his outright lies,
Misquotations, and distortions.”s Nevertheless, the political science: depart-
Mment voted 93 to give him tenure and a college-level tenure committee voted
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ananimously in his favor. His promotion was nixed, however, at the highest
levels of the university. :

Another prominent promotion case involved Nadia Abu El-Haj, an anthro-
pology professor at Barnard College who came up for tenure in 2007. A 1982
Barnard graduate, who is an lsraeli settler on the West Bank, organized a
campaign to pressure Barnard and Columbia University to deny her tenure.
The opposition was angered by Abu El-Haj's critique of effarts by lsraeli
archaeologists to find evidence of an ancient Jewish presence in Falestine.
Critics claimed that her book, Facts on the Ground, is a polemic against the
state of Israel, The campaign against Abu El-Haj was aided by the New York
Sun, which has since gone out of business, but which at the time monitored
Columbia closely and vehemently criticized it whenever someonc at the
school said or did something that was considered hostile to Israel. However,
the lobby's efforts failed in this case, as Abu El-Haj was awarded tenure in
Novemnber 2007.f

Prolsrael forces also interfere in the hiring process at universities.
Consider what happened in the early 2000s, when Columbia was recruit-
ing Rashid Khalidi, who was then teaching at the University of Chicago.
According to Jonathan R. Cole, the Columbia provost at the time, “when it.
became known that we were recruiting Khalidi to Columbia the complaints.
started flowing in from people who disagreed with the content of his politi=';
cal views.” Princeton faced much the same problem a few years later when .
it tried to woo Khalidi away from Columbia. Nevertheless, both Cnlumbiﬁf
and Princeton made offers to Khalidi, which shows the lobby does not win
every fight?

Of course, not every case has a happy ending, as Finkelstein's firing maké;
clear. Also consider that in 2006 the history and sociology departments’dd
Yale voted an appointment for Professor Juan Cole, a distinguished historidip
at the University of Michigan, who is a sharp critic of many Israeli policigh
Pro-Israel columnists at the Wall Street Journtal and the Washington Tl
attacked Cole’s appointment, and Jewish Week reported that several promil
nent Jewish donors had called Yale officials to protest the decision, Wi
was subsequently overturned by the university's appointments committa®
The actual impact of denor pressure is unknown, but the incident uiim
scores the importance some supporters of Isral place on shaping disCaEm
on campus.® :
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SMEARING CRITICS

The lobby also seeks to marginalize critics within academia by smearing
them, This strategy was employed at Columbia in 2004, when the “David
Project,” a Boston-based pro-Israel group concerned with campus issues, pro-
duced a propaganda film alleging that faculty in the Middle Eastern stud-
ies program were not only anti-Semitic, but were also intimidating Jewish
students who defended Israel. Columbia was raked over the coals in pro-
Israel publications like the New York Sun, but a faculty committee assigned
to investigate the charges found no evidence of anti-Semitism. The only
incident worth noting was the possibility that one professor had “responded
heatedly” to a student’s question.”

The David Project apparently has changed its mind about the utility of
smearing scholars by labeling them anti-Semites. In early 2012, it published a
“white paper” that called for rethinking how to do Israel advocacy on Ameri-
can campuses. In particular, the report’s authors maintained that:

Accusing faculty members who propagandize against Israel of “academic mal-
practice” is likely to be a much more effective strategy than challenging spe-
cific allegations or invoking anti-Jewish bigotry. Rightly or wrongly, the cument
campus atmosphere is much more sympathetic to charges that teachers are not
satisfactorily teaching their subject than to complaints of anti-Jewish bias and
Israel supporters will likely have a greater practical impact by framing their

concerns in this manner.*

Another example of the lobby smearing Israel's campus eritics took place
at the University of California~Los Angeles in January 200g. The Center for
Near Eastern Studies sponsored a panel discussion dealing with the implica-
tions of Israel’s war against Gaza (Operation Cast Lead) for human rights and
international law. As reported in Tikkun by one of the panel members and a
professor in the audience at the event, “The talks by the four speakers were
largely uneventful, being interrupted by pro-Israeli jeers just once and briefly.
The question and discussion period grew a bit more heated and contentious.
But it was hardly uncivil, save for a mostly irrelevant rant read by an insistent
member of the Socialist Workers Party.”
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Istael’s supporters, however, misrepresented what happened at the panel,
and some went so far as to accuse the panelists of leading the audience into
chanting, “Zionism is Nazism” and “F.ck, f-ck Israel” One article written by
q member of Stand With Us, a key organization in the lobby, ran under the
headline: “Reviving 1920's Munich Beer Halls at UCLA, Courtesy of Cali-
fornia Taxpayers.” The panel was also described as “an academic lynching
of Israel” and a “Hamas recruiting rally.” Regarding these various charges,
the authors of the Tikkun article write: “Both of us were present throughout
the entire event, we have listened in the wake of these absurd accusations to
the publicly available podeasts of the talks, and we have checked with others
present. Nothing could be further from the truth.™

Smearing outspoken professors is not merely designed to silence or mar-
ginalize them. [t also has a powerful deterrent effect. Specifically, it sends
elear message to other scholars who might be inclined to eriticize Istael o
American policy toward Israel that if they speak out, the lobby will make a
concerted effort to damage their reputations and marginalize them within
and outside the academy. This is a potent threat that can strike fear into the
hearts of many academics.

STOPPING THE PRINTING PRESSES

Another strategy that pro-lsrael forces employ is attempting to suppress the
publication of scholarly works that make arguments they deem wrongheaded
and dangerous. For example, in 1998, the Anti-Defamation League (ADL)
called on the publisher of Norman Finkelstein and Ruth Bettina Bim's A
Nation on Trial to halt its release. A Nation on Trial is a sharply worded
critique of Daniel Goldhagen’s controversial best seller Hitler's Willing Exe-
cutioners, which argues that the Holocaust was not mainly the product of
MNazi ideas and Hitler's own madness, but was instead rooted in a pervasive
“eliminationist ideology” in German society that predated the Nazi period.
Like the Goldhagen book, A Nation on Trial elicited praise as well as criticism
from respected scholars. Yet ADL head Abraham Foxman maintained that A
Nation on Trial should not have been published, claiming that the issue was
not “whether Goldhagen's thesis is right or wrong but what is ‘legitimate: crifi¥
cism’ and what goes beyond the pale.” Fortunately, Foxman's campaign failed!
and A Nation on Trial was published as planned.”

A similar episode took place in 2003, when lawyers representing Alan Derd
showitz sent threatening letters to the University of California Press in-af
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attempt to halt publication of Finkelstein's book, Beyond Chutzpah, which
is an extended critique of Dershowitz’s own book, The Case for lsrael. Der-
showilz also wrote to California governor Arnold Schwarzenegger as part of
his campaign against Finkelstein. Dershowitz subsequently claimed that he
was not trying to supptess publication, but that is certainly not how officials at
UC Press interpreted his actions. They resisted these pressures, however, and
issued Finkelstein's book anyway.”

Four years later in 2007, the lobby put significant pressure on the Uni-
versity of Michigan Press not to distribute Joel Kovel’s book, Overcoming
Zionism, which originally had been published in Britain by Pluto Press. Not
only did the press initially cave in to the pressure, it also decided to end
its long-standing arrangement to distribute. Pluto Press books in the United
States. There was an outcry, however, as soon as these controversial decisions
became public knowledge, and the University of Michigan Press reversed
itself and said it would distribute Kovel's book, However, it severed its tes
with Pluto Press in 2008, when the contract between the two presses expired.

KEEPING CRITICS OFF CAMPUS

The lobby also works to limit criticism of Tsrael by keeping outside voices from
speaking on campuses. A case in point is the decision in the spring of 2007 by
the University of St. Themas in Minnesota to cancel a speech by the Nobel
laureate, Archbishop Desmond Tutu. The move was prompted by pressure
from members of the local Jewish community, who were offended by the
archbishop’s criticism of Israel’s treatment of the Palestinians and his com-
parison of Israeli behavior in the Occupied Territories with the apartheid poli-
cies of white-dominated South Africa. The mainstream media naturally said
little about Tutu being disinvited from St. Thomas. However, the story was
posted on Muzzle Watch, a website run by Jewish Voice for Peace (JVP) that
tracks efforts by the lobby to stifle debate about Israel. The ensuing publicity,
which included an e-mail campaign encouraged by JVP, forced St. Thomas
to reverse field in Otetober 2007 and re-invite the archbishop to speak.’s

A few years earlier in 2002, Hanan Ashrawi, an articulate Palestinian mod-
crate who had worked for Yasser Arafat, was invited to Colorado College to
be a keynote speaker at a symposium looking at the events of September 11
one year later. Pro-lsrael forces were up in arms about the invitation; indeed,
the Zionist Organization of America deseribed Ashrawi as an “apologist for
terrorism” and said she “should be disinvited” from the forum. Cooler heads
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prevailed, however, and she was allowed to speak, although the president of
the school made sure that an Israeli was invited to be the keynote speaker the
night after Ashrawi’s address.”

This outcome illustrates that when the lobby cannot prevent a speaker
from appearing on campus, its fallback position is invariably to demand “bal-
ance,” which means also inviting someone to speak who has impeccable pro-
Israel credentials. That politically correct person might be paired with the
speaker on the same stage or appear separately after the critic has spoken.
When Jimmy Carter appeared at Brandeis in January 2007 to talk about his
controversial book, Palestine: Peace Not Apartheid, Alan Dershowitz wanted
to be present to debate him. The sponsors of the event, as well as Carter,
wanted the former president to be on stage alone. So arrangements were
made for Dershowitz to speak after Carter spoke.” '

More recently, the controversial Israeli historian, Tlan Pappe, was scheduled
to speak in February 2012 at three California campuses: California Polytech-
nic State University in San Luis Obispo, California State University~Fresno,
and California State University-Northridge. The Amcha Initiative, a newly
formed organization that “endeavors to inform the California Jewish commu-
nity about manifestations of harassment and intimidation of Jewish students
on colleges and university campuses across the state,” led an effort to prevent
Pappe from speaking at those schools. It asked the president of each university
to “rescind all . . . sponsorship and support from the Ilan Pappe events.”

To their great credit, the presidents refused to cave in to the pressure.
Instead, they reminded the Amcha Initiative that “our universities do not
endorse any particular position, but emphatically support the rights of people
to express and hear all points of view. For these reasons, it is not appropriate
for our universities, as public institutions, to decide whether speakers are per-
mitted to appear on campus based on the ideas they hold. Others are alwavs
welcome to invite speakers and create events that offer opposing views.”®

WAGING LAWFARE FOR ISRAEL

In some of its other cases, the Amcha Initiative has employed a relatively iess?
strategy for dealing with criticism of Israel. Under pressure from the lobbf
Secretary of Education Ame Duncan mandated in October 2010 that 1

VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, which was designed to fight racial segregatia
in the South, could be extended to include religious discrimination. Si§p®
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decision allows Jewish individuals and groups to file complaints either in the
courts or with the Office for Civil Rights in the Department of Education,
Specifically, it allows them to try to make the case that criticizing lsrael is tan-
tamount to anti-Semitisin, and thus any school that tolerates such eriticism is
creating a hostile environment for its Jewish students and should be punished.

A good example of this strategy at work is the case filed against the Univer-
sity of California-Santa Cruz by Tammi Rossman-Benjamin, a cofounder of
the Amcha Initiative. Her twenty-nine-page brief to the Office for Civil Rights
concludes with these words:

The anti-Israel discourse and behavior in classrooms and at departmentally
and College-sponsored events at UCSC is tantamount to institutional discrim-
ination against Jewish students, which has resulted in their intellectual and
emotional harassment and intimidation, and has adversely affected their educa-
tional experience at the University . . . The institutional discrimination against
Jewish students has shown no signs of abating, and has in some ways worsened
with time

So far, it appears that nine cases involving anti-Israel activity have been
filed under Title VI. None have been successful, although it is too early to
know whether the lobby will be able to make this strategy work either in the
courts or with the Office for Civil Rights. There is little doubt that if this
approach is successful, it will have a chilling effect on academic freedom.®

CO-OPTING STUDENTS

The lobby commits a large amount of time and resources to influencing stu-
dents on campus. The American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC),
which is surely the most powerful pro-lsrael organization, has been deing
this since at least the late 197cs. In the early 20005, when Israel was being
widely criticized on college campuses, it moved aggressively to “take back the
campuses.” But AIPAC was hardly the only group to participate in this effort.
Indeed, the Istael on Campus Coalition, which was founded in 2002 “to cre-
ate positive campus change for Israel,” includes thirty-three organizations.
These various groups target Jewish as well as non-Jewish students. The
objective with Jewish students is to motivate them to support Israel enthusias-
tically and fearlessly and also instruct them on how to sell Israel on campus.
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An important element in the strategy is instructing Jewish students on how to
win non-Jewish students over to Israel’s side.

Aside from the fact that there is something disturbing about an outside lob-
bying group waging a wide-ranging campaign to influence how students think
about a foreign country, many of the tactics the lobby employs are antithetical
to core academic values. Consider the advice that is proffered to students in
the Hasbara Handbook: Promoting Israel on Campus. They are told that two
approaches can be used to sell Israel on campus: “point scoring” and “genu-
ine debate.” Point scoring aims “lo give the impression of rational debate,
whilst avoiding genuine discussion.” The goal, in other words, is to manipu-
late the facts in clever ways to make lsrael’s case. The Hasbara Handbook goes
on to note, “Point scoring can irritate audiences who are genuinely commit-
ted to thinking about their views on a subject.” One would hope so. But more
importantly, universities are committed to discouraging point scoring and
instead teaching students to think critically and engage in genuine debate.

The lobby also pays careful attention to winning over non-Jewish students
by co-opting them. This strategy is clearly laid out in the David Project’s
2012 white paper on how to advocate for Israel on campus. It starts with the
assumption that today’s college students are easy to manipulate, because they
“are largely politically apathetic™ and most of them are not serious about their
studies. For the most part, they see college “as a time to focus on recreation
and self-exploration.” This situation is abetted by the fact that “many univer-
sities and colleges are not academically rigorous environments for many of
their students.”

Given this fertile recruiting ground, the white paper emphasizes that “cam-
puses should first be ‘mapped’ by student leaders,” which “means identifying
campus influencers, whether individuals or groups.” Then, an effort should
be made to win them over to Israel’s side. “Co-opting them into pro-Israel
efforts is an opportunity for a significant ‘win’ by Israel advocates.” The David
Project goes so far as to suggest that particular groups, like Indian Americans,
“have a potential for natural affinity,” in part because India and Israel are botn
“primary targets of Islamist terrorism [and] suffer from protracted border dis-
putes with majerity Muslim populations.” “Other Asian groups” like Chinese:
and Korean students are also said to be good prospects for Israel’s cause..

Pro-Israel forces also place a high premium on molding student thinking’
by influencing what is written about Israel in college newspapers. “Campus
Israel advocates,” says the white paper, “should work to achieve leadershif
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roles on these publications themselves or at least develop relationships with
those who do positively impact their coverage of Israel.” Although there is
nothing wrong with trying to foster positive media coverage on campus, this
strategy shows that the lobby leaves no stone unturned in its crusade to shape
how college students all across the United States think about Israel =

HITTING COLLEGES AND THE POCKETBOOK

Finally, the lobby attempts to shape the campus discourse about Israel by
monitoring what professors say and threatening to curtail financial support
from outside sources— individual donors, foundations, and the government—
when Istael is criticized. In September 2002, for example, Daniel Pipes estab-
lished Campus Watch, a website that posted dossiers on suspect academics
and encouraged students to report comments or behavior that might be con-
sidered hostile to Israel. This transparent attempt to blacklist and intimidate
scholars prompted a harsh reaction and Pipes later removed the dossiers, but
the website still invites students to report alleged anti-Israel behavior at Ameri-
can colleges. Turning students into snitches is hardly consistent with core
academic values.

Pipes’s campaign to stamp out criticism of Israel on college campuses did
not stop there. Together with Martin Kramer, an Isracli American scholar
who is a fellow at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy and presi-
dent of Shalem College in Jerusalem, Pipes began encouraging Congress to
curtail or at least closely monitor Title VI money that the federal government
gives to Middle East and other area studies programs at major universities.
The aim is to silence critics of Israel and hopefully force universities to hire
scholars whose views are more in line with those of Kramer and Pipes.»

Even more importantly, when Israel gets seriously criticized in a university
setting, some Jewish donors invariably call administrators to complain and in
some cases threaten to stop donating to the school. This could have significant
consequences for a college if those donors are wealthy and if large numbers
of them stop giving gifts. A good example of this strategy at work occurred in
February 2012, when the University of Pennsylvania hosted a Boycott, Divest-
ment, and Sanction (BDS) conference. BDS is a béte-noire of the pro-Israel
‘community, which was deeply upset that the conference was being held at

an Ivy League university. Not surprisingly, the school newspaper ran a story
just before the conference started with a headline saying: “BDS Conference
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Arrives This Weekend: Alums Are Threatening to Cease Donations for Allow-
ing the Conference on Campus.”

Unsurprisingly, the university went to great lengths to assure Israel’s sup-
porters that “it does not support sanctions or boycotts against Israel” In par-
ticular, the president of Penn and the chairman of its board of trustees wrote
a joint op-ed in the school newspaper in which they said: “We want to be
absolutely clear . . . the University has repeatedly, consistently and forcefully
expressed our adamant opposition to this agenda. Simply stated, we funda-
mentally disagree with the position taken by Penn BDS.”

University administrators, however, are not supposed to take a position on
the ideas expressed by their professors or at conferences held on their cam-
puses; they are supposed to remain neutral so as not to prejudice the discus-
sion in any way. When individuals in positions of power and authority pass
judgment on ideas that are under debate, it cannot help but have a chilling
effect on what professors and students say. But-Penn’s leaders violated that
norm, surely because they feared there would be negative financial conse-
quences if they did not make clear that they loathed BDS and wished that the
conference was not being held on their campus. Nevertheless, the conference
was held at Penn without incident.»

In sum, pro-lsrael individuals and groups have been especially active on
campuses in recent years, working hard to silence criticism of Israel and
promote a positive image of the Jewish state. Unfortunately, they have often
employed strategies that are illegitimate and threaten open discourse in the
academy.

ISRAEL AND THE DANGER
OF OPEN DISCOURSE

There are two related reasons why defenders of Israel think that criticism of
Israel is so dangerous and thus relentlessly labor to police academia. First, the
case for America's special relationship with Israel is weak. Second, contrary
to the claims of Israel’s strongest backers, support for that relationship among
the American people is neither wide nor deep. Americans do have a generally
favorable image of Israel, but most of them do not think the United States
should back Israel unconditionaily.

This means that if there is an open and freewheeling discussion of Isra€lih
history, Israeli policy in the Occupied Territories, and the U.S. relationshif
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with Israel, it would probably lead more Americans to pressure their lead-
ers in Washington to abandon the special relationship and treat Israel like
a normal country, much the way- it treats other democracies like Britain,
France, and India. The lobby wants to make sure that this does not happen,
and thus it works 24/7 to shape the discourse so that Israel is portrayed in a
favorable light.

Israel's relationship with the United States has no counterpart. Indeed, as
the late Yitzhak Rabin once said, U.S. support for Israel is “beyond compare
in modem history." To be more specific, the special relationship means that
Washington gives Israel consistent diplomatic backing and more foreign aid
than any other country, and gives it nearly unconditionally. In other words,
Israel gets this aid even when it does things that the United States opposes,
like building settlements in the Occupied Territories.

Many of Israel’s supporters maintain that this special relationship is based
on the fact that Israel is a vital strategic asset for the United States, and more-
over, that it shares core American values.® Viewed objectively, however, these
arguments cannot explain why Washington gives Israel so much aid and dip-
lomatic support with so few strings.

Israel may have been a strategic asset during the Cold War, but that con-
flict is over. Today, giving Israel nearly unconditional support is one of the
reasons the United States has a terrorism problem, and it makes it harder to
address.a range of other problems in the Middle East. Support for lsrael is
not the only source of anti-Americanism, of course, and our problems in the
Middle East would not disappear if the United States had a more normal
relationship with Israel. And Washington does benefit from some forms of
strategic cooperation with Israel. But it is hard to argue that giving it nearly
unconditional backing is making the United States more popular around the
world or making American citizens more secure. On balance, it is new a
strategic liability.»

As for the claim that Israel is a democracy that shares our values, yes, Israe
is a democracy, but so are many other countries, and none gets anywhere
near as much support, and they certainly do not get it unconditionally. Fur-

_thermore, the United States is a liberal democracy that goes to great lengths’
fot to discriminate against its citizens on the basis of religion, ethnicity, or
race. It is certainly not a Christian state. Israel, on the other ha nd, is a Jewish
state that discriminates against its Palestinian citizens in theory and in prac-
tice. Moreover, its cruel treatment of the Palestinians living in the Occupied
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Territories is sharply at odds with American values. There is a strong moral
case for Israel's existence —based on the long history of anti-Semitism—but
its survival is fortunately not in jeopardy, and past crimes against the Jewish
people do not justify giving lsrael a blank check today.*

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE AND ISRAEL

Some of Israel’s staunchest defenders recognize that both the strategic and
moral rationales do not carry much explanatory weight on close inspection,
and argue instead that the United States backs Israel because there is broad
and deep support for the special relationship among the American people,
and politicians are just doing what the public wants.?

This argument is not persuasive for several reasons. Americans do have a
generally positive image of Israel — in part because of the lobby's efforts to pro-
mote favorable media coverage and stifle negative commentary—but most of
them do not think their country should give Israel unconditional or one-sided
aid. A survey conducted for the ADL in 2005 found that 78 percent of Ameri-
cans think the United States should favor neither side in the [sraeli-Palestin-
ian conflict; and another survey conducted by the University of Maryland
in 2003 found that over 7o percent of “politically active” Americans favored
cutting aid to Israel if it refused to settle that conflict. A poll taken in August
zou by the University of Maryland found that just 56 percent of Americans
surveyed have a favorable view of Israel, and only 27 percent want the United
States to “lean toward Israel” over the Palestinians.

The Pew Research Center for the People and the Press has been ask-
ing Americans for many years whether they sympathize more with Israel
or the Palestinians. There has always been much more sympathy for Israel,
but from 1993 through 2006, the number sympathetic to Israel only went
above 5o percent once—it was 52 percent during the second Lebanon war
in 2006—and was as low as 37 percent in July 2005. The American public’s
sympathies have changed hardly at all since 2006, according to subsequent;
Pew surveys.

Furthermore, most Americans recognize that the United States pays @
price for its unyielding support of Israel. A Pew survey conducted in Novernt
ber 2005 found that 39 percent of the American public said that Israel was
“a major cause of global discontent” Among opinion leaders, the number!
were substantially higher. Indeed, 78 percent of members of the news meddf
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72 percent of military leaders, 72 percent of security experts, and 69 per-
cent of foreign affairs specialists believe that backing Israel seriously dam-
ages America's image around the world. More recently, a BBC poll released
on March 7, 20m, found that 43 percent of Americans thought that Israel’s
influence on the world was “mainly positive,” while 41 percent said it was
“mainly negative.”

So while Americans have a generally favorable image of Israel and want it
to exist and be secure, they are not insisting that Washington back it no matter
what. But that is pretty much what U.S. policy is, and this gap is due largely
to the political influence of the Israel lobby.

In sum, the strategic and moral justifications for the U.S. special relation-
ship with Israel are weak, and there is no evidence that the American people
are in favor of it. These basic facts mean that the lobby has to work hard to
shape the discourse about Israel and make sure the American public thinks
there are good reasons for maintaining that unique relationship. Its task, of
course, is not easy in the halls of academia, where free speech and open
discourse are core values. Nevertheless, Israel’s supporters have mounted a
full-court press on campuses across the country and have scored some notable
successes. But thankfully they have not won every fight.

BIGGER TROUBLE AHEAD

In all likelihood, this situation will get worse, not better, in the foreseeable
future. There is little reason to think that Israel will abandon the West Bank
and allow the Palestinians to have a viable state of their own. Instead, Israel
is likely to continue colonizing the West Bank while denying the Palestin-
ians basic human rights and keeping them trapped in enclaves on the West
Bank and Gaza. What this means is that there is going to be a Greater Israel
between the Jordan River and the Mediterranean Sea, not a Palestinian state
and an Israeli state living side by side.
Greater Israel, however, will be an apartheid state. Former Israeli prime
‘minister Ehud Olmert made this point in November 2007, when he said that
if there is no two-state solution, Israel will “face a South-African-style strug-
.8le” He went so far as to argue that “as soon as that happens, the state of Israel
is finished.” Former prime minister Ehud Barak, who later became Israel’s
defense minister, said in February 2010 that “as long as in this territory west of
the Jordan River there is only one political entity called Israel it is going to be
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either non-Jewish, or non-democratic. If this bloc of millions of Palestinians
cannot vote, that will be an apartheid state.”™?

The critical problem that Greater Israel’s defenders will face is that it is
impossible to defend apartheid, because it is antithetical to core Western val-
ves. How does one make a moral case for apartheid, especially in the United
States, where democracy is venerated and segregation and racism are rou-
tinely condemned? It is hard to imagine the United States having a special
relationship with an apartheid state for very long. Indeed, it is hard to imagine
Americans having much sympathy for one. It is much easier to imagine the
United States strongly opposing that racist state’s political system and working
hard to change it. Many other countries around the globe would surely fol-
low suit. This is why former prime minister Olmert said that going down the
apartheid road would be suicidal for Israel.

Given lsrael’s trajectory, there is not likely to be any letup in eriticism
of Israel inside and outside of the United States in the years ahead. Indeed,
it is likely to intensify, because the discrimination and repression that are
the essence of apartheid will be increasingly visible to people all around the
world. Israel and its supporters have worked hard with considerable success
to keep the mainstream media in the United States from telling the truth
about what Israel is doing to the Palestinians in the Occupied Territories.
The Internet, however, is a game changer. It not only makes it much easier
for opponents of apartheid to get the real story out to the world, but it also
allows Americans to learn the story that the New York Times, the Wall Street
Journal, and the Washington Post have been hiding from them. Over time,
this situation might even force those media institutions to cover the story
more accurately themselves.

Naturally, the threat of even more pronounced criticism of lsrael, and con-
sequent criticism of America's support for an apartheid state, will motivate the:
lobby to work harder to defend Greater Israel. This surely means that hard:
line defenders of the special relationship will intervene even more forcefully
in academia and do everything possible to silence Israel’s critics. They simply
cannot allow an open discourse about Israel in the United States without plac::
ing the special relationship at risk.

In short, the lobby is likely to increase its already substantial presence;
on campuses and in the process do serious harm to the core principl# .
of academic freedom that makes American colleges and universities sa
successful.
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