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Foreword

In February of 1906, in the aftermath of a series of pogroms in
Europe, a group of prominent American Jews met in New York and
discussed what they could do about rising antisemitism. From this
meeting emerged the American Jewish Committee, America’s oldest
human-relations organization.

While AJC’s mission has broadened in its 100 years to include
combating all forms of bigotry and promoting democratic values glob-
ally, antisemitism has remained one of its core concerns, and I have
been honored to be its expert on this subject since 1989.

I grew up in the 1950s and 1960s in New York, where anti-
semitism was not a major problem that I encountered personally.
There were minor irritants, such as the teacher at my private middle
school who chastised me for not saying the Lord’s Prayer or singing
Christian hymns during chapel. But these were years when the evening
news showed blacks in the South being doused with fire hoses, beaten,
even killed. That was true hatred and bigotry. By comparison, my
teacher was merely an annoyance.

I first experienced antisemitism in the late 1970s and 1980s. I
was living in Portland, Oregon, working as a trial and appellate attor-
ney. A right-wing group called the Posse Comitatus was particularly
active, distributing antisemitic literature (with fraudulent quotations
purporting to be from Benjamin Franklin and George Washington)
in Portland’s Multnomah County Courthouse. While these people
seemed like buffoons, they were no laughing matter, as various Posse
members from different parts of the country were soon charged with
criminal and violent activities.
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One April a local neo-Nazi group identified every Jewish family
in an Oregon college town and mailed each of them a hateful card on
Hitler’s birthday. I offered whatever help—legal or otherwise—I
could, but I wondered: How should the community respond to such
hatred? Ignore it? Program against it? I did not know, but I was certain
that the answer from a professional in the Jewish community—telling
the people in the small town not to worry because there were fewer
card-carrying members of the Ku Klux Klan that year than in the year
before—was not sufficient.

More troubling was the antisemitism among my friends in “pro-
gressive” circles. After Israel invaded Lebanon in the early 1980s, there
were protests by the same people with whom I had worked on a wide
range of issues, from combating police brutality and homelessness to
promoting tenants’ rights and American Indian sovereignty. I too was
critical of the Israeli governments actions, but some of the Israel-
related literature I saw at the rallies was eerily reminiscent of the mate-
rial the Posse had been distributing about Jews, with assertions of Jew-
ish power, Jewish conspiracy, and ingrained Jewish venom toward
non-Jews. Yet while the Posse would not take offense if someone said
they were antisemitic, my friends on the left did not even want to dis-
cuss the matter. To do so, they alleged, would be a distraction from the
“real” work and would harm the progressive agenda. This reaction
bothered me for a number of reasons. First, this refusal to discuss a
serious issue came from friends and allies who were eager to discuss
just about everything else. Second, it showed that many on the left
had a politically driven, as opposed to an analytical, understanding of
how bigotry worked. And, third, it proved that combating anti-
semitism was not easily done.

When I joined the AJC staff a few years later, it was not to bean-
count swastikas or dissect the ramblings of the hateful fringe, but
rather to focus on how key institutions react to, and can be empow-
ered to counteract, bigotry in general and antisemitism in particular.
had been a lay member of the American Jewish Committee chapter in
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Portland and was impressed that AJC was not driven by hysteria about
antisemitism or any other issue, but was committed to careful research
and honest and respectful debate. I published booklets about and con-
ducted programs on how to combat bigotry on campus, in the media,
and in politics. I also wrote in-depth background pieces about the
antisemites who were getting some level of traction—people such as
David Duke, Louis Farrakhan, and Pat Buchanan, and movements
such as skinheads, the militias, and Holocaust deniers.

In the summer of 2000, I decided that it was time to begin a
book about contemporary antisemitism. Some well-respected col-
leagues and pundits had been arguing in the late 1990s that anti-
semitism was “dead.” They asserted that Jews had unprecedented
acceptance in American society, with Jews welcomed on boards of
major corporations and serving as presidents of Ivy League universities
that had, not too many decades ago, used quotas to restrict the num-
ber of Jewish students. Further, they pointed to the high rate of Jew-
ish-gentile intermarriage. If Americans were willing to have Jews in
their families, so much so that Jews worried about the basics of Jewish
continuity, how bad could antisemitism be?

I agreed with their view that we American Jews were in a “golden
age,” but I thought it dangerous to declare that antisemitism was a
thing of the past. It was, rather, a very well-established hatred, and
there were new lies—such as Holocaust denial—and recurrent politi-
cal needs, especially in and related to the Middle East, that were likely
to breathe new life into antisemitism in the years ahead. At the least, I
thought it only responsible to take advantage of these good times to
plan how to counteract antisemitism in the future, rather than to
declare victory and ignore a problem with a 2,000-year history.

The collapse of the Israeli-Palestinian peace process in the fall of
2000, sure enough, was followed by increased antisemitism in Europe
and an escalation in anti-Israel activity that frequently smelled of anti-
semitism. There has been much written describing a renewed (some
say “new”) antisemitism in the last few years, but little about how we
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must evaluate what should be done about it, and the logical and nec-
essary prior step: whether we need to reevaluate how we think about
it.

It is hard to imagine what the group of American Jews, meeting
in 1906, would make of the great acceptance of Jews in American
society today and the established role of Jewish organizations working
to combat antisemitism and bigotry. But the questions they raised 100
years ago—how to gauge the problems, how to respond effectively,
how to find allies and really change things for the better—are at least
as pressing today as they were then.

This book is an effort, not necessarily to provide the right
answers, but more urgently to help ensure that those who care about
combating antisemitism are asking intelligent and relevant questions,
and not defaulting into comfortable but too often unproved and per-
haps ineffective answers.

Kenneth S. Stern

New York, NY

July 19, 2006

The increasing frequency and severity of anti-Semitic
incidents since the start of the twenty-first century,
particularly in Europe, has compelled the international
community to focus on anti-Semitism with renewed vigor.

“Report on Global Anti-Semitism,”
U.S. State Department,
January 5, 2005

Introduction

Despite resistance from some in the United States Department of
State, President George W. Bush signed the Global Anti-Semitism*
Awareness Act into law on October 16, 2004. For the first time, the
United States was obliged to collect and analyze information about,
and then issue a report on, antisemitism around the globe. The State
Department had to investigate not only what bad things were hap-
pening, but also what countries were doing about them.

The report was published in early 2005." The mere appearance
of such a document was important, if for no other reason than that
the U.S. government could use it in its bilateral relations with many
countries to address the problem of antisemitism. It correctly noted,
among other things, that many recent incidents in Europe involved
members of the Muslim community, and that some antisemitism was
sparked by anti-Israel attitudes which “cross[ed] the line,” sometimes
making comparisons between Israelis and Nazis.

* The word “antisemitism” can be spelled with or without a hyphen. Although the
New York Times and many other publications prefer “anti-Semitism,” the trend
among experts is toward “antisemitism.” Except in quotations or exact references to
printed matter that use the spelling anti-Semitism, as in the State Department’s
“Report on Global Anti-Semitism,” this book will use the single-word, lower-case
form. While the spelling is a minor point, some try to downplay the significance of
Jew-hatred by implying that the word “Semite” has some independent importance,
as will be discussed in Chapter 3. Unless the context refers to this particular issue, I
use “antisemitism” throughout. See also http://sicsa.huji.ac.il/hyphen.hem.
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The report not only described the problem, but also offered rec-
ommendations for fighting antisemitism around the world. What was
its number one and most often repeated suggestion? The development
and expansion of “Holocaust education curricular and teacher training
programs.”?

Less than a year eatlier, the Organization for Security and Coop-
eration in Europe (OSCE) held a landmark conference on anti-
semitism in Berlin. Secretary of State Colin Powell represented the
United States at the meeting, hosted at the German Foreign Ministry
building. One can but imagine what Adolf Hitler would have thought
of the sight: an African-American, representing the United States,
speaking at a major government center in the heart of Berlin, pro-
tected by German soldiers with guns and tanks, lecturing white Euro-
peans about the need to combat antisemitism.

Increased Holocaust education was among the key recommen-
dations of the conference, proposed and endorsed by nations and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), including Jewish NGOs—and
mentioned by Powell in his speech.

At first blush, this might seem logical. After all, six million Jews
died in Europe in the 1940s because Nazi Germany and its allies
embraced antisemitism. But despite the undoubtedly true accounts of
children and others “learning the lesson of the Holocaust” from books
such as The Diary of Anne Frank and from interaction with the ever
dwindling number of Holocaust survivors, there is simply no research-
based proof that Holocaust education is an antidote to antisemitism.
This solution is merely asserted and assumed to work. And there is
anecdotal evidence that it might actually be counterproductive in
some circumstances.

While antisemitism has been around for over 2,000 years, its
most recent upsurge began in the fall of 2000, after the collapse of the
Israeli-Palestinian peace talks at Camp David and the beginning of the
second intifada. Jews and Jewish-linked properties were attacked in
Paris, London, New York, and Berlin, and in many other places

Introduction 3

around the globe. The accepted profile of the likely perpetrator
(although many—particularly in Europe—were reluctant to admit it)
was a young male Muslim who saw the fighting in the Middle East,
wanted somehow to play a part, and assumed that the Jew or Jewish-
linked property near him was an acceptable low-risk target upon
which to strike a blow.

Such a youngster,® learning from his family, imams, and antise-
mitic satellite television programs, may have been taught that Jews
were the descendants of apes and pigs, infidels who have no right to
live in—1let alone have a claim on—the Arab land of Palestine; Israelis
are monsters who are not only oppressing people but also defiling the
Holy Land. If he understood the Holocaust at all, he saw it as the jus-
tification the Europeans used to rid themselves of the Jews who were
not killed in World War II, dumping them onto the land of his Arab
brothers. Or perhaps he saw it as the lie the Jews made up to get Euro-
pean acquiescence to their nefarious plot to steal Arab land.

This young man would have come to antisemitism from the
teachings of a certain brand of Islam, fueled by another layer of anti-
semitism having to do with denial of any Jewish connection with the
land of Israel, flavored with recycled European conspiracy theories
about Jews, and energized by the Arab-Israeli conflict. How exactly
would making him understand fully the Nazis, Hitler, Wannsee, Tre-
blinka, Auschwitz, and the Einsatzgruppen cure his antisemitism? Even
if he believed what he was taught, why should anyone presume that
learning about dead Jews from the 1940s would impact his view of
live ones—ones he believes are harming his Arab and Muslim broth-
ers today and will tomorrow, while controlling a land to which only
Muslims have a claim?

Another catalyst for both the law requiring the State Depart-
ment report and the holding of the Berlin conference was the UN’s
2001 World Conference Against Racism held in Durban, South
Africa. Overt antisemitism was articulated and applauded there, so
much so that the United States delegation was withdrawn in protest.
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Who were the spewers of antisemitism? They were not skinheads and
neo-Nazis but representatives of nongovernmental organizations from
around the globe, people who were committed to combating racism.
Yet they were so blinded by antisemitism that they believed that
demonizing the sole Jewish state on the planet, and the Jews within i,
was the best way to fight racism. Was their problem really a lack of
Holocaust education? Those present at Durban likely had had more
Holocaust education than the norm. They certainly equated Ariel
Sharon and Adolf Hitler, and Israel and Nazi Germany, with alacrity,
all the while using the Holocaust-produced lexicon of genocide—
terms such as “ethnic cleansing” and the like—to antisemitic ends.

Holocaust education is certainly not a bad thing. In fact, since
the Holocaust was one of the most significant events in recent history,
it is important that students learn about it everywhere, particularly in
the former Soviet-dominated Eastern European countries, where this
history was suppressed. Students can learn valuable lessons from
Holocaust curricula. Yet there exists a seemingly ubiquitous yet some-
what illogical presumption that Holocaust education is an antidote
for antisemitism, and a corresponding willingness of governments and
individuals to invest great sums of money in a strategy that no one
can show is effective. The purpose of this book is not to prove that
Holocaust education does not work, nor is it to denigrate Holocaust
education. It is rather to insist that blind faith and wishful thinking
have no place in combating something as dangerous as hate, and that
therefore a burden of proof must be placed on the proponents of any
program against antisemitism to demonstrate that it is effective (espe-
cially ones in which millions of dollars are invested).

Part of the reason that too much of the campaign against anti-
semitism is based on faith rather than tailored and testable theories is
that people do not pause to define what antisemitism actually is. (The
next chapter will dissect and identify in detail the component parts of
this oldest hatred.) There is little recognition that it is a complex phe-
nomenon, with three major strains, and that while Jews and others
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who care about antisemitism are frequently willing to speak out and
“do something” about “it,” they too often do the wrong thing, for a
number of intellectual and institutional reasons.

Many commentators have likened antisemitism to a “virus.”
That is an inadequate analogy—there is something just too easy about
it: perhaps the suggestion that there is little one can do to stop it from
spreading, because it is an unseen germ; or perhaps the converse, the
notion that something as simple as a shot or a pill will “cure” it.

If one must analogize, perhaps antisemitism should be consid-
ered a rash. While this formulation has its problems too (antisemitism
is frequently hidden deep down, and is not apparent on the surface),
it is useful in one regard. Not all rashes are the same type. Not all
rashes are equally full-blown. In different environments, and on dif-
ferent people, the same rash might be treated differently. One med-
ication does not all rashes cure. And it is important before treating
any rash to be sure that the proposed remedy is not likely to make
matters worse.

It is strategically vital that governments, and Jewish agencies
tasked with countering antisemitism, analyze the antisemitism that
they propose to combat. What type is it? What institutions is it
impacting? How does it play out within those institutions? How seri-
ous is it? Which tools, or combination thereof, are the most likely to
have an impact (and how and why is this so)? Are we sure that we are
not making matters worse?

This book is designed both for those who have had little experi-
ence looking at antisemitism closely, as well as for those whose work
touches on this and other forms of hatred, whether in government,
law enforcement, civil society, or the academy. From a common
understanding of what antisemitism is, we then examine whether
there is a “new” antisemitism, as some have alleged, or whether the
antisemitism is, in fact, old, but playing out somewhat differently due
to new circumstances.

All antisemitism, as we will see, is a form of conspiracy theory



6 Antisemitism Today

about Jews. To understand the way antisemitism works as a self-sus-
taining system of ideas, regardless of how bizarre and contradictory
they are, we will examine one of the more recent strains—Holocaust
denial—in some detail.

And just as antisemitism has different types, what can be done
about it is also greatly influenced by the different venues and institu-
tions in which it exists. Later chapters will look at antisemitism in
Europe, in the Arab and Muslim worlds, and in the United States
(with particular emphasis on U.S. college campuses).

While predicting the future is a dangerous thing to do, the final
chapters look at some demographic and ideological trends in the
United States and Europe, and suggest a methodology for approach-
ing antisemitism in the decades to come.

The common thread throughout this book is an insistence that,
regardless of whatever challenges lie ahead, strategies to combat anti-
semitism—or any form of hatred—must be grounded as much as pos-
sible in fact, hard data, and testable theories, not impression or intu-
ition or wishful thinking. The pages ahead lay out the case for a more
systematic approach to combating this longstanding hatred.

Antisemitism frequently charges Jews with conspiring to
harm humanity, and it is often used to blame Jews for
“why things go wrong.” It is expressed in speech, writing,
visual forms and action, and employs sinister stereotypes
and negative character traits.

—European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia (EUMC)
“Working Definition of Antisemitism”

Chapter One
What Is Antisemitism?

In the summer of 2000 it seemed clear, if it had not before, that Jews
had made it. Antisemitism appeared, if not dead, certainly a minor
and diminishing phenomenon. After all, Joseph Lieberman, an
Orthodox Jew, ran as the vice presidential candidate of the Democra-
tic Party. There was no backlash, aside from a few predictable fringe
voices and Internet postings. Lieberman may well have been elected
too, if some older Jews in Florida, misdirected by a confusing ballot,
had not voted for Pat Buchanan instead of Al Gore.

But in the fall of 2000 the Middle East peace process collapsed
and the second intifada began. Whereas weeks before, pundits had
been saying antisemitism was a thing of the past, now they claimed it
was rampant worldwide. Once the second intifada started, Jews and
Jewish-linked property were attacked in the United States, Belgium,
Canada, Australia, Germany, England, Argentina, Panama, Bosnia,
Italy, Brazil, Greece, Sweden, South Africa, Switzerland, Russia, Aus-
tria, the Netherlands, Mexico, Morocco, Spain, and France.! And
while the attacks shortly stopped in some countries, they continued
unabated in others.

Other major antisemitic events would follow in 2001, including
the orgy of Jew-hatred at the UN’s World Conference Against Racism
in Durban, and the claims—articulated and believed in many parts of
the world—that Jews/Israelis were behind the attacks of September 11.

7
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No longer was anyone asserting that antisemitism was gone.
Now, at the other extreme, there were voices comparing, wrongly, cur-
rent times to those of the 1930s.

People such as the great human rights lawyer Irwin Cotler and
former Israeli Deputy Foreign Minister Michael Melchior began
speaking about a “new” antisemitism. Others began to follow their
example. Was antisemitism, a 2,000-year-old hatred, now something
really “new?” Was antisemitism really like laundry detergent, now per-
haps “new and improved?” Back in 1974 Arnold Forster of the Anti-
Defamation League of B’nai Brith (ADL) wrote a book which used
the term “new antisemitism.” What is new post-2000 is not the anti-
semitism, which in most regards is very old, but rather the circum-
stances in which it is playing out.

Religious Antisemitism

Before looking at these circumstances, it is important to understand
what antisemitism is. While there is no universally agreed definition,?
a working one might be:

Antisemitism is hatred toward Jews and is directed toward the Jew-

ish religion, Jews as a people, or, more recently, the Jewish state.

Antisemitism frequently charges Jews with conspiring to harm

non-Jews and is often used to give an explanation for why things

go wrong. It is expressed in speech, writing, visual forms, and

action, and regularly employs stereotypes.

The word itself, by the way, is a misnomer. Coined by Wilhelm
Marr in Germany in 1873, it has nothing to do with a prejudice
against “Semites.” “Semitic” is an adjective that applies to languages,
not people. But Marr used it to mean hatred of Jews.

Of course, antisemitism was around for centuries before Marr. It
has three distinct strains that sometimes overlap. In order to combat it
intelligently, it is important to keep these differences in mind.

For many historians, religious-based antisemitism is the oldest
form. Indeed antisemitism (or “Jew-hatred”) can be traced back to
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biblical times. Recall the Book of Esther, with King Ahasuerus’s edict
to wipe out all the Jews and Haman’s insinuation that Jews are “a peo-
ple apart.™

The birth of Christianity saw the rise of some of the most cardi-
nal and long-lasting themes of antisemitism. Christianity and Judaism
were competitive faiths in the late Roman Empire. Jesus, of course,
was a Jew, as were many of the early Christians. But many Jews
refused to join the new faith, and their continued existence had to be
explained in light of Christian belief that Christians had made a new
covenant that superseded the Jewish covenant with God. Some con-
cluded that God had permitted the Jews to live only as a sign of what
would happen if people rejected and denied Jesus. Jews were forced to
the fringes of society, and church edicts segregated them into ghettos.
Jews were blamed for the death of Jesus, and canards such as “Christ-
killers” were leveled against them century after century.

As Christianity became dominant in Europe, Jews were discrim-
inated against through special taxes, special clothing, limited avenues
of employment, and periodic expulsions. During the years of the
Black Death, Jews were accused of poisoning wells; at other times they
were charged with stealing Christian children to use their blood to
make Passover matzah (a charge termed the “blood libel”). During the
Crusades, Jews were murdered, raped, forced to convert, or expelled
from their homes. On the Iberian Peninsula, after the Christian vic-
tory over Islam, Jews who did not leave their homes of long duration
were subject to the tortures of the Inquisition, which sought to deter-
mine whether they were true Christians.

Religious antisemitism defines the common denominator for
how all forms of antisemitism work: Jews are seen as a group that con-
spires to harm non-Jews, and “blaming the Jews” provides a simple
explanation for what has gone wrong in life.

In modern times, while religious antisemitism remains a prob-
lem, it is less so in the Christian world since the reforms of Vatican 11,
which both removed the charge of deicide and identified antisemitism
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as a sin. Where these reforms have been taken to heart, the dialogue
between Judaism and Christianity has flourished, and the level of anti-
semitism has diminished.

In the Muslim world, however, the recent trend has been the
other way. While Jews and Muslims lived together on relatively better
terms than Jews and Christians did in Europe, Jews never enjoyed full
equality under Muslim rule. Islam defines Jews (and Christians) as
dhimmis (“protected peoples”), meaning tolerated but second-class cit-
izens. In recent years, largely due to the Arab-Israeli conflict as well as
to the untenable notion that non-Muslims should never have sover-
eignty over lands that were once linked with Islam, the Islamic form of
religious-based antisemitism has been growing. Religions are usually
defined by what their practitioners say they are. Rather than highlight
the elements of Islamic teachings that recognize Jews as “people of the
book,” there have been increased references to Jews as the offspring of
apes and pigs and the quotation of Koranic verses calling for the
killing of Jews.

While Christian and Muslim antisemitism certainly differ in
many ways (and, in fact, there are differences among the various
Christian and Muslim antisemites), they share a commonality of belief
(to varying degrees among their proponents) that antisemitism either
pleases or serves God.

Race-Based Antisemitism

The second form of antisemitism—which builds on the story lines
and culture of Christian-based antisemitism—is race-based anti-
semitism. Following the advent of nineteenth-century science, most
especially the evolutionary ideas of Charles Darwin and the writings
of people such as Joseph Gobineau, came the notion of distinct races
of people. While one could change one’s religion, one could not
change one’s race.

Jews, of course, are not a “race.” Jews are a people and are of all
races. But the notion became popularized that Jews were, indeed, a
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distinct race. Conversion, therefore, was no longer a life-saving
option. Nazi Germany represented the extreme application of this
type of antisemitism: Even someone who did not consider himself
Jewish but had Jewish grandparents could be sent to the death camps.*
On the other hand, this form of antisemitism worked just like the
older religious-based hatred had: demonizing Jews, identifying them
as “the problem,” and suggesting that they exercised secret power.

Race-based antisemitism has its own literature. A czarist forgery,
the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, argues that Jews meet secretly to con-
trol the world. This document, translated into various languages, was
used to propel many pogroms (violent attacks) against Jews in Europe
in the early 1900s. It was popularized in the United States in the
1920s by automaker Henry Ford. While the book continues to be a
staple of white supremacist groups today, it is also promoted by other
groups, showing how easily antisemitic conspiracy theories can be
recast for different audiences, expressing different types of anti-Semi-
tism.> (For example, the Protocols is also readily available and pro-
moted among the Arab and Muslim countries of the Middle East and
was even popularized into a TV series in Egypt. In the United States
the Nation of Islam not only sells the book, it peddles its own ver-
sion, The Secret Relationship between Blacks and Jews, which is a func-
tional rewrite designed to paint the history of slavery as a Jewish oper-
ation against black people.)

Today’s main practitioners of race-based antisemitism in the
U.S. are neo-Nazis, skinheads, Christian Identity adherents (who
believe that people of color are subhuman and that Jews are the off-
spring of Satan), and various other white supremacists and white
nationalists.® While there are important ideological and theological
differences among these groups, they all hate nonwhites. They also see
Jews as responsible for opening the door to equal rights and opportu-
nity for nonwhites, as part of a nefarious plot to destroy “white Amer-
ica” through immigration, affirmative action, control of the media,
and other alleged schemes. While we think of white supremacists as
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essentially anti-people-of-color with some antisemitism thrown in,
antisemitism is actually the ideological (as opposed to emotional)
anchor for their movement. If blacks and other minorities are, in their
view, unquestionably inferior, how could the superior whites be “los-
ing” the battle? The white supremacists believe it is because of the
secret, cabalistic hand of the Jew, pulling the strings behind the scenes.
It is because of ZOG (the Zionist Occupied Government).

While race-based antisemitism is at a low point, and has been for
many decades, there are reasons to be concerned about its possible
growth in the decades to come, particularly because demographic pro-
jections indicate that the United States will be a majority nonwhite
country by the middle of this century. The race-based antisemitism
which is at the core of white supremacy may prove an ideological mag-
net for people who fear this change. (See further discussion in Chap-
ter 12.)

Political Antisemitism (Anti-Zionism)

The third form of antisemitism is political antisemitism (or anti-Zion-
ism*). It is the most recent and least understood form of this preju-
dice. While all forms of antisemitism serve political purposes, the
reestablishment of the State of Israel in 1948 after a 2,000-year exile of
the Jewish people was the occasion for the birth of this most modern
variant.” Abba Eban, the quintessential Israeli diplomat, noted: “Clas-
sical antisemitism denies the rights of Jews as citizens within society.
Anti-Zionism denies the equal rights of the Jewish people to its lawful
sovereignty within the community of nations.... All that has happened
is that the discriminatory principle has been transferred from the
realm of individual rights to the domain of collective identity.”

* Zionism is the belief that Israel has the right to exist as a homeland for Jews. It
says nothing about the policies or programs of the state, merely that it has a right
to exist. There are left-wing Zionists and right-wing Zionists, and many in between.
Some Zionists are harsh critics of Israeli policies; others are supportive. Anti-Zion-
ists, on the other hand, treat Israel more harshly and by a different standard than
they would treat any other state on the globe. They frequently demonize it and
essentially believe that Israel has no right to exist as a Jewish state, regardless of its
policies, its leaders, or how the society is run.
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Of course, one can—and should—criticize Israel, just as one
would be critical of the United States, France, Egypt, or any other
nation. There is no antisemitism in honestly disapproving of a party,
a program, a policy, or a political leader. But when Israel is expected to
live up to standards not applied to any other nation, or when the per-
ceived deficiencies of Israeli society are used to attack its basic legiti-
macy, that is a problem. In the current context, if one supports the
right of the Palestinian people to self-determination in a land of their
own, but would deny the Jews the same right in their historic home-
land, that is antisemitism.’

While the religious or racial-based antisemite would generally
not want to associate with Jews (although there are many instances
when such people point to a “good Jew” they know, just as some
would point to the “good black” or “good Latino”), the political anti-
semite likely has no problem with an individual Jew. It is the collective
identity of Jews—expressed in the existence of the modern State of
Israel—which animates him. Not surprisingly, the myths that fuel the
older types of antisemitism are recycled here: Jews are seen as secretly
influencing or controlling U.S. policy or public attitudes.

Political antisemitism can be found on both the far right and the
far left, with many of the same canards. But whereas most racial and
religious-based antisemites would not deny their prejudice (or, if they
did, their denials would be seen as transparent), political antisemites
generally deny their bigotry.

In practice, the three different strains of antisemitism—religious,
racial, and political—are not so pristinely isolated from each other.
Since they rely on the same structure—seeing Jews as conspiring to
harm non-Jews—the tropes that help dehumanize Jews to one type of
antisemite frequently are adopted by the others, although with limita-
tions. For example, Holocaust denial—the brainchild of the white
supremacist/neo-Nazi crowd (i.e., race-based antisemites) is a growth
industry in the Arab and Muslim world (i.e., among religious and
political antisemites), but is relatively rare among nonethnic purely
political antisemites (those on the extreme left, who might not care
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too much if the Jews in present-day Israel were slaughtered, but would
not do anything to minimize the perception of the crimes of the fas-
cists during World War II).

As we shall see later, the first question which one should be ask-
ing when figuring out a strategy to combat a problem of antisemitism
is: “Which type of antisemitism is it?”

In addition to distinguishing the three basic types of anti-
semitism, it is also important to understand the environment and
institutions in which it is being expressed. One can, for example, look
at antisemitism by venue: on campus, in Europe, in the Arab and
Muslim worlds, in the media, etc. Each setting is its own universe with
unique rules and pressure points and interests.

It is also important to identify the strain of antisemitic ideas and
story lines that are most in play in any particular situation. Denial of
the Holocaust, the claim that Zionism is racism, the charge that Jews
secretly control the United States government (or the media, or the
entertainment industry), that they are more loyal to Israel than to their
home country, or that they were responsible for 9/11 are each systems
of ideas which, while integrally related, also have distinct characteris-
tics.

Finally, antisemitism of every type treats Jews, either individually
or collectively, as an “other.” It ascribes pernicious motives to them
and frequently recycles and updates old canards painting the Jew as
plotting to harm non-Jews, often in order to provide an explanation
for world events. Despite this commonality, however, many people
tend to care more about one type of antisemitism than another. There
were people in Durban who would have condemned the peddling of
Mein Kampf there if the promoters had been neo-Nazis, yet they were
conspicuously silent when it was being hawked in an Arabic edition.
Antisemitism of all types is dangerous, and not only to Jews. History
has repeatedly shown that antisemitism is the miner’s canary for a soci-
ety’s health. It always starts with the Jews, but it never ends there. And
it is always dangerous to democracy, human rights, and freedom.

Israel must be wiped off the map.... The establishment of a
Zionist regime was a move by the world oppressor against the
Islamic world.... The skirmishes in the occupied land are
part of the war of destiny. The outcome of hundreds of years
of war will be defined in Palestinian land.

—Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, October 26, 2005"

If international finance Jewry inside and outside of Europe
should succeed once more in plunging nations into another
world war, the consequence will not be the Bolshevization of
the earth and thereby the victory of Jewry, but the annibila-
tion of the Jewish race in Europe.

—Adolf Hitler, January 30, 1939°

Chapter Two
An Old Hatred in New Circumstances

A century ago memories were fresh of antisemitic political agitating in
pre-World War I Germany, of pogroms in Russia, of the Dreyfus
Affair in France. Yet the author of the entry on antisemitism in the
1910 edition of the Encyclopedia Britannica saw it as “exclusively a
question of European politics, and its origin is [not] to be found ... in
the long struggle between the Church and the Synagogue ... but in the
social conditions resulting from the emancipation of the Jews in the
middle of the nineteenth century.”

Jews, he believed, were well prepared by their European ghetto
history to thrive in the growing economic, urban, and democratic
ways of early twentieth-century Europe. Antisemitism, it seemed to
him, was not a matter of old hatreds, but rather political machina-
tions linked to the last gasps of feudalism and the growth of the bour-
geoisie. He argued that since Jews—unlike their Christian counter-
parts—were likely to be part of the growing industrial middle class,
they were therefore heavily represented in the new societal leadership.

15
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Antisemitism, then, was not a problem in and of itself, but something
promoted for political ends by the bourgeoisie’s “enemies among the
vanquished reactionaries on the one hand, and by the extreme Radi-
cals on the other.™

Consider the implication of this 1910 analysis. The Russian
Revolution of 1905 had failed, but few would have wagered on the
survival of the last vestiges of feudal institutions. The industrial revo-
lution was thriving, and as it consolidated its hold on world institu-
tions, the “vanquished reactionaries” and the “extreme radicals” would
surely become weaker, thereby diminishing antisemitism and making
it a thing of the past.

While this view might have been abstractly logical in 1910, it
was embarrassingly wrong. Clearly modern European social and eco-
nomic changes did not make antisemitism wither away in the twenti-
eth century, as witnessed both by Nazi Germany and her allies, and by
the Soviet Union under Stalin and others.

Yet, the 1910 analysis was also perceptive in seeing antisemitism
as having a political function, and its expression being influenced by
political events. The encyclopedia’s failure was that while it recognized
that people would use antisemitism for cynical political purposes, it
did not sufficiently understand that these political movements actually
drew upon, incorporated, and invigorated classic antisemitism. It also
failed to anticipate that new and changing political realities would find
ways of using antisemitism as well.

In some important ways the 1910 Encyclopedia Britannica analy-
sis, while breathtakingly wrong in its predictive powers, was superior
to some analyses today, which treat antisemitism as detached from the
social and political environment in which it functions. In fact, there
are three major new circumstances (addressed in this chapter) and two
new events (treated in the next two chapters) that impact the way anti-
semitism is playing out today as compared to the postwar period.
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New Circumstance #1:

Fall of the Soviet Union

The first changed circumstance is the fall of the Soviet Union.’ For
most of the last half of the twentieth century, the world was divided
into two ideological camps. People in Europe and elsewhere gravitated
toward one side or the other. Now, with only one superpower, it is
only human nature that some level of resentment would be felt toward
the United States, the strongest and richest country on earth. During
the Cold War there may have been reasons to downplay the demerits
of the superpower with which you were ideologically aligned, because
those of the other were seen as worse. Now there is no such counter-
balance.

While anti-Americanism is not directly related to antisemitism,
it does have connections. For example, some in the anti-globalist left
define the U.S. as a capitalist-imperialist exploiter of people of color
around the world. In their view, Israel is America’s client state and its
lapdog in the Middle East.

But the collapse of the Soviet Union also changed the relations
and blurred the distinctions between the political extremes, and anti-
semitism plays an important role here.® For instance, in the days lead-
ing up to the second Iraq war, there was a seeming flirtation between
left and right. Alexander Cockburn, writing for the Nation, advocated
reaching out to the “populist” (read Buchanan-backing, racist-tinged)
right, to form a larger antiwar coalition. And the antisemitic American
Free Press (formerly the Spotlight) reprinted antiwar articles by figures
such as Gore Vidal. There was a clear subtext to this interaction, a
“debate” between the left and right having to do with Jews and Israel.
The underlying question was: Who was correct, the left, which gener-
ally saw the U.S. imperialist dog wagging the Israeli tail, or the right,
which posited a secret “Zionist Occupied Government” that ruled
Washington and used the American government to do its bidding?”
While they did not agree about the scope and purpose of the dis-
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agreeable actions of Israel and Jewish figures, both extremes found
ways to blame Israel and people whose Jewishness they noted for why
things were going wrong—a classic antisemitic trope.

But it was not only American and European leftists and rightists
whose political groundings and antisemitic activities were impacted
by the fall of the Soviet Union. More important was the impact on
Islamists—the people who believe in a politicized, anti-Western, anti-
Christian, and vehemently antisemitic version of Islam. With the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union, they saw themselves newly empowered.

In Iran in 1979 and 1980 they had held off one superpower—
the United States. In the late 1980s they actually defeated the other
superpower in Afghanistan. They envision themselves (falsely) as rep-
resenting “true” Islam, and thus some one billion Muslims around the
globe. They also see themselves as the rightful successor to the Soviet
Union, as the new superpower opposing the “Great Satan,” the
United States.

Certainly, many of the conflicts since the early 1990s—from
Chechnya to Afghanistan to Irag—have come about in large measure
because of the combination of the aspirations of the Islamists and the
political and military void left by the collapse of the Soviet Union.
What does this have to do with antisemitism? These Islamists are anti-
semitic to the core, and their increased influence clearly poses a chal-
lenge in the fight against antisemitism. This is doubly true because
some appeasers will think they can protect themselves by “blaming”
the Jews for Islamist acts of terror, by expressing sympathy for some of
the terrorists’ agenda, or by making antisemitic statements, thereby
showing that they and those whom they fear might attack them actu-
ally have a common enemy.

While the full fallout from the collapse of the Soviet Union is yet
to be determined, three things seem clear: It has emboldened the
Islamists (who are anti-West and antisemitic); it has created an envi-
ronment for increased anti-Americanism, which is correlated with
opposition to Israel; and it has blurred distinctions between and
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increased affection among people of the extreme right and left who,
while still quite far apart on many issues, share important elements of
a similar vision and common vocabulary when it comes to Jews and
Israel.

New Circumstance #2:
Collapse of the Israeli-Palestinian Peace Process
in Late 2000

The second changed circumstance is the collapse of the Isracli-Pales-
tinian peace process in 2000.

The background to the collapse is also related to the fall of the
Soviet Union. During much of the Cold War, Israel was seen as
aligned with the United States, and the Arab world with the Soviet
Union. It was no coincidence that with the Soviet Union gone and the
United States the only superpower, there was some movement forward
toward a peace process with the Oslo Accords in the early 1990s.

While the Oslo process had many problems, it did diminish
some expression of left-wing and Arab vitriol toward Israel. Holocaust
denial, while still to be found in the Palestinian and Arab press, was at
a much lower level than in the years leading up to the 1993 hand-
shake on the White House lawn. And the left's demonization of Israel
as a white, European, racist colonizer of people of color was also low-
ered a few notches—for who were white progressives to demonize
Israel while the Palestinians, it appeared, were ready to make a deal
with the “Zionists?”

When the peace process collapsed in the fall of 2000, any
restraint about expressing antisemitism seemingly evaporated. Holo-
caust denial, accusations of Jews stealing non-Jewish children and
draining their blood to make pastries, and other such credulity-strain-
ing canards became frequent front-page news in much of the Arab
media.® And those on the left who saw the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
as black and white (everything the Israelis did was for the purpose of
suppressing the Palestinians; everything the Palestinians did was for
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the noble purpose of liberation), felt a renewed license to vent.

In Europe in particular, where a French official termed Israel a
“shitty little country,” and where Israel was pictured in newspaper car-
toons as eagerly killing Palestinian children (much as the classic Jew
was pictured as killing Jesus or Christian children in the blood libel),
demonizing Isracl—as opposed to careful, balanced criticism of Israeli
policy—became a regular and unremarkable event, perhaps even
sport.

Frequently, the parallel was made between the supposed evil
agenda of Israel and that of the Nazis, the alleged evil deeds of Ariel
Sharon and those of Adolf Hitler, and the claimed oppression of pres-
ent-day Palestinians and that suffered by European Jews in the 1940s.
Some portion of this grotesque equation no doubt comes from an
ignorance of the details of the Holocaust and the seeming equation of
it with undifferentiated racism. (Where, one might ask, are the Israeli
gas chambers?) But there is also the sense that some, perhaps many,
Europeans have a psychological post-Holocaust need to demonize
Israel. For if Israel is depicted as doing to the Palestinians what Euro-
peans did to Jews in the last century, then European guilt associated
with the Holocaust can be expiated.

European racism also has had an impact on European anti-
semitism. Recall that for good parts of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, Europeans actively engaged in colonialism and the suppres-
sion of people of color. In the past decades, following the liberation
movements of the 1960s and thereafter, many people from the former
colonies moved to Western Europe. France took in great numbers of
immigrants from North Africa, for example. Even before the wide-
spread riots in France in the fall of 2005, immigrants were never fully
absorbed into the societal mainstream and were always viewed—and
viewed themselves—as somehow not fully part of general French soci-
ety.

Many white Christian Europeans feel guilty for their colonial
history and for the poverty, separateness, and environment of bigotry
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in which many immigrants live. However the psychology of this guilt
works, two things seem clear: First, antisemitism from young Mus-
lims is treated as less serious than that from others. For example, where
British leftists would have been quick to denounce teenage skinheads
marching with a banner denying the Holocaust, they have made
excuses for teenage Muslims doing the same thing.

Second, there seems to be an inability to denounce both Islama-
phobia and antisemitism simultaneously, at least when the starting
point of the conversation is antisemitism. Yes, an antisemitic attack
will be bemoaned, but the conversation will soon turn to the “worse”
conditions Muslims suffer from Islamophobia in Europe, as if that
somehow were an explanation for attacks on Jews or a reason that they
should be seen as less serious.

Certainly all forms of bigotry must be combated, but the will-
ingness to downplay antisemitism from Muslims in Europe reflects
both a problem with antisemitism and also with racism—expecting
less of Muslims than of others.

New Circumstance #3:
Demographic Changes and the Rise of Islamism

The third new circumstance—and probably the most significant—is
the demographic change in Europe. That the French were slow in
addressing the attacks on Jews after the collapse of the peace process,
only taking action after the election of Jacques Chirac in 2002, reflects
in part a growing political calculus. Whereas France has the largest
Jewish population in Europe (approximately 500,000 to 600,000), it
has about ten times as large a number of Muslims. The Muslim pop-
ulation is growing; the Jewish population will certainly shrink.

While each country in Western Europe is different, there are
similar challenges among many. Large numbers of immigrants from
Asia, the Middle East, and Africa—and their descendants, many of
whom are Muslim—are a growing demographic force. Unlike the
United States, which has a unique and generally successful history of
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absorbing people of all backgrounds and making them part of the
larger social compact, there is a large divide between those who trace
their lineage to the various European countries for centuries and those
for whom the connection is more recent.

This demographic shift has many implications for antisemitism.
First, as mentioned, is the political calculus. If every eligible Jew voted
in France, and only a ten or eleven percent of Muslims did so, there
would still be more Muslim votes than Jewish ones. Aware of this in
the time leading up to the 2002 elections, politicians were reluctant to
speak out about antisemitic outrages, for fear of alienating potential
Muslim and Arab voters.

Second, as noted above, is the growth of the Islamist movement,
for which antisemitism and anti-Christianity are a given, and which is
finding a receptive audience among many of the increasing numbers
of young Muslims in Europe.

And third is the impact of this demographic change on white
nationalists, white supremacists, neo-Nazis, and racists. Traditionally,
these groups were seen as the main instigators of postwar antisemitism
in Europe, and indeed they still play a significant role.” But as the
immigrant population has continued to grow, there has been
increased, albeit uneven, support for such far-right racist politicians as
Jorg Haider in Austria, Jean-Marie Le Pen in France, candidates of the
British Nationalist Party in the UK, and others. None have yet
achieved their goal of full access to power, but each has engaged in a
largely racially-based antisemitism. It is small consolation that the
main attention of these racists has lately turned to the question of
immigration. With antisemitism as a core value, any ascendancy of
people who see themselves in white supremacist terms can only fur-
ther antisemitism.

In short, antisemitism always plays out on a field defined by pol-
itics, and although the Encyclopedia Britannica of 1910 reminds us that
it is treacherous to predict how social and political circumstances will
impact this hatred, recent changes provide at least some cause for con-
cern.

[The NGO Declaration at Durban] took the vision of
universal human rights standards applicable to all races,
nationalities, and religions in the words of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights and excluded the Jew.

It took the vision of the equality of all nations large and
small in the words of the United Nations Charter and
barred the State of Israel.

—Statement of the Jewish Caucus at the World Conference Against Racism,
September 1, 2001"

Chapter Three

Durban: Antisemitism as Antiracism

To recap, antisemitism is a multifaceted phenomenon, with three
main strains (which sometimes overlap): religious-based, race-based,
and political.

To counteract antisemitism, it is important to keep these dis-
tinctions in mind, as well as to understand the environments and
institutions in which antisemitism plays out.

Contemporary antisemitism is not “new.” What is new are the
circumstances in which it appears. The fall of the Soviet Union
changed the political stage and empowered the Islamists. The collapse
of the peace process seemingly gave new license to express vitriol
against the sole Jewish state on the planet, without much fear of
breaking taboos. And the demographic changes within Europe have
made combating antisemitism much more of an uphill battle.

Two other relatively recent events have had an impact on con-
temporary antisemitism. It is worthwhile to examine them in detail,
since they are models of how antisemitism can quickly come to the
fore as part of, or in reaction to, major events. The first is the UN’s
World Conference Against Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenopho-
bia and Related Intolerance, held in Durban, South Africa, in the
summer of 2001. The second is the attacks of September 11, 2001.

23
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Setting the Stage:
UN General Assembly Resolution 3379

While the human rights community sees national rights of self-deter-
mination as an important principle, the UN had, at times in its his-
tory, an entirely different standard toward the Jewish national move-
ment of self-determination known as Zionism. In 1975, the UN
adopted General Assembly Resolution 3379, which declared Zion-
ism—the basic idea that Israel had a right to exist—as a form of
“racism.”

That awful canard was used as justification for attacks on Israel
by terrorists. Three days after the passage of the resolution, a bomb
killed six teenagers in Zion Square in Jerusalem. Radio Damascus
broadcast: “The fedayeen take one copy of the resolutions adopted at
the UN, mix them with TNT and blow up Zion Square!”

The resolution also promoted antisemitism around the world.
As the Rev. Martin Luther King, Jr., observed, “When people criticize
Zionists, they mean Jews.” And as the UN’s definition played out in
the 1970s and 1980s, a more pernicious derivative equation came to
the fore: Jew equals Zionist, Zionist equals racist, therefore Jew equals
racist. Some Jewish student groups in Britain were even barred on the
basis of this principle. A professor at the State University of New York
at Stony Brook asked students to write a paper on the topic that
“Zionism is as much racism as Nazism.” A frequent speaker at college
campuses during that period—Kwame Ture (aka Stokely
Carmichael)—said “the only good Zionist is a dead Zionist.™

The repeal in 1991 of this 1975 resolution was one of the first
direct results of the collapse of the Soviet Union. Many of its former
client states that had voted for the resolution in 1975 now voted for
repeal. As the late Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan opined, “What
immoral regimes create, moral regimes instantly repudiate.”™

I had the privilege of sitting in the UN General Assembly Hall,

watching the 1991 session that erased the equation. But I was wrong
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to think that the battle against this particular canard had been won.
Ten years later, Arab and Muslim groups went to the UN Conference
in Durban, wanting to reinstate the equation, despite UN Secretary-
General Koft Annan’s pointed reference to Resolution 3379 as a “low
point”® in UN history.

Early Warning Signs

The stated purpose of the World Conference Against Racism was to
move closer to the “dream of a world free of racial hatred and bias.”™
But signs that it would actually become a nightmarish forum for pro-
moting hatred were clear, even at the preparatory events held months
beforehand.

A meeting of the Interministerial Committee on Human Rights
had been scheduled for a Saturday, thereby excluding Jewish organiza-
tions. When these groups asked that the meeting be held some other
day so that they might be included, they were told by representatives
of other NGOs, “Here we go again with the Jewish lobby.” “Why
should we accord special privileges to Jews?” “Have the rabbi give you
special dispensation!” “Enough of Auschwitz,” and “Jews always put
on their victim act.”

A preparatory meeting in Tehran, of all places (at which, report-
edly, “it was made impossible for a UN accredited Jewish [NGO] to
participate™) produced a draft document accusing Israel of “ethnic
cleansing of the Arab population of historic Palestine,” and said that
Israel practices a “new kind of Apartheid, a crime against humanity.”
It condemned “Zionist practices against Semitism,” and referred to
“the increase of racist practices of Zionism and anti-Semitism in vari-
ous parts of the world, as well as the emergence of racist and violent
movements based on racist and discriminatory ideas, in particular the
Zionist movement, which is based on race superiority.” It also deferred
a decision on whether “Holocaust” should have an upper or lower case
“h,” with some countries arguing that Jews had made up the whole

thing."
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The debate seemed surreal—determining whether denial of the
Holocaust, or merely demeaning it, was the better way to refer to it in
a document intended to fight racism in the twenty-first century!

The real agenda, of course, was an all-out assault not only on
“Zionism,” but also on anything having to do with Jews. The Holo-
caust, with a capital H, defining as it always has the Nazi genocide in
World War II, now might become a word of common usage, with a
lower case, and pluralized, thus making it synonymous with “geno-
cide” and robbing it of its meaning. The irony is that such a formula-
tion not only does harm to Jews, but also to other victims of genocide.
Which is the more precise and evocative term to teach people the hor-
rors of slavery: the “African holocaust,” or the “transatlantic slave
trade” and “the horrors of the Middle Passage”™

But “Zionism” and the “Holocaust” were not the only Jewish-
related terms under attack. “Antisemitism” was, too. Iran would later
argue that it should not even be mentioned in a document about
world racism, because it was not a “contemporary form of racism.”"
Others were intent to rob the term of its meaning by a disingenuous
semantic game.

The term “anti-Semitism,” as mentioned on page 8 was coined
by a German, Wilhelm Marr, in 1873. He used it to vilify Jews, not
Arabs, in a book called The Victory of Judaism over Germanism. Since
then, and especially in the context of the Holocaust, it has always—
and only—meant Jew-hatred. (When Arabs are victims of hate crimes,
Arab groups do not put out press releases using the word “anti-
semitism” to describe the attack.) Yet some Arabs, to suggest that they
are somehow genetically incapable of antisemitism, have said that they
are “Semites” too. Aside from the fact that the word refers to a family
of languages, not a “race” of people, the implication that Arabs are
incapable of antisemitism is bizarre. This would imply that a copy of
the notorious czarist forgery the Protocols of the Elders of Zion in Rus-
sian would be antisemitic, but an Arabic edition not. Employing this
semantic sleight of hand, the full assault on Jews was on, even on the
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accepted name of Jew-hatred, so the draft that emerged from the
meeting in Tehran lamented “Zionist practices against Semitism.”

As Israeli Deputy Foreign Minister Michael Melchior explained,
the draft statement that came out of Tehran was even worse than had
the 1975 equation been reaffirmed word for word, because the lan-
guage earmarked for Durban was

... much more sophisticated, much more serious than the equa-

tion. It includes the equation implicitly, but is on a much broader

aspect of issues. What it is really saying is that everything that has

to do with the birth of the State of Israel, with Zionism, with

Israeli government policy, and in general with the Jewish people,

its past, its suffering, and its future, is not legitimate. It’s a total

delegitimization of the State of Israel and the Jewish people. And

that is why it is in many aspects much more serious than the Zion-

ism=racism equation."?

Actually, it was worse than that. It was not only a demonization
of Jews and a delegitimization of Israel, but also an implicit statement
that attacks on Israel’s right to exist have a moral foundation in the
fight for human rights and against racism. At the conference itself, the
philosophical context for this assault on Zionism would become
explicit: It was both modeled on and promoted as the current-day suc-
cessor to the worldwide fight against South African apartheid.

Obviously, this was not antisemitism for the hell of it. It had a
political agenda, with ominous implications for the peace process, as
Melchior also noted:

[Y]ou can only find a compromise if you keep and stick to the

conflict being a ... national conflict, as a territorial conflict. Then

you can sit around the table and divide territory. But if you take it

out of that framework ... [and put] it into an existential frame-

work, then [you define the conflict as one with] no possibility [of]

negotiating.

You don’t negotiate with the devil; he cant be a half-devil. You
don’t negotiate with apartheid. If the whole of the being and exis-
tence of Israel is apartheid, racism, is the devil, is the anti-Christ,
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is ethnic cleansing and genocide, if that is our whole being in exis-
tence, not only in the territories but as the beginning and the cre-
ation of the State of Israel, then there can be no negotiations with
that entity, there can only be a justification for violence and terror
and eventually to wipe out this entity from the face of the Earth,
because that is what you do with apartheid and racism and the
absolute evils of the Earth."

The NGO Forum

The Durban gathering in late August and early September actually
had three parts: a youth summit, a meeting of nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), and then the UN conference itself. The tone
was set early.

Just before the conference opened, the Jordan Times wrote that
Israel’s “racist activities against the Palestinians [have] surpassed the
Holocaust in horror.”"*

The Arab Lawyers Union distributed a tract entitled “That is the
fact ... Racism of zionism & ‘Israel,”” which sported on its cover a
swastika superimposed on a Star of David. It went downhill from
there, defaming and distorting the Jewish religion, calling Zionism “a
system based on the worst form of apartheid, even worse than that of
South Africa,” and concluding that Zionism harms the Jew too,
because it “distorts his humanity and turns him into aggressive [sic],
racial and destructive entity.”"

The same group also distributed a collection of cartoons remi-
niscent of the Nazi era. It showed Jews as sadistic, obsessed with
money, with large hooked noses and fangs dripping blood."®

As Australian Jeremy Jones described it, “All around Kingsmead
Stadium posters and banners comparing Israel to Nazi Germany and
to apartheid South Africa were prominently displayed.”” One such
poster reportedly said: “Hitler should have finished the job.”"

These were the themes in the literature that was distributed at
Durban, too. One tract claimed “Zionism has remained conspicu-
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ously akin to Pan-Germanism. They both believed in racial theories
and presumptions on matters such as ‘national character’ and ‘exclu-
siveness.””” Another was entitled “Occupied Jerusalem: A New
Soweto?”?

Given this environment, it was not surprising that thousands of
demonstrators marched, calling for an end to the Jewish state,”" or that
at a rally someone shouted, “Kill the Jews.”*

Remember, however, that this was not a neo-Nazi skinhead rally.
It was an international meeting, under UN auspices, convening
human rights activists from around the world to combat racism. As
such, it offered an exhibition tent for distribution of literature to help
the world combat the scourge of racism. Yet it was no doubt easier to
obtain the Protocols of the Elders of Zion here than in czarist Russia in
the early twentieth century.?

A leaflet was circulated claiming:

Zionism and Apartheid represent two sides of the same coin.

Apartheid enslaved Black people in South Africa, Zionism enslaves

Palestinians in the land of Palestine.... The children of the victims

of the Holocaust are now perpetrating the same heinous crime on

another people. The world can no longer stand aside. The World

stopped Nazism! The World stopped Apartheid! The World must

stop Zionism!**
Another brochure said:

We call on all the international institutions, all states, all human
rights and democratic organizations and all honest women and
men to take an active part in insolating [sic] and boycotting the
Israeli Apartheid, on all levels. Expel Israel from all the interna-
tional institutions, block economic cooperation, prosecute Israeli
war criminals. This is the only way to stop the bloodshed in Pales-
tine and ensure a democratic solution.”

Another leaflet had a picture of Hitler with the caption: “What
if I had won? The good things: there would be NO Israel and NO
Palestinians’ blood shed. The bad things: I wouldn’t have allowed the

making of the new Beetle.””
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The problem was not only what was going on outside. Jeffrey
Weill of the Jacob Blaustein Institute for the Advancement of Human
Rights, who was present at Durban, commented that it was “incredi-
ble, the disproportionate number of thematic commissions that were
focused on Israel.”” Jewish students who attended the WCAR Youth
Summit complained of intense “intimidation and hostility” and
walked out in protest. They were said to be “astonished” that a pro-
posal calling for “a cessation of violence in the Middle East on all sides
of the conflict” was rejected and that the Summit “would opt to issue
a declaration that sanctions rather than rejects violence as a means to
resolve political conflicts.” There seemed a common belief that any
violence committed by Palestinians against Israelis—even against Israeli
children—was reasonable resistance, no matter what, and that no
Israeli action negatively impacting any Palestinian could be justifiable.

Human rights activists from around the world witnessed anti-
semitism firsthand. Their almost uniform response was either to
encourage it or to let it pass without speaking out. Had nothing been
learned from the many twentieth-century battles against hatred?
Almost everyone seemed to be ignoring the basic principle that, no
matter what other political considerations there may be, if a group is
being dehumanized, others need to speak up for them. Regardless of
individual human rights activists’ views on the Arab-Israeli conflict,
Jews were being dehumanized at a UN forum, and their response, at
best, was silence.?”

The intimidation of Jews was so extreme that some hid their
name tags, and some males concealed their yarmulkes under caps.*

Some of the personal remarks directed at Jews by other delegates
at this antiracism conference demonstrated that once antisemitism—
in the guise of anti-Zionism—was given license, other, more tradi-
tional forms of antisemitism quickly come to the fore. The entire
repertoire was used. Comments heard included:

— You don’t belong to the human race! “Chosen people?” You are
cursed people!
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— I won’t talk to you until you take off that thing. [Referring to a
yarmulke]

— Why haven’ the Jews taken responsibility for killing Jesus?

— Arabs are Semites, too, and should be listed as victims of the
Holocaust and be compensated.

— They've sucked our blood all these years.

— We don’t want you here. Jews don’t belong in Jordan. Jews don’t
belong in Israel.

— You are killers! You are killers!®!

— Jews are not members of the human race!

— I believe in a Jewish state ... on Mars.**

The same abuse was heard at the NGO forum. In a session
about hate crimes, a speaker called the existence of Israel a “hate
crime.” At the same meeting, a person raised a question of procedure
and, reportedly, was shouted at “Jew, Jew, Jew, Jew.” Another woman
was heckled as an “Israeli dog.”® A Jew from Uruguay was cut off by
the Palestinian chairperson, who said, “This is a discussion about vic-
tims, and you are not a victim.”**

The demonstrations were so intense that people were chanting,
“Hitler didn’t finish the job” as they distributed copies of the Protocols
of the Elders of Zion. The Jewish Center was closed as a precaution.”

A session on Holocaust denial had to be cancelled because of
security concerns.*

A press conference called by Jewish NGOs was “invaded,” and
journalists were unable to ask questions over the loud chants of “Zion-
ism is racism.”” An Iranian woman screamed, “Six million dead and
you're holding the world hostage!™**

Karen Pollock, a representative of British Jewry at the confer-
ence, said that she had to explain “why I have the right to exist.””

NGOs put forth statements that would make Nazis, neo- and
the original brand, proud. “The Revolutionary Committees Move-
ment in Libya” proclaimed:
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Anti-Semitism is by definition a racist concept, because it stands

for superiority on the basis of religion and national grounds.

Adherents of all religions, not only a specific one, face intolerance

in certain parts of the world. Similarly, different peoples and

nationalities face discriminatory practices in specific regions the

world over. Why should the grievances of the followers of a specific
religion or national origin be singled out in the Conference? Must

the whole world bear the burden of the third Riche [sic] (Hitler)?*

An Iranian group put out a two-page leaflet that was a model of
conciseness in an avalanche of verbose, hateful documents. In two
pages, it captured just about every contemporary antisemitic canard,
not only denying the Holocaust and accusing Zionism of racism, but
also (copying the Nation of Islam) Jews of responsibility for slavery.

Some church groups tried to have it both ways, by calling Zion-
ism racism, but not in so many words. For example, the Ecumenical
Caucus (which includes representatives of the World Council of
Churches, the Presbyterian Church USA, the Lutheran World Feder-
ation, and many others) issued a statement that termed colonialism
one of the “manifestations and historical expressions” of racism in one
part, and then referred to the “Israeli colonialist occupation in the
occupied Palestinian territories” in another.”

This was all the more outrageous given the ubiquitous antise-
mitic material around the NGO forum, including a banner which
advocated violence: “For the liberation of Quds [Jerusalem], machine
guns based on faith and Islam must be used.” The argument was
clearly being advanced that violence against Jews in Israel will help aid
the worldwide fight against racism. In this environment, was this all
the Ecumenical Caucus could say?

The document on “Palestine” that emerged from the NGO
forum was outrageous. It accused Israel of “systemic perpetration of
racist crimes ... war crimes ... genocide ... ethnic cleansing ... and state
terrorism” and that was only in the opening paragraph. Other para-
graphs accused Israel of “settler colonialism,” being “a racist, apartheid
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state in which Israel’s brand of apartheid [is] a crime against human-
ity,” and conducting a “war on civilians.”

The document also called for the reinstatement of Resolution
3379 (equating Zionism with racism) and the creation of educational
materials for schools to teach Israel’s “racist” nature, how it is an
“apartheid state.”® It asked for the prosecution of Israeli “war crimes.”
And it called for “mandatory and comprehensive sanctions and
embargoes, the full cessation of all links (diplomatic, economic, social,
aid, military cooperation and training) between all states and Israel
[and the] launch of an international anti-Israel apartheid move-
ment.”* As eminent human rights lawyer Irwin Cotler noted, “In a
world in which human rights has emerged as the secular religion of
our time, Israel, portrayed as the worst of human rights violators, is
the new anti-Christ.”®

Perhaps the most disingenuous assault on Jews and Israel was the
condemnation of Israel’s Law of Return as “racist,” and the endorse-
ment of the right of return of Palestinian refugees to Israel proper. The
Israeli Law of Return® provides the right of any Jew (with the excep-
tion of criminals and other undesirables) to move to Israel and receive
Israeli citizenship. The Law of Return provides security for Jews (who,
of course, come in all races)—a need that no one of goodwill would
question in the aftermath of the Holocaust. That state in the Jews’ his-
toric homeland is tiny, the size of New Jersey, in a miniscule portion of
a huge region. As of 2005, 5,237,600 Jews live in Israel, surrounded
by about 300 million Arabs living in 22 Arab countries.” Why is this
somehow unjust, especially in a world that does not complain about
other countries having similar provisions for their diasporas, such as,
among many others, the ethnic Russians who have been allowed to
return from the former Soviet republics, or the ethnic Germans who
were absorbed into Germany following 19452

All the peoples in the world have a recognized international right
to “self-determination,” yet the antisemitic voices in Durban
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attempted to make Jews the only people in the world who do not have
such a right. Or, as a Jewish group in Durban noted: “If Palestinians
are entitled to a Palestine, why are Jews not entitled to an Israel?”*

Conversely, Palestinians themselves seck a “right of return,” not
to the eventual state of Palestine, but to Israel itself. This is not a sim-
ple matter of justice, because the refugees created by the war of 1948
were not only Arabs; the number of Jews who were displaced from
Arab states’ starting in 1948 also numbered in the hundreds of thou-
sands, and they have never been compensated for their misfortune or
for what many were forced to leave behind. (In fact, the majority of
Jews in Israel are now those who fled from Arab countries and their
descendents.’?) The desire is to outnumber Jews in Israel and thus to
eliminate the State of Israel as a Jewish state.

Jewish groups walked out of the meeting at which the NGOs
adopted resolutions stating their venom toward Israel. The final straw
was when it was suggested that language complaining about anti-Jew-
ish bias be removed from the document.”

Neither Amnesty International nor Human Rights Watch acted
heroically, or in consonance with their mission. (In fact, Human
Rights Watch acted particularly badly—its advocacy director
announced that a representative of a group would not be allowed to
participate in a caucus of human rights NGOs to which it belonged
because, as a Jewish group, it allegedly could not be objective about
the draft statement.’*) While neither Al nor HRW signed onto the
NGO statement (how could they stomach the misuse of the word
“genocide,” one of the terms of art of their trade?), neither criticized
the declaration as hatred.”

They were not confused, just unwilling to speak out. After all,
the difference between justifiable criticism of Israel and antisemitism is
not complex. If the criticism is the same as that by which one would
judge any other country—complaining about a policy, a program, a
plan or a party—that is fine. But if the perceived deficiencies of a soci-
ety are used to attack its basic legitimacy, then something else is going
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on. (We would never say that the U.S. or Egypt should not exist, no
matter what the policy criticism.) As the Jewish caucus said, not only
was Israel singled out for criticism not leveled at any other country
(even the Taliban in Afghanistan), but the attacks fit into the historic
construct of antisemitic canards. As the concluding Statement of the
Jewish Caucus reported:

The accusations made against Israel are accusations made against
the state and not individuals. They are a form of collective accusa-
tion of guilt, rather than individual accusations of crime. The Jew-
ish community is well familiar with collective accusations of guilt,
having been told for centuries that the Jewish community, as a
community, killed Jesus Christ. The accusations made against the
Jewish state of colonialism, war crimes, crimes against humanity,
genocide, ethnic cleansing and apartheid are of the same nature,
blaming a whole community for the most heinous crimes.

Insofar as any Israeli policy or practice is racist, that policy or prac-
tice should be criticized in terms that are specific to the wrong....
Any wrongs that have been inflicted are wildly inflated to justify
the starting position of the critics, that the State of Israel should
not exist....

[The NGO Declaration at Durban] took the vision of universal
human rights standards applicable to all races, nationalities, and
religions in the words of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and excluded the Jew. It took the vision of the equality of
all nations large and small in the words of the United Nations
Charter and barred the State of Israel.*

The Main Conference

The main conference, comprised of representatives of states, followed
the NGO meeting. As the delegates met, the Tehran language had not
been removed, despite the best efforts of many countries. Both the
United States and Israel sent midlevel delegations, which must have
been a huge disappointment for Secretary of State Colin Powell, who
certainly recognized both the symbolic and substantial contribution
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his presence at the conference would have made. But he understood
even more the danger of giving legitimacy to bigotry.
The Draft Declaration still stated:
We express our deep concern about practices of racial discrimina-
tion against the Palestinians as well as other inhabitants of the
Arab occupied territories, which have an impact on all aspects of
their daily existence such that they prevent the enjoyment of fun-
damental rights, and call for the cessation of all the practices of
racial discrimination to which the Palestinians and the other
inhabitants of the Arab territories occupied by Israel are subjected.

We are convinced that combating anti-Semitism, Islamophobia
and Zionist practices against Semitism is integral and intrinsic to
opposing all forms of racism and stress the necessity for effective
measures to address the issue of anti-Semitism, Islamophobia and
Zionist practices against Semitism today in order to counter all
manifestations of these phenomena.

The World Conference recognizes with deep concern the increase

of racist practices of Zionism and anti-Semitism in various parts of

the world, as well as the emergence of racial and violent move-

ments based on racism and discriminatory ideas, in particular the

Zionist movement, which is based on racial superiority.”

If it was not changed, it was clear the U.S. and Israel would
leave. The language spoken at the Conference, however, was little dif-
ferent from the draft.

“Most peoples of the world have been liberated from colonial-
ism,” said Syrian Foreign Minister Farouk Al-Shara. “Zimbabwe,
Namibia and South Africa have gotten rid of racism, of which Zionist
Israel was the closest ally. Hence the world no longer accepts occupa-
tion, colonialism and racism. Only Israel, the last bastion of racism,
has failed to recognize this very fact.”®

Rev. Jesse Jackson was obviously concerned that Durban was
heading toward a train wreck over Zionism and Israel, and would
derail attention from the slavery issue, also on the conference agenda.
Rev. Jackson announced that he had met with Yasir Arafat, who, he
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said, had agreed to moderate his language. But when Arafat took the
podium, he not only accused Israel of a “supremacist mentality, a
mentality of racial discrimination,” but also spoke about Israel as a
practitioner of “settler colonialism and racial discrimination.” And, as
if that were not enough, he added that Israel shot Palestinians with
bullets laced with depleted uranium.”

Israel’s representative, Mordechai Yedid, said (reading a speech in
place of Israeli Deputy Foreign Minister Michael Melchior, who, in
protest, refused to attend personally):

[A]nti-Zionism, the denial of Jews the basic right to a home, is
nothing but antisemitism, pure and simple. The venal hatred of
Jews that has taken the form of anti-Zionism, and which has sur-
faced at this conference, is different in one crucial way from the
antisemitism of the past. Today, it is being deliberately propagated
and manipulated for political ends.

Racism, in all its forms, is one of the most widespread and perni-
cious evils, depriving millions of hope and fundamental rights. It
may have been hoped that this first conference of the twenty-first
century would have taken up the challenge of, if not eradicating
racism, at least disarming it. But instead humanity is being sacri-
ficed to a political agenda.

[Barely a decade after the UN equation of Zionism with racism
was repealed] a group of states for whom the terms “racism,” “dis-
crimination,” and even “human rights” simply do not appear in
their domestic lexicon have hijacked this conference and plunged
us to even greater depths. Can there be a greater irony than the fact
that a conference convened to combat the scourge of racism
should give rise to the most racist declaration in a major interna-
tional organization since World War II?

Despite the vicious antisemitism we have heard here, I do not fear
for the Jewish people, which has learned to be resilient and to hold
fast to its faith. Despite the virulent incitement against my coun-
try, I do not fear for Israel, which has the strength not just of
courage, but also of conviction.
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But I do fear, deeply, for the victims of racism, for the slaves, the
disenfranchised, the oppressed, the inexplicably hated, the impov-
erished, the despised, the millions who turn their eyes to this hall
in the frail hope that it may address their suffering, who see instead
that a blind and venal hatred of the Jews has turned their hopes
into a farce. For them I fear.®

A last-minute attempt to find acceptable substitute language,
offered by the Norwegians, collapsed. Reportedly, “the Egyptians
insisted that Israel be termed a racist state; the Syrians repeated Holo-
caust-denial statements; and the Iranians declared that antisemitism

was not a form of contemporary racism that should be dealt with at

the conference.”®

The United States and Israel pulled their midlevel delegations
and left. U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell said:

I have taken this decision with great regret, because of the impor-
tance of the international fight against racism and the contribu-
tion that the conference could have made to it. But following dis-
cussions today by our team in Durban and others who are working
for a successful conference, I am convinced that will not be possi-

ble....

You do not combat racism by conferences that produce declara-
tions containing hateful language, some of which is a throwback to
the days of “Zionism equals racism,” or supports the idea that we
have made too much of the Holocaust, or suggests that apartheid
exists in Israel, or that singles out only one country in the world,
Israel, for censure and abuse.®?

As Charles Krauthammer noted:

This was a universal conference whose overriding objective was to
brand one country and one people as uniquely, transcendently
evil. The whole point was to rekindle the Arab campaign to dele-
gitimize the planet’s single Jewish state—and thus prepare the psy-

chological and political ground for its extinction.®?

The Islamic tabloid A/-Hujjaz, distributed in Durban, made the
point more directly: “When you see the blood of your innocent broth-
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ers and sisters shed on the holy soil of Palestine, and when you observe
our lands being destroyed by the criminal Zionist, there remains NO
way BUT JIHAD.... Neither the Muslim nation of Iran nor any Mus-
lim—Dbasically no free person—RECOGNIZES Israel, and as for us,
we shall ALWAYS defend our Palestinian and ARAB brothers.”**

The Hijacking of Language

The Israelis seemed happy that the final resolution (ratified a day after
the conference was supposed to have ended) had language that was
not as bad as had been expected all along. But it was bad enough.®
Durban effectively recast the canards of antisemitism into the lexicon
of human rights and antiracism.

How had such a farce occurred in the country that had defeated
apartheid? It happened partly because the Arab countries felt they
could get away with it. American Jewish Committee Executive Direc-
tor David Harris did the math: “Start with the twenty-two-member
Arab League.... The fifty-seven-member Organization of the Islamic
Conference (OIC) usually follows the Arab lead; and the 113-member
Nonaligned Movement, which includes the Arab League and Islamic
Conference nations, does as well—so an automatic majority is created.
What chance does Israel have in such an imbalanced setting?”®

But what happened in Durban was more than the hijacking of a
conference; it was the hijacking of language. U.S. history offers exam-
ples of those who sought to shroud bigotry in the terminology of
rights and liberties. Those who remember the civil rights battles of the
1960s recall the segregationist leaders speaking of “states’ rights,”
rather than oppression of dark-skinned people. And in the 1990s the
militias tried describing their agenda of hate as “defending the Con-
stitution.” To oppress well, haters need to articulate loftier goals, the
best of which are freedom and liberty.

The difference this time: Human rights activists in the 1960s
and 1990s saw through these transparent shams and exposed them. In
Durban, the human rights community, with only a very few excep-
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tions, either ignored or adopted them. In fact, the Ford Foundation
actually helped fund some of the worst offenders in Durban.”

Troubling Responses to Durban

How powerful was this renewed antisemitism, targeting Israel and
everything Jewish in its wake, distorting Judaism, minimizing or
denying the Holocaust, even attempting to deny to Jews the modern
word linked to the prejudice against them?

It is not surprising that white supremacists liked what they heard
at Durban, nor that the Nation of Islam’s paper The Final Call lam-
basted Jesse Jackson for his attempted intercession with Arafat, claim-
ing that he went “on a mission to appease the Zionists who control the
American media, and to serve the imperialist interests of the United
States government.”®

What was more alarming was the reportage of some human
rights institutions. Political Research Associates (PRA), for example, is
an organization that for many years followed far-right groups in
America, and noted their racism and antisemitism.

Its fall 2001 newsletter, The Public Eye, contained three pages on
the World Conference Against Racism. Incredibly, there was no men-
tion of the antisemitism that was so thick in the air in Durban. Worse,
the article criticized the “international media” for “reproducling] the
official U.S. position [sic] labeling any criticism of Israel’s actions
toward Palestine as being antisemitic.”® The PRA was not alone in its
treatment of Durban.

Perhaps we are living in a world in which the perceived charac-
ter of the Protocols and other antisemitic literature is determined by
the language in which it is written, who is quoting it, and for what
purpose. If so, it is a very dangerous world indeed. It is especially dan-
gerous for Jews, for it means that manifestations of antisemitism will
be fought by non-Jews when to do so is politically expedient and, at
best, ignored when it is not.”

That is why the United Nations and most human rights organi-
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zations that seek to protect children worldwide from exploitation were
mute when Palestinian children were put in front of armed men in
order to draw Israeli fire, or were encouraged to become suicide
bombers.

That is why the United Nations and most human rights organi-
zations stood mute when Saddam Hussein announced that he was
upping his payment to $25,000 to families of suicide bombers who
attack Israel.” Would the UN have silently acquiesced if, for example,
the leader of India offered a functional bounty for the blowing up of
civilian Pakistanis, or vice versa?

That is why, following suicide attack after suicide attack against
Israeli civilians, including children, the UN Human Rights Commis-
sion in Geneva in April 2002 approved a resolution (by a 40-5 vote,
with seven abstentions) declaring that in order to establish a Palestin-
ian state it supported the use of “all available means, including armed
struggle,” which was clearly understood to be a euphemism for terror-
ism.”

Antisemitic double standards clearly have less to do with who
the supposed “victims” are and everything to do with who the per-
ceived “victimizer” is.

As Deputy Foreign Minister Melchior’s words at Durban under-
scored, Jews have learned how to survive in such an unfair and bigoted
environment. It is unclear, however, how world bodies and groups that
exist to promote “human rights” can do so effectively when they
increasingly have one standard for most countries and peoples, and
another for Israelis and Jews.

Mostly, the example of Durban—to which we will return in the
chapters addressing what is to be done—Dbest shows three things. First,
it shows how easy it is for one form of antisemitism—anti-Zionism—
to open the floodgates for expressions of the other strains, tarring
Judaism as a religion and Jews as a people. Second, it demonstrates
how easily language can be turned on its head. The bulk of the vocab-
ulary of human rights and antiracism is associated with lessons sup-
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posedly learned from the Holocaust. Yet Durban instructed that to be
a good antiracist, one had to be an anti-Zionist. Third, despite the
exposé of this conference as bigoted to its core, it could still have long-
term programmatic effects—namely (as will be addressed in Chapter
10), the efforts on some U.S. campuses to equate Israel with
apartheid-era South Africa, and to use against Israel the tools that had
helped dismantle apartheid.

Syria has documented proof of the Zionist regimes involve-
ment in the September 11 terror attacks on the U.S....
[That] 4,000 Jews employed at the WTC did not show up
for work before the attack clearly attests to Zionist involve-
ment in these attacks.

—Turky Muhammad Saqr, Syrian ambassador to Tehran'

Chapter Four
9/11

Antisemitic myths, positing Jews or Israelis secretly working to harm
non-Jews, are the streams through which much antisemitism flows. A
recent charge—that Jews and/or Israelis were secretly behind the
attacks of September 11, 2001—is a good example of how such myths
unfold and why they work.

Antisemites, by definition, blame Jews for things that go wrong
in the world. And so they did following September 11.

Matt Hale, then head of the World Church of the Creator? (a
white supremacist and antisemitic group that preached the need for
“Rahowa,” short for “racial holy war”), said predictably:

We blame the American government for the tragedy of today....

The tragedy we have witnessed is the inevitable and ultimate result

of a foreign policy that has been slavishly pro-Israel in its aggres-

sion against its neighbors.... This is why Arab terrorists have

launched their “Jihad” against targets in this country.... We call

upon all White people to demand that aid to Israel end. We call

for the liberation of this land from the manipulations of the Jews
that have had such terrible consequences.’

Neo-Nazi and former Ku Klux Klan leader David Duke wrote
an open letter to President Bush: “[TThose who attacked us ... did not
attack us because they hate our democracy or our freedoms.... It was
purely in response to America’s foreign policy, and it was primarily
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about our monetary and military support of Israel.” Duke also posted
antisemitica on the Internet, railing about “the Jewish-dominated
media,” “Jewish bosses of American foreign policy,” “world-wide Jew-
ish Supremacism,” and the “Zionist criminal actions [that] led to this
terror.”

Tom Metzger of White Aryan Resistance said, “September 11 is
the anniversary of the Camp David Accords [and] the Peace Treaty
between Israel and Egypt [sic].¢ The white worker and others paid for
this phony peace.... Intervention and international policing to protect
transnational corporations, banking and Jew intrigue are the causes....
This operation took some long-term planning, and, throughout the
entire time, these soldiers were aware that their lives would be sacri-
ficed for their cause. If an Aryan wants an example of “Victory or
Vahalla,” look no further.””

William Pierce, late head of the neo-Nazi National Alliance and
author of the Turner Diaries,® said at the time, “Is it any wonder then,
that when people are driven into a corner—as the non-Jewish people
of the Middle East have been—that sometimes they will fight back....
When someone from the Middle East who has given up all hope of
justice for his people pops a biological grenade in a New York subway
tunnel or on the grounds of the Washington Monument or some-
where else in the United States, and thousands of our people start
dying, some of those who have been too complacent and too tolerant

will begin to change their attitudes.™

August Kries of the Posse Comitatus wrote, “May the WAR be
started.... DEATH to His [God’s] enemies.... We can blame no others
than ourselves for our problems due to the fact that we allow Satan’s
children, called Jews today, to have dominion over our lives.”*

Some admiration for the attackers was inevitable among such
hate groups, since neo-Nazis see New York as “Jew York,”" but with a
degree of caution, since white supremacists may like what antisemitic
Arabs do, but they do not like non-whites. Thus, a National Alliance

member commented, “The enemy of our enemy is, for now at least,
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our friend. We may not want them marrying our daughters, just as
they would not want us marrying theirs. We may not want them in
our societies, just as they would not want us in theirs. But anyone who
is willing to drive a plane into a building to kill Jews is all right by me.
I wish our members had half as much testicular fortitude.”*

Or, as Rocky Suhayda, the American Nazi Party chairman from
Eastpointe, Michigan, wrote, “It's a DISGRACE that in a population
of at least 150 MILLION White/Aryan Americans, we provide so
FEW that are willing to do the same. [A] bunch of towel head/sand

niggers put our great White movement to SHAME.”"

Reaction from the Left

Reaction on the left was more complex, generally less vitriolic, but
also frequently finding ways to bring Jews and Israel into the mix.
Resist, a self-styled “progressive” newsletter, said that America has been
“seen by an increasing number of people the world over as the enemy.”
It cited a writer who delineated the places: “in Vietnam ... Chile and
El Salvador ... in Iraq ... and perhaps most important for understand-
ing the current situation, in the occupied territories of the West Bank
and Gaza.... [Clontinued unqualified support by the United States for
the Israelis in their war against the Palestinians, and military over-
flights and economic sanctions against the Iraqis will not serve the
causes of freedom, democracy and justice.”"

On a listserv dedicated to fighting the far right, comments sug-
gested that the attack was because the United States had walked out of
the World Conference Against Racism in Durban the week before, in
protest over language equating Zionism with racism. Another com-
ment raised the question of whether CNN had used old Gulf War
film footage to defame Palestinians who were shown celebrating the
terrorist attack.

There were, of course, some legitimate issues raised by the
American left.” The concern that Muslims and Arabs (or those who
might be mistaken for them) might become victims of hate crimes
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was real (and one the Jewish community shared and spoke out about),
but, in contrast, there was silence when Jews, here and abroad, were
targeted for attack after the collapse of the peace process. For example,
Human Rights Watch announced the creation of a position for a
researcher to investigate hate crimes against “Muslims, Sikhs and peo-
ple of Middle Eastern and South Asian descent in the United States
since the September 11 attacks,” at just about the same time that the
FBI’s statistics on hate crimes in 2000 were released. In 2000 there
were 28 attacks directed against Muslims and 1,119 against Jews.
Although Jews make up only about 2.5 percent of the U.S. popula-
tion, almost 14 percent of all hate crimes, and over 75 percent of hate
crimes that were religion-based, were directed against Jews in that
year.'t

The left also expressed a legitimate concern about civil liberties,
examining whether or how they should be recalibrated in the after-
math of September 11. It was fair enough that none of us wants to
give the terrorists the victory of stealing our freedoms. More problem-
atic, however, was the question of “racial profiling” and the failure to
see any fundamental difference between the notion of “driving while
black” and the idea that it makes sense to pay closer attention to a
Middle Eastern man traveling by air with no baggage than a white-
haired grandmother. But fundamentally there was something about
the fact that “they’re trying to kill us all” that the left simply did not
get. This was not an abstract, ideologically driven, new round of
repressive legislation to fight. This was Islamic terrorists flying planes
into office buildings, the Pentagon, and maybe the White House. This
was an attack on America, a war. The significance of that fact seemed
outside the left’s radar.

There was not only unreality here: There was antisemitism—and
it was reflected in some of the punditry, and even reportage, by sug-
gestions that American support for Israel was somehow at the root of
the attacks.

First, that claim is not true. Osama bin Ladin and the move-
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ment to which he belongs are not basically or primarily anti-American
because the U.S. supports Israel. President Bush’s statement that Bin
Ladin hates our “freedoms” might sound simplistic, but it is actually
very close to the truth. Look at the freedoms women enjoy here, and
look at their lives under the Taliban, where women are not only forced
to cover themselves from head to foot, but also are denied the right to
go to school or get a job. These Islamists are not pluralists—you do
your thing; we do ours. They see only one proper way, and any other
way they define as a threat that needs to be eliminated. Their greatest
concern is the U.S. presence in the Middle East, and particularly in
Saudi Arabia."” That the U.S. helped liberate Kuwait during the first
Gulf War did not matter any more than that American troops had
been invited into Saudi Arabia by the Saudi rulers. Islamists see the
mere presence of Americans in the region as blasphemy and desecra-
tion of holy soil. And it is not just that our troops pollute Muslim
soil, but also that our basic values are theologically toxic. As Paul
Berman makes clear in his excellent book 7error and Liberalism,
Islamists will continue to target liberal societies since they “put reli-
gion in one corner, and the state in a different corner,” and thus
“den[y] or suspend ... God’s sovereignty on earth.”® For sure, the
Islamist movement would cheer and celebrate if Israel were destroyed
tomorrow, but that would not stop it from targeting terror against the
United States and its inhabitants.

Second, it was immediately clear that the September 11 opera-
tion was carefully thought out and very well planned and executed.
Such an operation did not happen overnight, and, as it turned out,
Muhammad Atta and the other hijackers were taking flight lessons
and making preparations more than a year in advance.” In other
words, this terrorist plot started back in the period following the Oslo
Accords and was in full swing during the heady time of Camp David,
when it seemed that a negotiated peace in the Middle East, acceptable
to the Palestinians and Israelis alike, was indeed possible.

What the left, and some journalists, refused (or were unable) to
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see was that a peace settlement was much more disturbing to the
Islamists than anything else. It would mean that Israel would continue
to exist and that infidels—]Jews and Christians—would continue to
live on “holy soil.”

This blindness was the result of antisemitism—maybe not the
bone-chilling antisemitism of David Duke and Durban—but anti-
semitism nonetheless. That may seem like a harsh statement, but con-
sider the test for discerning bigotry: Take a scenario, change a basic
characteristic of the “players” (their race, sex, religion, sexual orienta-
tion, etc.) and see if the same rules apply.

What if the terrorists in the cockpits had been white suprema-
cists with “testicular fortitude” who had targeted America because it
had become a multiracial society? Would the left have had similar dif-
ficulty identifying the specifics of the ideology that drove those planes
into those buildings? Probably not.

Carry the analogy further. Certainly, under such a scenario, the
far right would say that America has to look more closely at the poli-
cies that are going to lead this country to become majority nonwhite.
But the left, instead of echoing those sentiments, would have con-
demned the racism inherent in them.

Much of the left’s response—"“explaining” the attacks as a result
of U.S. policy on Isracl—was like those who, hearing of a woman who
was raped, fault the “provocative” clothing she was wearing. If actions
are informed by an ideology of hate, what the victim did or did not do
is irrelevant. As veteran human rights activist Dan Levitas noted,
would the left have explained away the racist murder of James Byrd,
who was torn apart while being dragged behind a truck in Texas,
because his white killers were upset with “black crime”? Or the homo-
phobic and horrific slaying of Matthew Shepard—beaten, tortured,
and left to die tied up to a Wyoming fence—because the “gay lifestyle”
makes some people uncomfortable?”
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Arab and Muslim Reaction

As troubling as the reaction to 9/11 was, on both America’s right and
left, what was truly startling was the reaction in the Arab and Muslim
worlds.

Soon after the attacks, there was a report in the Israeli media that
perhaps 4,000 Israelis normally worked in the World Trade Center.
Like the proverbial game of telephone, but amplified at warp speed
due to the Internet’s ability to spread rumors, this was recast as 4,000
(or 5,000) Israelis (or Jews) who were warned not to go to work that
fateful day.

This was a replay of the far-right rumor after the Oklahoma City
bombing that government officials had been warned not to go to work
on April 19, 1995. The explanation? The government was behind the
Oklahoma City bombing as a plot to allow the federal government to
crack down on “loyal patriots,” such as the militia movement and
white supremacists.

The September 11 version of this charge was that Israelis (or
Jews) had been told to stay away, so they obviously were behind the
attacks. One major and disturbing difference between the 1995 con-
spiracy theory and its rehash in 2001: Only the extreme fringe had
believed this nonsense in 1995; but huge numbers in the Muslim and
Arab worlds, including many of its leaders, have adopted “the Jews
did it” story line.

Syrian Foreign Minister Mustafa Tlass claimed that the Mossad,
an Israeli intelligence service, planned the attack.” Likewise, the Syr-
ian ambassador to Tehran, Turky Muhammad Saqr, said, “Syria has
documented proof of the Zionist regime’s involvement in the Sep-
tember 11 terror attacks on the U.S.,” and that “4,000 Jews employed
at the WTC did not show up for work before the attack clearly attests
to Zionist involvement in these attacks.”?
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In Qatar, a government-sponsored Web site posted an article
entitled, “Zionists Could Be Behind Attack on WTC and Pentagon.”
It began:

The September 11 terrorist attacks on [the] World Trade Centre
(WTC) in New York and Pentagon in Washington were master-
minded by an international Zionist organization, “The Elders of
Zion.”?

Columnists and clerics in the Arab and Islamic worlds echoed
these antisemitic conspiracy theories, interpreting September 11 as a
plot by Israel and Jews. Here are some comments that appeared in the

Arab press:

What happened is the work of Jewish-Isracli-American Zionism,
and the act of the large Zionist Jewish mind controlling the world
economically, politically, and through the media.**

It is obvious that Israel is the one to gain greatly from this bloody,
loathsome, and terrible terror operation, and it seeks to gain fur-
ther by accusing the Arabs and Muslims of carrying it out.... Only
Israel does not fear that the Jews will be discovered to be behind
this operation—who inside or outside the U.S. would dare to
accuse them, as any harm to them means talk of a new Holocaust?
They, more than anyone, are capable of hiding a crime they carry
out, and they can be certain that no one will ask them what they
have done.”

The investigation of these attacks did not begin from the proper
starting point; rather, it was swept away by public opinion, shaped
by the American media which is controlled by the Jews.... Why
did they inform the Jews that there was no further need for their
services only three days before the attacks? Why did they
announce huge losses in the technology sector, in which most of
the employees are Jews, with offices in the trade building
[WTC]—which made the Jews leave the place? Why did rumors
spread among the Jews that the “appointed time for the execution
of the attack was a day off work?”*

Some Islamic leaders in the U.S. made similar claims. Sheikh
Muhammad Gamei’a of the Islamic Cultural Center in New York said
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that “only the Jews” could have destroyed the WTC and that “if it
became known to the American people, they would have done to Jews
what Hitler did.” ¥ The sheikh is now in Egypt.”®

Salam Al-Marayati, executive director of the Muslim Public
Affairs Council, said, “If we're going to look at suspects, we should
look to the groups that benefit the most from these kind of incidents.
And I think we should put the State of Israel on the suspects list,
because I think this diverts attention from what is happening in the
Palestinian territories, so that they can go on with their aggression and
occupation and apartheid policies.”

Literally scores of such statements were replayed in the press, in
mosques, on the Internet, on television. This conspiracy theory of the
Jewish 9/11 worked just like Holocaust denial: Paint Jews as commit-
ting the “crime,” ascribe to them a “motive,” use antisemitic myths to
explain the “opportunity,” and dismiss inconsistent evidence as either
unreliable or manufactured by Jews. A tall order? Not if people want
to be convinced. After all, Holocaust deniers (including, it seems, the
leaders of the current Syrian and Iranian governments) can explain
away a six-year war with millions dead and mountains of evidence.
How hard is it to paint a morning’s events into such an antisemitic
picture?

Taking the various accusations and combining them into a nar-
rative, it goes something like this:

The Jews did it. They did it by the Mossad recruiting the Arabs who

went on the plane®® Or alternatively, as Orkhan Muhammad Alj,

alleged in Saur Al-Haqq Wa-Al-Hurriyya, “the planes were not

hijacked; they were remotely controlled.... The president of [the
companies responsible for this technology] is Jewish.”!

What about the evidence that Arabs were involved? The Mossad is so
powerful that any evidence pointing to an Arab’s hand is obviously
a forgery; in fact, the manifests of the planes show that of the 600
people on the planes, “there were no Arabic sounding names.”
And Atta’s suicide note? It “was obviously forged,” opined Khalil

Al-Sawahri. “[H]Jow can a man planning to blow himself up ...
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focus his will on the handling of his body ... when he knows that
his body will turn to ashes and be scattered all over?”*

The Jews did it. They did it to manipulate the stock market, because
Jews are greedy, and since, as Dr. Gamal Zahran of the Suez Canal
University wrote, they “were huge stockholders in the airlines and
insurance companies, [they] sold their stocks at the highest possi-
ble prices in Europe some 10 days before the attacks on Amer-
ica.”* Mostly, as Ahmad Abu Zayid offered, they did it to “divert
attention [from] the war of annihilation [Israel] wages against the
Palestinian people” and the beating they took in Durban. They did
it to get the United States even more active on their side, having
the United States now wage war against Muslims and Arabs on
their behalf. They did it to shift “world public opinion against the

Arabs and Muslims and in favor of Israel.”®

The Jews did it. We know, because as Sheikh Gamei’a alleged, “only
the Jews are capable of planning such an incident, because it was
planned with great precision of which Osama bin Laden or any
other Islamic organization or intelligence apparatus is incapable.”*
Indeed, as Hilmi Al-Asmar wrote, “Israel was the only one who
could have broken into the American security apparatus. Since its
past is rife with operations and crimes [that are] far from moral, it
is willing to carry out the most monstrous crime in human history
even if the victims would be Jews.” And history is full of exam-
ples of Jews trying to control the world. We have the blueprint: the
Protocols,®® and the evidence. Jews were arrested after September
11, and not only Jews who were celebrating the attacks, but Jews
with photos of an atomic reactor and of the Alaska oil pipeline. In
fact, according to an Egyptian paper, “American security forces
burst into the home of seven Israelis from Florida, arresting them
and finding in their possession large quantities of anthrax microbes
and some 15 maps of the WTC, eight maps of the Pentagon, and
six maps of the White House.”*

But, of course, no one knows about this. Or about the “twenty Jews
[who] came from outside the U.S., entered the WTC on the
morning of the event, and left before the attack.” Or about the
Jews who “set up video cameras on the roof of one of the Israeli
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companies across from the WTC a little while before the incident,
in order to film the moment of the explosions.”® Why does no
one know? Because, as Ahmad Al-Musallah explained, “the large
Zionist Jewish mind control[s] the world economically, politically,
»41

and through the media.

The Jews did it. Want more proof? Turky Muhammad Sagqr, the
Syrian ambassador to Tehran, explained that Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon’s postponement of a scheduled visit to the United States at
the beginning of September was “additional proof linking the
Zionists with this tragedy.”** What’s more, Syrian columnist Mu’-
taz Al-Khatib asserted that former Israeli Prime Minister Ehud
Barak’s “presence in the BBC’s head office minutes after the explo-
sion, at a meeting set in advance, to speak ... of the danger of ter-
rorism and chastise the ‘rogue states,” particularly the Arabs ... ”
was more proof of the Israeli plot.

The biggest smoking gun, of course, was that 4,000 Jews were tipped off
NOT to show up at work that day. As Dr. Gamal Zahran wrote, “At
the WTC, thousands of Jews worked in finance and the stock mar-
ket, but none of them was there on the day of the incident. Out of
6,000 killed, of 65 nationalities from 60 countries, not one was a
Jew!™4

Think about it. Not one Jew was harmed. Could this be coinci-

dence, that 4,000 don’t show up on one day?*

There are no coincidences when it comes to the nefarious plots of
Jews. Indeed, as Saudi Prince Mamdouh bin Abd Al-Aziz wrote,
after citing the Protocols and other proofs of a “Zionist conspiracy,”
“Objectivity demands that we ask whether the disasters that have
struck at the heart of the Arab and Islamic world over many long
years were mere coincidence, or were the result of a conspiracy.”®

And, what about Osama bin Ladin’s confession? Any entity sophisti-
cated enough to coordinate an attack on America and conceal all
the evidence can easily doctor one videotape.®

This is quite a story, but it fits classically into the mold of tradi-
tional antisemitic myth: Jews conspiring to harm non-Jews. In fact,
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this one is exceedingly clever, because it makes Jews even more nefar-
ious than poisoners of wells or kidnappers of Christian children. This
is double-whammy antisemitism: Jews harming predominately Chris-
tian Americans so that Arabs and Muslims would be blamed and,
therefore, harmed in response.

Many intelligent people cannot fathom how huge numbers can
believe such blatant and obvious lies about Jews. But hate has little to
do with truth or accuracy; it is a belief system that dehumanizes and
demonizes its target, and thus is actually empowered by the lies. For if
you believe Jews are devil-like, then otherwise bizarre allegations of
their power and abilities only help substantiate the a priori belief.
What is most alarming is that the 9/11 antisemitic myth seemingly
has mainstream currency in the Middle East and in Islamic countries.
For when leaders say it, and academics, clerics, and the media repeat
it, what is fantastic seems credible. How did such hateful and conspir-
atorial beliefs, which we associate with fringe groups elsewhere in the
world, become so institutionalized and unremarkable in the Arab and
Muslim worlds?

Thanks to Hitler, of blessed memory, who on behalf of the
Palestinians took revenge in advance, against the most vile
criminals on the face of the Earth. Although we do have a

complaint against him, for his revenge was not enough.
—Ahmad Ragab (Egypt)1

The Jews are portrayed in Arab cartoons as demons and
murderers, as a hateful, loathsome people to be feared and
avoided. They are invariably seen as the origin of all evil
and corruption, authors of a dark, unrelenting conspiracy to
infiltrate and destroy Muslim society in order ro eventually
take over the world.... Judaism ... is presented as a sinister
and immoral religion, based on cabals and blood rituals,
while Zionists [are called] ... racists or Nazis. The aim is not
simply to morally delegitimize Israel as a Jewish state and a
national entity in the Middle East but to dehumanize
Judaism and the Jewish people as such.

—Robert Wistrich?
Chapter Five
Antisemitism in the Arab
and Muslim Worlds

Historically, Jews and Christians were designated by the Islamic world
as “people of the book,” but both were also treated as “infidels” who
rejected the Islamic “ultimate revelation of God.™ Jews in Islamic
countries were not allowed to bear arms or ride horses, and the yellow
badge on clothing to single out the Jew had its origin in Baghdad, not
Berlin.*

While Jews were slaughtered from time to time (for example,
6,000 in Fez, Morocco, in 1033), they were massacred less frequently
under Islam during premodern times than in Christian societies. At
times, relative to Jews in Europe, Jews in Islamic societies prospered.’

55
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Yet the infrastructure of antisemitism was fully present in Islam. The
Koran paints Jews as wretched and base prophet-slayers, and mandates
their “abasement and poverty.” They are infidels who have merited
God’s “wrath” and whom God has “cursed” and of whom he has
required a “painful punishment.” God turned them into apes and
pigs.® Even harsher are the Hadith (sayings of the Prophet Muham-
mad and his companions and traditions related to these statements)
that paint Jews as cursed liars who are unclean, cheats, and traitors
who are incapable of repentance and can never be forgiven.”

The dhimmi system allowed Jews to live and to pray under a pro-
tective status that was below that of a full Muslim citizen, in return for
the payment of special taxes. But there was systematic humiliation,
degradation, and, at times, violence against Jews. Edward William
Lane, a British man who lived in Egypt in the 1820s and 1830s, wrote
that Jews were “held in the utmost contempt and abhorrence by Mus-
lims in general.” The dhimmi system not only oppressed Jews, but it
kept the larger Muslim population believing they were kept safe from
these infidels. But the birth of the State of Israel turned the dangerous
but isolated Jew into a dangerous and newly powerful foe. While the
birth of the State of Israel could be seen as a temporary revolt by the
dhimmis, which would ultimately, of necessity, be turned back, the
Israeli victory in the 1967 war seemed incomprehensible.

Not only was the general order of things challenged in terms of
Muslim dominance and Jewish submission, but it was also upended
on the more tangible level of the land. The often-debated questions of
how many Palestinians there were in Mandatory Palestine in 1948, or
today, and what has and will happen to them, are to those so reli-
giously driven, hardly relevant. For many Muslims it is the fact of Jews
ruling any of the land Muslims view as their own that is theologically
impossible.
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Historical Background

Indeed, since Jews began moving to join their kinsmen in their home-
land and reestablished the State of Israel in 1948, Arab governments
and Islamic leaders—even some of the “moderates,” who are them-
selves targets of the Islamists*—have incorporated a whole panoply of
antisemitic myths that fueled attacks on Jews throughout history into
their view of the world.

The process had its roots in the Muslim Ottoman Empire, when
Christians in the Arab world helped propel these myths into Arab
consciousness. The accusation of the blood libel—the ancient Christ-
ian charge that Jews use the blood of non-Jews to make Passover
matzah—was made against a group of Jews in Damascus in 1840 and
became the fuel for many attacks on Jews, well before anyone coined
the term “Zionism” or “antisemitism.” This classical Christian-based
European Jew-hatred was the foundation of myths not only believed,
but endorsed by Arab rulers.” You might think these absurd claims
would have been dismissed, and they have been in most of the world,

* By Islamism, and its adherents (Islamists), I do not mean Islam the religion as a
whole, but the violent, extremist version of Islam that has caused so much carnage
in the last decade around the world. (Some have referred to this movement as
“Islamo-fascism,” and there is much logic to this formulation as well. See also the
first definition under htep://www.thefreedictionary.com/Islamism, which gives an
indication of Islamism’s disdain for any role for a state not in the service of Islam.)

As much as it may seem politically incorrect to say so, Islamism is based on
elements of Islam, just as Jewish extremism, such as that of Meir Kahane and
Baruch Goldstein, was based on some teachings of Judaism, and just as the anti-
abortion bombers draw their justification from parts of Christianity. Religious ideas
that serve as the foundation for hateful ideologies are powerful, having both “truth”
and “God” on their side. The religious foundations that ideological edifices were
built upon—distorted to us, truthful to them—are political to the core and violent
in the extreme.

While some have asserted that Islamism is primarily a reaction against Arab
autocrats, it is, in fact, not an ideology that seeks to reform bad governments, but
rather a revolutionary, violent, intolerant, and utopian worldview that seeks to
impose its truth on everyone.
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but in the 1970s King Faisal of Saudia Arabia said that Jews “have a
certain day on which they mix the blood of non-Jews into their bread
and eat it.”"® And, in 1983 Syrian Defense Minister Mustafa Tlass—
the same defense minister who later blamed the September 11 attacks
on Jews—wrote a book entitled 7he Matzah of Zion, in which he
asserted that the blood libel was true.! In 1997, in a modern twist on
this old lie, Ambassador Nabil Ramlawi, the Palestinian observer to
the UN Human Rights Commission, claimed: “The Israeli authorities
have infected by injection 300 Palestinian children with the HIV virus
during the years of the intifada.”" In October 2000, both the Qatari-
based Arabic cable news channel, Al-Jazeera, and the Egyptian gov-
ernment-sponsored daily, A-Ahram, repeated accusations that Jews use
the blood of Arabs for religious purposes.”® In 2001, an Abu Dhabi tel-
evision station broadcast a “comedy” in which Israeli Prime Minister
Ariel Sharon was shown marketing a drink made from the blood of
Arabs. And, also in 2001, the Egypt-based Arab radio and television
produced a multimillion-dollar thirty-part series “dramatiz(ing]” the
Protocols with a cast of 400. An Egyptian publication remarked that
now Arabs could see the strategy “that to this very day, dominates
Israel’s policy, political aspirations, and racism.”

Whereas the neo-Nazi crowd cites the Protocols as almost abstract
proof to paint Jews as conspirators, Arab antisemites seem to have
actually paid attention to the text. Mainstream articles in the Arab
press, echoing the Protocols, claim that Jews use alcohol and prostitu-
tion to harm gentiles.”” Think about Islam’s idealized view of the veiled
woman in contrast with the images of American MTV, Madonna, and
Britney Spears. Combine that with the belief that Jews have a plot to
seize world control by corrupting the morals of non-Jews. You can eas-
ily see why the Protocols would seem not only relevant, but also
instructive—and frightening.

Given this longtime view of Jews as not only infidels but people
who conspire to harm Arabs, the Arab world reacted to Hitler and
Nazism favorably, both in the 1940s and today. Author Robert S.
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Wistrich noted, “[t]he Arabs ... evidently rejoiced that a great Euro-
pean power was putting the Jews in their place.”'® During World War
II, Haj Amin al-Husseini, the grand mufti of Jerusalem, not only sup-
ported the Nazis but even moved to Berlin, met with Hitler, said that
Arabs were “natural allies of Germany,”"” and asserted that as “the Ger-
mans know how to get rid of the Jews” and have “solved the Jewish
problem.” The friendship between Arabs and Nazis, in his words,
should not be “a provisional one, dependent on circumstances, but a
permanent and lasting friendship based on mutual interest.”"*

When Israel survived the Arab attack in 1948, the Protocols were
again a useful tool for explaining the loss to the Arab masses. “[TThey
need not feel humiliated,” wrote Y. Harkabi, “because they had to
confront, not only the Jews of Palestine, but a satanic organization of
worldwide scope: ‘Israel and all that stands behind her—a phrase very
commonly used.””

After the 1967 Six-Day War—when the Arab masses were
sorely disappointed that their combined armies could not finish off
Isracl—there was again reliance on European and white-supremacist
antisemitica in the Arab world to “explain” their loss. In fact, this
material was used during the war itself: Egyptian soldiers carried
pocket-sized editions of an Arabic translation of Mein Kampf*'

By 1974, the year following the Yom Kippur War, when the
combined Arab armies attacked Israel on the holiest day in the Jewish
calendar, there were more editions of the Protocols published in Arabic
than in any other language. As the American Jewish Committee noted
in a report that year, there was an ongoing “perversion of religious
thought to political ends” in Muslim countries. “Although Islamic tra-
dition holds Judaism to be a religion of true revelation, and the Bible
a holy book for both Jews and Christians,” the report noted, “Muslim
scholars have recently misrepresented and slandered the Hebrew
Scriptures and attributed all manner of crimes to the innate depravity
of Jews and their religion.”

The details of these “crimes,” including the nefarious Protocols,
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distortions of the Talmud, and claims that Jews advocate sex with chil-
dren and conspire against Islam were plagiarisms from old Christian
attempts to paint Jews as satanic. As Abdel Halim Mahoud, then rec-
tor of Al-Azhar University in Cairo, said at the time, “Satan’s best
friends today are the Jews. They have prepared a plan for the religious
and moral subversion of humanity.””

By the late 1980s, the claims of the Protocols were so implanted
in the Arab world that this book was even referred to by name in the
charter of the terrorist group Hamas.** In the United States and
Europe, the Protocols was literature sold by hate groups; in Jordan it
was available to guests at the bookstore in the posh Intercontinental-
Jordan hotel in Amman.”

By the mid-1990s, Arab and Muslim extremists had mined the
treasure trove of old-time European-based antisemitica and posted
huge chunks of it on the Internet. Radio Islam, an Internet site from
Sweden that openly supports terror groups such as Islamic Jihad,
Hamas and Hezbollah, offered the Protocols online in eleven different
languages, as well as material from neo-Nazis and white supremacists
from around the world.?

Today, Saudi Arabian textbooks teach about the Protocols as truth
to Saudi schoolchildren.”” Not surprisingly, author Kenneth Timmer-
man wrote that when he asked his intellectual friends in the Middle
East about the Protocols, they were not only familiar with it, they
pulled down the volume from their bookshelves. They could also
describe in detail this Jewish scheme against humanity and bemoan
that too few knew about it, because Jewish control was so powerful.*

As Norman Cohn noted, the Protocols not only merges “the
medieval with the modern,” but it also paints the demonology of Jews
as operating on a larger and more ongoing scale. “[W]hereas ritual
murder was imagined as happening from time to time, now here, now
there, the Elders of Zion are imagined as an international government
whose machinations constantly affect the whole world.... Instead of
muttering spells, these sorcerers place articles in the press; instead of
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poisoning wells, they plunge whole countries into slumps and wars
and revolutions.”

This hatred of Jews was so ubiquitous in the Islamic world that
it was freely expressed even by the political leadership in Turkey
(which has good relations with Israel). For example, Prime Minister
Necmettin Erbakan, speaking in Libya in 1996, said that Jews had a
3,000-year-old secret organization that controlled the world; his Wel-
fare Party’s campaign manifesto vowed to eliminate “world imperial-
ism and Zionism as well as Israel and a handful of champagne-drink-
ing collaborators in the holding companies that feed it”; and his
party-controlled paper, Milli Gazete, ran an article entitled “Spoil the
Jew and See What Happens,” which said:

When you treat [Jews] humanly, you have to expect them to act

like an animal. And history is the witness to this fact.... You can’t

expect from the Jews the things that are against their nature.

Because a snake is assigned to market its poison, just in the same

way a Jew is assigned to create mischief. Especially when we make

agreements with and spoil them!*

Demonizing Israel

If the individual Jew is seen as demonic, then, of course, the self-gov-
erning collective of Jews is a dangerous powerbase of the devil. That
such an organized evil enterprise, existing in the middle of Arab and
Muslim states, is considered a full partner among the family of nations
is clearly a disquieting thought. No wonder Iranian President Mah-
moud Ahmadinejad said Israel must be wiped off the map.

The antisemitism learned from the Prorocols is seemingly so
ingrained in parts of the Muslim world that even before Ahmadine-
jad’s statements, when Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad
spoke to the Organization of the Islamic Conference on October 16,
2003, he received “unanimous applause” when he said that the “Jews
rule the world by proxy.” His words were even called “a very, very wise
assessment” by Egyptian Foreign Minister Ahmed Maher and “very
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correct” by Afghan President Hamid Karzai.*® (The beauty of this
canard is that it is self-authenticating: If the United States protests, it
is seen as further proof of Jewish control.)

Old myths never die; they just get recycled and recast. If you
believe the premise of the Protocols—that Jews secretly conspire to con-
trol the world in order to hurt non-Jews—then it is not a huge leap to
adopt another antisemitic lie: denial of the Holocaust. This libel began
with the Nazis, who carried out their murderous program to wipe out
European Jewry in secret, and was popularized in the decades there-
after by white supremacists around the world. (See Chapter 7 for fur-
ther discussion.)

Neo-Nazis saw Holocaust denial not only as a means of defam-
ing Jews, but also as a necessary precondition to the political rehabili-
tation of fascism.” While American and European white supremacists
were the main engine of the denial movement, many Arab groups saw
another antisemitic story line they liked. If the Holocaust had never
happened, then not only was the “need” for an Israel undercut, but
also the Jews could be painted as even more Satanic: Why else would
they concoct a horrible story of mass murder that was a lie? This argu-
ment was so ubiquitous in the Arab press that it was stated as truth by
leaders of the Syrian government and others at Durban.* It was even
articulated in 2005 by Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad,
who not only denied the Holocaust, but said that if there was to be a
Jewish state, it should be in Europe.*

Robert Wistrich summarizes the picture of Israel portrayed in
the Arab world by much of its media and many of its leaders and cler-
ics as a country that “deliberately spread([s] drugs, vice and prostitution
into the Arab world and gasses the Palestinians or deliberately poisons
their food and water. This is a criminal nation led by a bloodthirsty
cannibalistic ogre who devours Palestinian children every morning for
breakfast.””

On May 5, 2001, Pope John Paul II came to Damascus and vis-
ited Syrian President Bashar Assad, who told the pope:
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[Tlhere are those who invariably attempt to subject all people
once and again to the journey of ailments and agony. Therefore,
our brethren in Palestine are being murdered and tortured, justice
is being violated, and as a result territories in Lebanon, the Golan
and Palestine have been occupied by those who even killed the
principle of equality when they claimed that God created a people
distinguished above all other peoples. We notice them aggressing
against Muslim and Christian Holy Sites in Palestine, violating the
sanctity of the Holy Mosque (Al-Agsa), or the Church of the Holy
Sepulcher in Jerusalem and of the Church of the Nativity in Beth-
lehem. They try to kill all the principles of divine faiths with the
same mentality of betraying Jesus Christ and torturing Him, and
in the same way that they tried to commit treachery against
Prophet Muhammad (peace be upon Him).*

The pope’s silence in reply was of deep concern to Jews around
the world.

In August 2001 an Egyptian columnist wrote, “Thanks to
Hitler, of blessed memory, who on behalf of the Palestinians took
revenge in advance, against the most vile criminals on the face of the
Earth. Although we do have a complaint against him, for his revenge
was not enough.”™”

And on May 15, 2002, the Arab News, a Saudi English-language
daily, printed a transcript of a broadcast by neo-Nazi David Duke,
who claimed that America is hated because “traitors” in the U.S. sup-
port Israel. He said:

As a loyal and patriotic American, my heart grieves at the support

given by American traitors to the world’s worst mass murderer and

war criminal Ariel Sharon. Sharon has killed, maimed and tor-

tured more people than Osama Bin Laden could only fantasize

about. In fact, I will present to you compelling evidence that

Sharon and the Mossad aided and abetted the horrible terrorist

attack on the World Trade Center. By supporting Sharon and his

criminal government in Israel, American traitors have not only
supported Sharon’s crimes against the Palestinian people, and have
become accomplices in mass murder and torture, but they directly

aided terrorists who have inflicted terrorism on America.*®
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Jews conspiring to harm non-Jews. This is foundational, every-
day antisemitism promoted, not only by two-bit bigots such as Duke,
but more importantly by leaders in the Arab and Muslim world.
When such hatred becomes mainstream, extremists, such as radical
Islamists, can more easily draw support and recruits.

How does this view of the Jew as a global devil-like figure impact
how the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is seen? Interestingly, Bin Ladin
never talked much about the Palestinians because he saw them as a
minor skirmish in the larger world struggle. But in the late 1990s, and
certainly after the September 11 attacks, he did, much for the same
reason Nation of Islam leader Louis Farrakhan harped on Jews in the
United States. While Bin Ladin undoubtedly believes his hatred of
Jews, to express it will gain him attention, and perhaps some support.
How it must rankle many ordinary Muslims that, while their numbers
are well over one billion worldwide, approximately 13 million Jews, of
whom 5.25 million live in Israel,*” have not only been able to survive,
but seemingly have the upper hand. No wonder the idea of an “evil
conspiracy” that is at the heart of antisemitic beliefs is so rampant
there; no wonder the mainstream belief that these evil people were
behind the carnage on September 11.

Implications for America

The incredibly high mainstream level of antisemitism in the Arab and
Muslim worlds is reminiscent of the Nazi era, when many sectors of
society mouthed the lies with little contradiction, and with much offi-
cial support. While there are, of course, fundamental differences
between the 1930s and today (there is no operating government-spon-
sored genocide of Jews), the rhetorical animus is uncomfortably simi-
lar. This is clearly a problem for Jews worldwide, but it is also a prob-
lem for America.

Antisemitism will strengthen those who view, in former Israeli
Deputy Foreign Minister Michael Melchior’s words at Durban, the
struggle against Israel as “existential” rather than territorial or political.

Antisemitism in the Arab World 65

If Israel is the devil, and Jews defile the Holy Land, then war is forever
ordained. This is not a question about settlements, the “occupation”
or closures of Palestinian towns, or concerns about the impact of a
particular policy or program. It is a “good or evil” question—and the
presence of any organized and self-governing Jewish entity in even a
thimbleful of the land is evil.

While, as noted elsewhere (see Chapter 4), anti-Americanism
would exist in the Arab and Muslim worlds even if Jews and Israel did
not, there is also a relationship between anti-Americanism and the
demonization of Jews and Israel. While some see the United States as
the “Great Satan,” others who oppose America do so in more political
terms—viewing it as an exploiter, an entity that has undue influence
over the sovereignty of the Arab states, and a colonialist and imperial-
ist power. If those in that latter camp view Israel’s actions as unfair,
even its creation unjust, that is bad enough and fuel for their “anti-
colonialist” fire. But if they begin to understand Israel instead in devil
imagery, that makes it much more likely that America—which is
committed to the continued existence of Israel as a Jewish state—will
be seen in much more ominous terms: as working with, if not for,
demonic Jews.

Consider how such antisemitic imagery works on the American
political fringe and reshapes the views of those who subscribe to it vis-
a-vis the United States. One of the basic beliefs of U.S. white
supremacists is that the American government is “Zionist Occupied
Government.” Just as, during the McCarthy era, many conspiracy
theorists believed that Communists were secretly in control of the fed-
eral government, white supremacists today believe that Jews fulfill that
role.

Some of this “ZOG” language has appeared in Arab and Muslim
presses, playing to the mainstream in those societies. There is a fun-
damental difference between seeing the United States as having
“wrong” policies regarding Jews on one hand, and being secretly ruled
by Jews on the other.* Again, the remedy for the former problem is a
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change of policy; the remedy for the latter is an inevitable war between
good (them) and evil (us).

There is precedence for this type of language. It should be
remembered that right before the passage of the Zionism=racism
equation in 1975, Ugandan President Idi Amin was cheered at the
UN General Assembly when he said:

[TThe United States of America has been colonized by the Zionists

who hold all the tools of development and power. They own vir-

tually all the banking institutions, the major manufacturing and

processing industries, and the major means of communication;

and have so much infiltrated the CIA that they are posing a great

threat to nations and peoples which may be opposed to the atro-

cious Zionist movement.!

The more the United States is understood in these existential
terms, the greater the support for Islamist movements, the more likely
that moderate Arab regimes will fall, and the greater the possibility of
terrorist attacks against the United States (and the other Western
democracies, such as Great Britain,” which are seen, correctly, as allied
with America).

Indeed, in September 2001, following the attack on the United
States, the mufti of Jerusalem gave his sermon from the Al-Asqa
Mosque. “Oh Allah,” he prayed, “destroy America, for she is ruled by
Zionist Jews.... Allah will paint the White House black!”*

Praise for Weapons of Mass Destruction,
Terrorism, and Genocide

There have even been open discussions in the Arab press about
whether weapons of mass destruction should be used against Israel.
Issam Al-Ghazi, editor of the Egyptian paper Al-Maydan, wrote:

The Palestinian Resistance can obtain such weapons for its battle
against the enemy at minimal cost.... One hundred mice with the
“Super Plague” virus ... could be released in the streets of Tel Aviv.
Likewise, a small bottle of plague-infected mosquitoes can be used

to destroy entire Israeli cities.*
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If one believes in ZOG, that Jews secretly control the world,
then why stop with biological weapons on the streets of Tel Aviv? Why
not target New York or, for that matter, Paris or London too? A
Hamas publication, commenting on the post-9/11 outbreak of
anthrax in the United States, wrote:

“To Anthrax:” Oh Anthrax, despite your wretchedness, you have

sown horror in the hearts of the lady of arrogance, of tyranny, of

boastfulness! Your gentle touch has made the U.S.’s life rough and

pointless. You have filled the lady who horrifies and terrorizes the
world with fear, and her feet almost afraid to bear [her weight] in
horror and fear of you.... In sound mind, I thank you and confess

that I like you, I like you very much. May you continue to

advance, to permeate, and to spread. If I may give you a word of

advice, enter the air of those “symbols,” the water faucets from
which they drink and the pens with which they draft their traps

and conspiracies against the wretched peoples.”

Another lesson from the American experience with the militia
movement applies here. Ground zero for the militias was Montana,
home of the Militia of Montana, the Freemen, and other such groups.
During the militias’ peak in the mid-1990s, hundreds of local towns-
people came to their meetings and supported many of their ideas.

Asked to describe the militia movement, Ken Toole, head of the
Montana Human Rights Network (and now a Montana state sena-
tor), said it was a “funnel moving through space.” At the large end of
the funnel were those who were supporters of or who agreed with
parts of the ideology. At the middle of the funnel were those who
became animated by the movement’s conspiracy theories in general
and antisemitic conspiracy theories in particular. Those who were
pulled all the way through and popped out of the short end of the
funnel—such as Oklahoma City bomber Timothy McVeigh—were
people who were willing to wage war based on these ideas.

Toole’s metaphor was useful because it described the movement
as a system and defined its various parts. When greater numbers of
ordinary people were sucked into the lip of the funnel, more warriors
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were plunged out of the small end. Conversely, when community
leaders spoke out about the hatred in, and dangers of, these groups,
fewer people were pulled into the funnel, and thus fewer emerged
from the tip. Groups such as Toole’s Human Rights Network exposed
the militias’ leaders as white supremacists and Christian Identity
adherents and forced community leaders to speak out. Their work
helped undercut the militias and, in a few short years, helped make
them nearly irrelevant.

But the antisemitic funnel in the Arab and Islamic world is
supersized, and its leaders, even many “moderate” ones, are using the
institutions of society to push people into the funnel rather than to
warn them away. And not only do the leaders try to get people into
the funnel, but to plunge as many as possible out of the small end, to
have an endless supply of suicide bombers and other terrorists. It is no
coincidence that sheikhs such as Ibrahim Mahdi bless “whoever has
put a belt of explosives on his body or his sons and plunged them into
the midst of the Jews,” that Palestinian Authority television broadcasts
such incantations, that Palestinian leaders and columnists praise such
violence, that, as Palestinian pollster Ghassan Khatib found, three-

“ that more suicide

quarters of the Palestinians support such terror,
bombers are in training every day, and that when the Palestinian peo-
ple in 2006 voted in parliamentary elections, they cast their ballots for
Hamas, a terrorist organization.” Even Palestinian Authority President
Mahmoud Abbas, who has condemned these attacks as counterpro-
ductive and “idiotic,” has never sufficiently articulated that they are
morally wrong.

When a suicide bomber blew himself and others up in Netanya,
Israel, in July 2005, the bomber’s mother not only praised her son as
a hero, but also said she wished her next oldest son, fourteen years of
age, would become a martyr too.* If a suicide bomber blew himself up
in New York, and his mother made such a statement, government offi-
cials would immediately remove the child from this home. It is diffi-
cult to imagine a clearer case of child abuse than the intentional
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grooming of a young teenager to become a mass murderer and suicide
victim. Yet, by failing to use the instruments of state to condemn such
actions, the Palestinian Authority is helping sustain a culture in which
terrorism in furtherance of antisemitism (and other hatreds) is held
out to youngsters as a commendable life aspiration.

Unlike the militia funnel, which was confined to the United
States, this Islamic and Arab funnel is fully transportable. It functions
in countries around the world, partly financed by the Saudis and Ira-
nians. It is on display not only in the Palestinian Authority and Syria,
but also in countries such as Jordan and Egypt, which have signed
peace treaties with Israel, but whose news services have both accused
Israel of distributing drug-laced gum and candy to kill children and
harm women.® This funnel is in England, France, Sweden, Australia,
Canada, the United States, and elsewhere. And it is responsible for the
rash of hate crimes against Jews worldwide after the collapse of the
peace process.

As some commentators have noted, when the Nazis attempted
global domination in the 1930s and 1940s, they posited themselves in
a life-and-death struggle against Jews, who were seen as pursuing the
same goal. Today Islamists—who see themselves aligned against
Jews/infidels/ America—view the world in much the same way.



“Why is an Israeli a legitimate target, for example,
in Palestine and not elsewhere? These people need
to be eradicated.”

—Anjem Choudary, British leader of Al—Muhajiroun1

Chapter Six

Antisemitism in Europe

The organized presence of Islamist extremists and their sympathizers is
also a problem for Europe. Coupled with a significant far-right fringe,
a left that demonizes Israel in the media, and a reservoir of historic
antisemitism, this relatively new element presents a real danger to
Jews. Much has been written chronicling the details of the upsurge of
European antisemitism in recent years.” The scope of this chapter is
not to review what has been published elsewhere, nor to look in depth
at countries in which antisemitism has been a recurrent historical
problem (such as Russia), but rather to define the nature of the chal-
lenge, particularly in Western Europe.

While the situation has somewhat improved in many European
countries in the last few years, revisiting a list of incidents from March
and April 2002, outlined in a speech to the American Jewish Com-
mittee by Israeli Deputy Foreign Minister Michael Melchior in May
2002, will help illuminate the problems:

— Spain, burning of a synagogue in Seotta.

— France, windows smashed in a synagogue in the town of Erstein.
— France, burning of a synagogue in Lyon by means of two cars.
— France, attempt to set fire to a synagogue in Strasbourg.

— France, break into a Jewish school in Paris, destroyed all the equip-
ment.

— France, attempt to break into a Jewish kindergarten in Marseilles.

— France, burning down a synagogue in Marseilles.
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— France, shots fired at a Jewish butcher shop in Toulouse.

— Germany, beating of two Jews just outside the synagogue in
Berlin.

— France, Molotov cocktail thrown at a synagogue in Nice.

— Ukraine, Jews stabbed in synagogue in Lutsk.

— France, Molotov cocktail thrown at a synagogue in Lyon.

— Britain, windows smashed at the synagogue in Manchester.

— Switzerland, Jew attacked in a street in Lausanne.

— Belgium, Molotov cocktails thrown at a synagogue in Antwerp.
— Britain, attempt to run down an Orthodox Jew in North London.
— France, Molotov cocktails thrown at a synagogue in Montpelier.
— Ukraine, attack on Jews in the great synagogue of Kiev.

— France, torching of buses used to transport children, near a Jewish
school in Paris.

— France, attempt to torch the Jewish school in Nice.
— France, Molotov cocktail thrown at a synagogue in Nice.

— France, stones and Molotov cocktails thrown at the police near
the synagogue in Marseilles.

— France, attempt to torch synagogue in Paris.
— Belgium, attack on Jewish-owned travel agency in Brussels.

— Belgium, Molotov cocktail thrown at the old synagogue in
Antwerp.

— France, Molotov cocktails torch the Maccabi Club House in
Toulouse.

— Belgium, attack on Jews in Antwerp.
— France, school in Marseilles torched.

— France, attack on a Jewish soccer team in Paris.

Melchior’s speech contained additional incidents from the end
of March and the beginning of April 2002, and was hardly a com-
plete catalogue of the attacks on Jews and Jewish-linked property.®
Other such incidents took place in Canada, Australia, Morocco, the
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U.S., Tunisia, and elsewhere during this time period. But the list from
Europe, of numerous attacks on Jews and synagogues, was startling.

Four Factors Combine

These hate crimes were a result of a combination of four factors. First,
they were largely taking place in countries that have a significant Mus-
lim and Arab population, who have been fed a steady stream of anti-
semitism in the media they read and listen to, and in their mosques.
Just as Aryan Nation hanger-on Buford Furrow did not see little Jew-
ish children, but little devils, when he shot up the Los Angeles JCC in
1999, this community has been taught to see Jews in devil imagery
too: Israelis as Nazis; Sharon as Hitler; the Prozocols as the plan. Kill
them or be killed. (And, thus, Jew-hatred is seen as self-defense.)

But while the Buford Furrows of the world are a distinct fringe,
the Arab and Muslim populations in many Western European coun-
tries are significant enough to form a political bloc. A year of attacks
on Jews occurred before the first significant statement of French lead-
ership against the violence. For a year, if French leaders addressed the
issue at all, they either insisted on calling the problem “hooliganism”
(if these were hooligans, why were only synagogues, but not churches
or mosques, burned?), or claimed that the incidents would stop if the
problems in the Middle East were solved (thus defining the situation
as a dispute over politics, rather than an antisemitic crime wave). The
French leadership at this time was not willing to act decisively, partly
because politicians, by nature, count, and Muslims in France out-
number Jews tenfold. It should be noted, however, that Jacques
Chirac, president of the French Republic, and French Prime Minister
Dominique Villepin, subsequently acknowledged the problem.

Second, these attacks occurred in countries such as France and
Germany where there is a tradition of far-right activism. Certainly,
some of the growing strength of the far right is directly related to the
perceived problems of integrating foreigners, most prominently Arabs
and Muslims, into society, but the far right has a rich history of anti-
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semitism, too. While the collapse of the peace process unleashed a
flood of antisemitic hate crimes largely committed by Arabs and Mus-
lims, these countries had already been used to a lower-level, but still
significant and consistent, quantity of antisemitic hate crimes.

Third is the phenomenon of the “blow back” of some classical,
familiar-sounding European antisemitism, adopted in the Middle
East, then re-exported to Muslims and Arabs in Europe.* As Robert S.
Rifkind, chair of the Jacob Blaustein Institute for the Advancement of
Human Rights, so eloquently noted in his remarks to the April 2004
NGO conference preceding the OSCE meeting on antisemitism in
Berlin:

Very serious thought must be given to the question of whether

Arabs and, more generally, Islamic states are selling antisemitism

precisely because they have found willing and eager buyers in the

West, because they have found that they could bond with Europe

on this front, as the Grand Mulfti of Jerusalem found in Berlin

some 65 years ago. It is certainly worth noting that when Islamic

spokesmen talk of a new crucifixion, when they circulate that old

czarist forgery, the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, when they invoke

the images of the swastika, the SS and the Holocaust, they are not

invoking images from deep within Islamic culture. They are deal-

ing in European tropes meant to resonate with European audi-
ences.’

Fourth, these attacks took place in countries where the media,
largely influenced by the political left, have created a popular image in
which the Palestinians are heroes fighting off colonial oppression, and
Israelis are the oppressor. Thus Jews in France and elsewhere, who
support Israel’s fight against terror, are defined instead as supporters of
oppression.

In this simplified worldview, the organized presence of white
people in Africa and Asia is understood as a manifestation of colo-
nialism and imperialism. Against this background, Jews are seen as lit-
tle different from British or French or Dutch or Germans who colo-
nized parts of Africa, and who were responsible for oppressing the
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indigenous population. The fact that the Jewish historic homeland is
in Israel, that Jews have always continued to live in the land, and that
there was no clamoring for a Palestinian state when the West Bank
and Gaza were under Jordanian and Egyptian control, respectively, are
somehow lost.®

Such ahistoric myopia need not necessarily be antisemitic—it
might be the normal problem with dogmatism, blinding adherence to
facts that do not necessarily fit the preconceived formula. Nor is it
antisemitic for the left to be anti-Israel because Israel is seen as an ally
of the United States, and the U.S. is perceived as the key imperialist
country on the globe. But on other levels, the left’s view, pounded
repeatedly in the press and in intellectual discourse, is clearly a mani-
festation of bigotry and antisemitism.

First, there is the inordinate attention given to Jews and Israel. If
the left were really concerned about occupation of Arab land, then
why was it so quiet for so many years about the Syrian occupation of
the country of Lebanon?” Or if it is concerned about human rights,
why was it so quiet about the Chinese actions in Tibet, or about the
enslavement of people and now genocide in Sudan?

Second, there is the caliber of the attention. It is not Israel’s par-
ticular programs, policies, or political parties that are criticized, but
too frequently the basic legitimacy of the state. To the extent that the
policies or personages are questioned, these criticisms are turned into
weapons to attack Israel’s right to organize itself as a Jewish national
homeland.

Defective or Nonexistent Capacity
for Empathy with Jews

Just look at the European media’s treatment of the Israeli incursion
into the West Bank after a series of suicide bombings in 2002. Few
had the capacity to put themselves in the place of Israelis and ask what
they would want their government to do if they were in a similar sit-
uation, facing regular suicide attacks. Rather, they painted the incur-
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sion as naked aggression and had sympathy only for the Palestinians.
Worse, by and large, they were quick to believe the lies of the Pales-
tinian Authority, which portrayed the Israeli operation in the Jenin
refugee camp as a “massacre,” when in fact the Israeli forces put them-
selves in jeopardy and took casualties by going house to house to find
terrorists, rather than doing what the Americans did in Afghanistan,
dropping bombs from on high. In other words, they were quick to
paint Israel’s self-defense as aggression and a battle as a massacre. Jews,
again, were portrayed as organizing to inflict harm on non-Jews.
This may also be a pathology of the left that simultaneously
practices and blinds itself toward racism. Just as American society is
generally less critical of black racists than of white ones, could it be
that many on the left have defaulted to seeing people of color as
always right, and whites (in this case, Jews) as therefore always wrong?
Clearly, the ability to have empathy for Palestinians but not for Israelis
is a form of bigotry, but it is hard to say what percentage is classic anti-
semitism and what part is racism.®
And is there also a general discomfort among some Europeans,
who have a rich tradition of local antisemitism, at seeing Jews defend-
ing themselves in Israel? Are they more comfortable understanding
Jews in the imagery of the Holocaust, as victims who deserve sympa-
thy, rather than as soldiers defending their society with guns? Perhaps.
Certainly, there is a reluctance to identify antisemitism squarely,
and too often an eagerness to explain it away. As Robert Rifkind
noted:
In every age hatred of Jews has been explained in terms that made
perfect sense to the populace of the time. We have been told that
antisemitism was understandable by reason of Jewish responsibil-
ity for the death of God, or for the ritual murder of Christian
youth, or for the poisoning of wells. Hatred of Jews has been
ascribed to the perception that Jews are rich, blood-sucking,
money lenders or miserably poor rag pickers, that they are arro-

gant separatists or pushy assimilationists, that they are capitalists
or communists, that they are historical fossils or the avatars of
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unwelcome modernity, that they are timid, unmanly weaklings or
storm troopers, that they are landless cosmopolitans or—now—
Jewish nationalists. Such supposed explanations, however fervently
believed, however obvious they may have seemed, are symptoms of
antisemitism and not its cause. They explain nothing except the
credulity of the antisemite. In my view, the attempt to explain
antisemitism in terms of the behavior of Jews in Jenin, or in Har
Homa, or in Wall Street, or in Washington is likewise a manifesta-
tion of antisemitism and not an explanation of it.... [T]he chal-
lenge of antisemitism in Europe will not be met until it is clearly
understood that we are no longer talking about what was once
called the Jewish Question. We are talking about the European
Question.’

Another observation: Western European countries, by and large,
have had more Holocaust education than Eastern European countries,
and also more antisemitic outbursts. Is there a correlation? Certainly
there are a variety of factors involved, including who the perpetrators
are. But is it also possible that the wrong lessons have been learned
from Holocaust education? That the understanding about the dangers
of genocide was wide but not deep, so that people understood the
vocabulary, but not fully the details or their importance? The Swedish
government, for example, has taken great steps to popularize knowl-
edge about the Holocaust," but there is frequent media bias against
Israel, using blatantly bigoted terms, and little recognition of the con-
tradiction."

Is this the functional parallel of Holocaust denial? Holocaust
deniers twist the facts of the Holocaust to deny the Nazi genocide. Are
contemporary events being twisted so that the obvious antisemitism in
synagogue burnings and incitements to violence and dehumanizing
caricatures in newspapers is rendered less than fully visible?

As Israeli Deputy Foreign Minister Michael Melchior noted,
“There is a clear process from allegations, insinuations, to accusations,

to delegitimization, to dehumanization and finally to demonization.”"?
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The antisemitic attacks, coupled with the dehumanization of
Jews and the attempt to delegitimize Israel, especially when not suffi-
ciently met by condemnation from political leaders, raise the bar.
Those who commit crimes of hate, including terror, act like classical
bullies. Appeasement only encourages them to do more, more vio-
lently and with more deadly results.

Fortunately, as we will examine in Chapter 13, after a miserable
start, there are some positive and promising initiatives taking place in
Europe to combat antisemitism. But whatever enthusiasm these posi-
tive steps produce, there is still great reason to be concerned about the
future in Europe. While all problems have possible abstract solutions,
those pertaining to demographic realities and their implications are
more intractable.

When a young Jew named Ilan Halimi was kidnapped, tortured,
mutilated, and murdered in France in early 2006, it was bad enough
that some in French society did not understand that this was a crime
of hate. (The kidnappers apparently believed that Jews were rich, and
on this basis, selected their target.) After a large protest march in
response to this brutal deed, two fourteen-year-old students in a lead-
ing Paris school explained to their classmates that the reaction to this
crime showed that Jews had an unfair place in French society because
the killings of Arabs and Muslims and others were not treated with the
same fanfare. When the few Jewish students tried to point out that the
rally and statements of leaders were not because a Jew was murdered,
but because of how and why he was murdered, their teacher refused to
let them speak.”

It is certainly not clear that this one story is representative of
how antisemitism plays out on a daily basis in people’s lives in Europe.
But it is an indication that Jews are again being seen by many as a
people apart from the general social contract, and that taboos that
have inhibited expressions of antisemitism continue to weaken.



One atomic bomb would wipe out Israel without a trace
while the Islamic world would only be damaged rather
than destroyed by Israeli nuclear retaliation.

—Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, former president of Iran, 1989-97"

Hitler had only killed 20,000 Jews and not six million.
—Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani

It is all too characteristic of this fanatical mind-set thar
the real Nazi Holocaust inflicted upon the Jews should
be so strenuously denied by those who would repeat it.

— Robert Wistrich®

Chapter Seven
Denial of the Holocaust

One of the brightest insights into antisemitism came from Judge
Hadassa Ben-Itto, the president of the International Association of
Jewish Lawyers and Jurists, 1988-2004. Speaking at a 1990 American
Jewish Committee symposium launching what would be a successful
effort to repeal the United Nation’s 1975 equation of Zionism with
racism, she said:

It behooves us to remember that antisemitism throughout the ages

has always rested on labels and on lies. We are not the only people

in the world who are victims of racism, but I think that if there

was a prize for a group of people about whom the most lies were

told, I think we would take that prize. I, representing Israel in

many international forums, was called again and again—not me,

my people—“Churist killers,” “poisoners of wells,” “perpetrators of

ritual murder with blood,” all these things. They don't replace each

other, these lies; the list becomes longer all the time.*

While antisemitism is, at heart, hatred, it is also a self-sustaining
system of belief. Part of the problem in combating it is that people
think antisemitism is stupid, so therefore it can be dismissed as some-
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thing engaged in only by dull or uneducated or demented people. But
as any student of history knows, hatred has been indulged, propagated,
believed, and exploited by educated and intelligent people too. One
need not look further than the civil rights struggle in the United States
for an example: While the image of the bigot is that of the hooded
Klansman, the leading citizens of the South, through such organiza-
tions as white citizens councils, were also fully engaged in bigotry.

Further, in order to understand how best to counteract anti-
semitism, it has to be understood as a system of ideas. The ideas may
seem illogical to the outside viewer, but to the believer they are not
only internally logical, they are self-sustaining and—Iike most con-
spiracy theories—define attempted refutations as further evidence that
the adherents have indeed stumbled onto an important “suppressed
truth.”

While there are many antisemitic myths that can serve as an
example, the best contemporary one for this purpose is denial of the
Holocaust. The in-depth examination given here is not meant to sug-
gest that Holocaust denial is the most extreme form of antisemitism,
but rather that it is probably the best window on how a system of anti-
semitic ideas functions.

Holocaust Denial Is Not about the Holocaust,
But about Jews

Holocaust denial fits into the pattern of classical antisemitism. It is
like a prosecutor’s dream: crime, motive, opportunity. Jews made up
the Holocaust, it is alleged. Why? For financial gain (reparations), and
also to justify the birth of the State of Israel.” How? By Jewish “con-
trol” over Hollywood and the media. If you see the world through
antisemitic lenses, Holocaust denial is a no-brainer. Conversely, if you
are an innocent caught in the web of the lies the deniers spin, you
inevitably are exposed to antisemitism.

In other words, Holocaust denial is about Jews, not about the
Holocaust. It has no more to do with the history of the Holocaust
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than the medieval charge that Jews poisoned wells has to do with the
science of water quality.

Holocaust denial began shortly after the Holocaust—the exter-
mination of approximately six million Jews by the Nazis during World
War II, many in purpose-built gas chambers. A few former Nazis in
South America and elsewhere—remaining loyal to the cause—denied
the Nazis’ crimes, despite the overwhelming evidence from perpetra-
tors, survivors, liberators, and bystanders.®

By the late 1970s neo-Nazis seemed to figure out that they were
not getting much traction from saying that Hitler should have done a
“better” job. Willis Carto, then head of the American racist and anti-
semitic group Liberty Lobby, created a new organization called the
Institute for Historical Review. It presented itself as a credible histori-
cal group, but, in fact, it was made up of and supported by white
supremacists and neo-Nazis from around the world. Its mission—to
deny the Holocaust. Its tools—distortion, misquotation, and falsifica-
tion. The deniers were clever. For the most part, they avoided the gut-
ter language and vile stereotypes that people would expect from neo-
Nazis. Their key audience was young people who had no memory of
the war. Their aim was not necessarily to convince, but to suggest
doubt, to hint that there are “two sides” to the “debate,” schools that
they labeled “exterminationist” and “revisionist.”

For example, deniers would claim that Anne Frank’s diary—one
of the best-known pieces of Holocaust literature—was a forgery. Why?
Because there were markings on a copy of the manuscript in ballpoint
pen, and the ballpoint pen was, they said, a 1951 invention. (They did
not mention that the writing was emendations made on the manu-
script by Anne Frank’s father, Otto, and that the diary was first pub-
lished in 1947.)

They claim that modern crematoria require about five hours to
consume one body, so how could the number of crematoria at the
death camps possibly account for hundreds of thousands dead?
(Unlike modern morticians who use crematoria, the Nazis had no
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desire to keep the ashes segregated, and the volume of bodies burned
kept the furnaces in ongoing use, so that there was no need to restart
the fires for each corpse, and the bodies even served as fuel. In fact, at
Auschwitz alone there were forty-six ovens, and at peak times fifty-
two, that were in operation from ten to twelve hours a day, with a
potential burning capacity in the millions.)*

The deniers would claim that Zyklon B was not used for killing
people, but for helping the inmates by controlling lice; that the num-
ber of Jews killed was much smaller than generally accepted; that there
were no gas chambers; that the Nuremberg trials were a fraud.

The purpose of all this, of course, was not only to promote anti-
semitism, but also to rehabilitate fascism, for the Holocaust was the
moral albatross around the image of Nazi Germany. Remove it and
the Nazi regime could be portrayed as just another political system,
with major warts certainly, but perhaps not so different from any
other.

Remove the Holocaust and you remove the lessons of the Holo-
caust too: foremost, the need to give asylum to those fleeing political,
racial, and religious persecution. In fact, remove the Holocaust and
the entire history of the second half of the twentieth century would
have to be rewritten. Jews would no longer be victims, but the vic-
timizers of Germans and others who had to pay reparations for some-
thing they did not do. Remove the Holocaust and the Nazi collabora-
tors who lead many of the Eastern European governments that later
fell under the yolk of the Soviet Union could be rehabilitated (as many
have been) as “patriots” and “national heroes.”

And if Jews complain about this, it is because Jews conspire to
harm non-Jews, and, of course, they would complain if their evil plot
were exposed.

If you think all this is silly and does not touch an important cord
for some, contemplate why neo-Nazis and other white supremacists
put so much energy into proclaiming the Holocaust did not happen.
Is it because they have a passion about changing a few pages of high
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school history books about the twentieth century? Or it is because
they want power, and Holocaust denial is integral to their identity,
their sense that Jews and the West have conspired to harm Aryans with
a “big lie”?

David Irving and Friends

To believe in Holocaust denial, you have to believe that historians
worldwide—American, German, British, French, Isracli—are either
part of a conspiracy to hide the truth, incompetent, or both. While
there may be an instructor popping up here or there who dabbles in
denial, there are no tenured professors of history who teach this drivel.

Deniers, however, were able to point to a few academics in other
fields who shared their viewpoint, most noticeably Arthur Butz, a pro-
fessor of electrical engineering at Northwestern University, who wrote
The Hoax of the Twentieth Century. But most of all they coveted having
British author David Irving among their crowd, for Irving was a pro-
lific writer whose books, including Hitlers War and The Destruction of
Dresden, were widely circulated.

Irving danced around the edge of denial for many years. Then
came the Ernst Ziindel case. Ziindel was a German national living in
Canada in the 1980s, best known as coauthor of the book The Hitler
We Loved and Why. He was prosecuted under Canadian law for pub-
lishing “false news” about the Holocaust, first in 1985, and, after his
conviction was overturned, again in 1987-88. Unlike the United
States, Canada has no First Amendment. There, and in other demo-
cratic countries such as France, Germany, and Australia, denying the
Holocaust can lead to prosecution. (In fact, years later—in 2005—
Ziindel was deported from Canada to Germany to face trial for his
Internet-related Holocaust denial activities.’)

At the suggestion of French denier Robert Faurrison, Ziindel
began searching for an American expert on gas chambers, someone
whom he could send to examine the Auschwitz gas chambers and tes-
tify, as Ziindel asserted, that no one was killed there. He found an
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American named Fred Leuchter who had worked with various state
prisons on their methods of capital punishment, but who, as it later
turned out, had only a B.A. in history, and was later convicted in
Massachusetts of practicing engineering without a license."

Ziindel sent Leuchter to Auschwitz, where he illegally ham-
mered some chunks off walls, sent them to a lab, and wrote a report
that concluded that there were no gas chambers at Auschwitz. Of
course, the report was seriously flawed. It argued that since there was
more Zyklon B residue on chambers in Auschwitz dedicated to killing
lice than on those “allegedly” dedicated to killing people, and since
people were bigger than lice, the result should have been the other
way around were people really being killed. But aside from poor sam-
pling methods and poor testing procedures (Zyklon B residue, if pres-
ent after fifty years, would be likely to be found on the surface, but the
lab that tested the chunks of walls ground them up, thereby diluting
any residue), the results actually confirmed what we already knew
about how the chambers worked. While clothes were deloused at a
lower concentration of the gas than people, they were exposed for a
much longer period—hours as opposed to the minutes required to kill
people—thereby giving the chemical a longer period of exposure to
the walls.

Leuchter’s flawed report was not allowed as evidence in the case,
but it had one immediate convert—David Irving—who was attend-
ing the Ziindel trial. Irving, claiming that Leuchter’s report, unlike
historical writings, was based on “exact science,” issued a copy of the
report under his own imprint, with his own foreword.

Before the Ziindel trial, Irving had tried to keep a foot in two
worlds—that of neo-Nazis and that of respectability. He was known as
a prolific writer and an industrious researcher who had tracked down
not only documents, but also many of Hitler’s former adjutants. He
did not exactly deny the Holocaust—rather he minimized it, suggest-
ing that the numbers of Jews killed were much smaller than com-
monly believed, while, he asserted, the number of German civilians
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killed by the Allies was greater than acknowledged. To the extent there
was a Holocaust, he argued, it was not the handiwork of Hitler, whom
he believed to be the Jews' “best friend” among the Nazis, but that of
Heinrich Himmler and others.

Irving’s exposure to Leuchter changed all that. Irving, speaking
to like-minded audiences in the United States and Canada, began say-
ing outrageous things such as:

I don’t see any reason to be tasteful about Auschwitz. It’s baloney.

It’s a legend. Once we admit the fact that it was a brutal slave labor

camp and large numbers of people did die, as large numbers of

innocent people died elsewhere in the war, why believe the rest of

the baloney? I say quite tastelessly in fact that more women died

on the back seat of Edward Kennedy’s car at Chappaquiddick than

ever died in a gas chamber in Auschwitz. Oh, you think thats

tasteless. How about this? There are so many Auschwitz survivors

going around, in fact the number increases as the years go past,
which is biologically very odd to say the least, because I am going

to form an Association of Auschwitz survivors, survivors of the
Holocaust and other liars or the A-S-S-H-O-L-S."!

In 1993 Emory Professor Deborah Lipstadt wrote a book enti-
tled Denying the Holocaust: The Growing Assault on Truth and Memory.
She called David Irving, among other things, “one of the most dan-
gerous spokespersons for Holocaust denial.” Her book was also pub-
lished in Great Britain the following year by Penguin, Ltd.

Irving, who was now finding it difficult to persuade major pub-
lishers to print his work, sued Lipstadt in London for libel. He could
not have done so in the United States since libel laws make it very dif-
ficult for plaintiffs—especially public figures—to prevail in the United
States. But in Great Britain, once the plaintiff shows that a published
book was defamatory, the burden shifts to the defendant, under the
assumption that “you wrote it, now back it up.”

Between January and April 2000, the trial of frving v. Penguin
and Lipstadt was held before Sir Charles Gray at the High Court of

Justice in London. In the months leading up to the trial, defense
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experts poured over Irving’s books, tracking his footnotes back to the
sources, something that had not been done before. What emerged was
a pattern of distortion that was always in one direction—to exonerate
the Nazis in general, and Hitler in particular. Of course, everyone
makes mistakes, but, as the defense asserted, if they were honestly
made, they would not always be in one direction.

While Irving as the plaintiff (representing himself) wanted to
put the Holocaust on trial, the defense argued that the case was really
about Irving and what a credible historian would have done with the
evidence before him. This was not only good trial strategy, but also the
proper approach to combating Irving’s antisemitism, by recasting the
dynamic to put him on the defensive and using the opportunities the
trial offered to unmask him and his agenda.

Consider the following example. Irving frequently said that
Hitler was the “best friend” that the Jews had in the Third Reich; that,
in fact, he had issued an order not to kill Jews. Where was his evi-
dence?

In 1941 there were approximately 146,000 Jews living in Ger-
many under very repressive and difficult conditions. About 76,000 of
these German Jews lived in Berlin. After the invasion of the Soviet
Union in 1941, Jews were killed in the newly occupied lands by the
roving killing groups, the Einsatzgruppen. Shortly thereafter, Jews from
Germany were deported east, to Poland.

On November 30, 1941, at 1:30 PM., Heinrich Himmler and
Reinhard Heydrich, two high-ranking Nazi officials, spoke by phone.
Himmler’s handwritten note of that discussion reads: “Judentransport
aus Berlin. Keine liquidierung.” (“Jew-transport from Berlin. No lig-
uidation.”)

What was Irving’s take on this? He wrote that Himmler “was
summoned to the Wolf’s Lair [Hitler’s headquarters] for a secret con-
ference with Hitler, at which the fate of Berlin’s Jews was clearly raised.
At 1:30 PM. Himmler was obliged to telephone from Hitler’s bunker
to Heydrich the explicit order that Jews were not to be liquidated; and
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the next day Himmler telephoned SS General Oswald Pohl, overall
chief of the concentration camp system, with the order: ‘Jews are to
stay where they are.””

In reality, as the defense showed at trial, Himmler was never
“summoned” to see Hitler that day, nor “obliged” to issue an order. In
fact, when the two met, it was for lunch at 2:30 PM., an hour after
Himmler’s instruction to Heydrich.

The order, as was clear from the context, was not a general order
about all Jews, but about a specific trainload of Jews—not Jews cap-
tured from Poland, but Germany’s own “Berlin Jews.”"

And what about Irving’s assertion that Himmler called SS Gen-
eral Pohl and told him, “Jews are to stay where they are”? The phone
log read “Verwaltungsfubrer der SS haben zu bleiben,” meaning,
“Administrative leaders of the SS have to stay.” The order had nothing
to do with Jews.

In any event, once this trainload arrived at Riga, they were
nonetheless killed, as described by a German court in 1973:

In the ditches, the Jews had to lie down next to one another with

their faces downturned. They were killed at close range ... by being

shot in the back of the neck by Russian machine pistols which had

been set to fire individual shots. The victims who came after them

had to use the space available and ... lie on top of those who had

just been shot. The old, children, and those who had difficulty in

walking, were led to the ditches by the stronger Jews, placed by

them on top of the corpses, and shot by the marksmen who were

standing on the dead in the big ditch. In this way the ditches grad-

ually filled up.”

In example after example, the defense showed how Irving had
distorted history by mistranslation (as in the Himmler phone call,
where he said he had misread “haben” as “Juden”), manipulation, and
distortion.

But it was not enough that the defense exposed how deniers dis-
tort history and science; it also had to provide an explanation. Why
would someone of Irving’s stature lie about history? The answer lay in
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his antisemitic politics and his connections with like-minded people
around the world."

Irving’s diaries (to which the defense was given access) gave
proof positive of his close association with a far-flung network of far-
right racist and antisemitic parties and figures, including nearly two
decades of involvement with the major figures at the California-based
Institute for Historical Review (Willis Carto, Mark Weber, Tom Mar-
cellus, Greg Raven, and others); American Arthur Butz; American
neo-Nazi David Duke; the British National Party, the [British]
Clarendon Club; and many German Nazis and neo-Nazis.” To docu-
ment these connections, hundreds of pages of excerpts from Irving’s
diaries and correspondence, in two huge volumes, were entered into
evidence at the trial.’

During closing arguments, Irving had a great challenge explain-
ing away the mountains of damning material the defense had intro-
duced. One piece was a video of Irving addressing a group of neo-
Nazis at Halle, Germany. While speaking (in German) his arm was
resting on what appeared to be a pipe, straight out, reminiscent of a
Hitler salute. Two minutes into his presentation, the audience was
chanting “Sieg heil!”

Irving, reading from his closing argument, looked up to expand
upon what he had written and to explain. Pausing to address the
judge, who is called “my Lord” in England, as in America we call a
judge “your honor,” Irving mistakenly called Judge Gray “Mein
Fiihrer,” with all the dripping obsequiousness as if he were addressing
Hitler himself.

On April 11, 2000, Judge Gray issued a 349-page decision,
declaring victory for Dr. Lipstadt and her publisher. He cited example
after example where Irving “significantly misrepresented ... the evi-
dence ... pervert[ed] the evidence ... [and where he was guilty of] mis-
representation ... misconstruction ... omission ... mistranslation ...
misreading ... double standards.” The judge found Irving’s explana-
tions for what he wrote “tendentious ... unjustified ... specious ... dis-
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torted ... fanciful ... hopeless ... disingenuous ... [and] a travesty.”

“It appears to me,” Justice Gray wrote, “that Irving qualifies as a
Holocaust denier.... Irving is anti-Semitic.... Irving is a racist.... Irving
[is] a right-wing pro-Nazi polemicist.”

The irony is that Justice Gray’s findings were even stronger than
the words Dr. Lipstadt had written. He concluded that Irving’s distor-
tion of the historical record was “deliberate” and “borne of his own
ideological beliefs to present Hitler in a favourable light.”

While the verdict was a complete demolition of Irving as well as
an exposé of the lies upon which Holocaust denial is so carefully
crafted, it did not end denial. It could not, because denial has nothing
to do with truth and everything to do with the politics of anti-
semitism.

Irving’s German activities show how inherently political Holo-
caust denial is. This is white supremacy at its core, a belief—just as
with Nazism—that white “Aryans” are threatened by extinction due to
race mixing and other evils, all being orchestrated by Jews. White
supremacists see themselves in a war for survival and, not surprisingly,
are anti-immigrant. They believe that Turks and others can never be
“real” Germans (just as Irving apparently believes that blacks cannot
be “real” Englishmen), and that the notion of providing asylum,
allowing immigration, and creating a nonracial definition of citizen-
ship is not only suicide, but a legacy left from “the lessons of the Holo-
caust.”

Neo-Nazi-Based Antisemitism
Finds a New Audience in the Arab World

The politics of Holocaust denial are also evident in the Arab world.
One of Irving’s contacts, evidenced from his diary, was Ahmed Rami,
the head of Radio Islam. Rami is a key promoter of antisemitism, hav-
ing a Web site in many languages that is a treasure trove of antisemit-
ica (including the Protocols and speeches by Louis Farrakhan and
Holocaust denial). But Rami is not alone. The Palestinian Authority,
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the Syrian government,"” and others in the Arab world™ have taken
the handiwork of white supremacists and refashioned it for their own
interests, to undermine the legitimacy of Israel.”

In the early part of 2001, the Institute for Historical Review,
which has a close relationship with Irving, was scheduled to hold its
conference in Beirut in conjunction with a Swiss Holocaust denier
named Jiirgen Graf, who was living in Iran. Lebanese authorities,
responding to international pressure, ordered the meeting cancelled.
And in 2006, when Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad
announced plans to hold a conference promoting denial, the German
government actually invalidated the passport of right-wing attorney
Horst Mahler, for fear he would attend such a conclave.?

Herein lies a source of concern about antisemitism in the
decades to come. The engine of Holocaust denial has been the far
right, which seeks to promote fascism and antisemitism as basic parts
of its core identity. From time to time, it has been aided by the polit-
ical left, which is anti-fascist, but which tends to be anti-Israel (the
most famous example being Professor Noam Chomsky?'). But Holo-
caust denial is now a growth industry in the Arab world (coincidently,
just when some of the white supremacist groups, such as the IHR, as
well as their leading lights, such as David Irving and Ernst Ziindel, are
respectively in organizational or legal difficulties®).

Years ago, before they began denying the Holocaust, some Arab
propagandists (who routinely ignored the historic Jewish connections
with the Land of Israel) argued that it was unfair to Arabs that after
Jews were murdered in Europe, their remnants had to be absorbed in
the Middle East. But just as neo-Nazis saw Holocaust denial as a win-
win (it defames Jews, and if believed, helps remove the tarnish from
fascism), some Arab groups saw in Holocaust denial another antise-
mitic story line they could not resist. Now they could claim that the
Holocaust was a myth that the Jews had made up. By the late 1980s
and early 1990s, articles began to appear with titles such as “Burning
of the Jews in the Nazi Chambers Is the Lie of the 20th Century in
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Order to Legitimize the New Nazism.”? (Of course, a “soft-core” form
of denial has long been in play in the Arab media, comparing Israeli
treatment of Palestinians to Nazi treatment of Jews, thereby totally
distorting the horrors of the Holocaust. Whatever one thinks about
Israeli policies vis-a-vis the Palestinians, they cannot be compared with
what the Nazis did, killing all the Jews they could, many in gas cham-
bers built as factories of death.)

Some of this type of propaganda seemed to have quieted
down—although it surely did not disappear*—during the time fol-
lowing the Oslo Accords, from 1993 until the collapse of the peace
process in the fall of 2000.” Denial appeared full-throttle again when
the peace talks foundered. When the Beirut meeting organized by
American Holocaust deniers was cancelled in the spring of 2001, the
Jordanian Writers Association set up another meeting to promote
denial in the Arab world.” Palestinian schoolbooks (some published
with United Nations funds) denied the Holocaust (and also referred to
Jews as the enemy of God and Islam).” And as we saw in Chapter 3,
Holocaust denial was repeatedly voiced at the United Nations World
Conference on Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia, and
Related Intolerance in Durban in the summer of 2001.

It should also be remembered that Palestinian President Mah-
moud Abbas wrote his doctoral thesis asserting that not only had the
Holocaust not occurred, but that it was a “Zionist fantasy.” He
claimed that only about 890,000 Jews were killed by Hitler, and that
Zionists were also culpable for these deaths.?® Despite the clear bene-
fit it would have had toward promoting peace, Abbas never publicly
retracted and repudiated his thesis. And with Hamas having won the
2006 Palestinian parliamentary elections, denial of the Holocaust will
likely become more routine in Palestinian discourse, since Hamas—
which even cites the Protocols in its charter—has no desire to moder-
ate its language, especially when it is being supported financially and
otherwise by Iran.

Dr. Deborah Lipstadt, commenting on her victory in the Irving
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trial, called Holocaust denial not a “clear and present danger,” but a
“clear and future danger.” That future is much closer than it seemed
when she won her case in the spring of 2000. The political use of
Holocaust denial around the world has been ratcheted up consider-
ably. And while it has always served as glue between various antise-
mitic forces, it now seems more like cement. It is no coincidence, for
example, that Tony Martin, the African-American Wellesley professor
who wrote the antisemitic book The Jewish Onslaught and used the
Nation of Islam’s book on alleged Jewish responsibility for slavery as a
credible text in his classroom, was an honored speaker at David Irv-
ing’s 2001 conference on “real history,” held in Cincinnati before an
audience largely populated by people from the world of white
supremacy.

Holocaust Relativism

If Holocaust denial was not complicated enough, it is given a boost by
Holocaust relativism. This term refers to not denial of the Holocaust
outright, but its minimizing by unfair, and usually ignorant, compar-
isons. (Many antisemitic myths, by the way, have a “lite” version. The
claim that neocons—read Jews—exercised inordinate influence over
President George W. Bush leading up to the war in Iraq is a “lite” ver-
sion of the claim that Jews are secretly in control of the U.S. govern-
ment, for example.)

Sure, Hitler was a mass murderer ... but so was Stalin. Sure, the
Nazis put Jews, Gypsies, Jehovah’s Witnesses, and others in camps ...
but America put Japanese-Americans in camps too. Sure the Nazis tar-
geted innocent civilians ... but the Allies bombed Dresden. Sure the
Nazis passed the Nuremberg laws ... but America had Jim Crow.

Like Holocaust denial, these immoral equivalencies rest on dis-
tortions. As horrid as the internment of Japanese-Americans was, they
were not worked to death, shot, selected, or sent to gas chambers or
crematoria. Whether or not it made sense for the Allies to bomb Dres-
den (some say it was justified by legitimate military goals, while oth-
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ers are not convinced), civilians had nothing to fear once the Allies
gained territory; civilians had everything to fear once the Nazis gained
territory. And so on.

A few years ago I attended a conference of the Northwest Coali-
tion against Malicious Harassment. Two plenary speakers brought up
the Holocaust in the most gratuitous and disturbing ways.

A Native American woman, speaking eloquently about the dis-
crimination her people face daily, said in passing that the genocide of
American Indians was “worse than” the Holocaust and that Hitler
could not get his hand on any Indians, so he went after Jews.

Forgetting the absurdity of the notion that Hitler wanted to go
after American Indians, the idea that the genocide of American Indi-
ans was “worse than” the Holocaust is bizarre. On what scale can one
measure genocide? How can you rank these tragedies? It makes no
sense to say that the Holocaust was “worse than” slavery, for example.
How do you factor in the number killed, the percentage of the popu-
lation destroyed, the time it took to commit the murder? Each geno-
cide is unique. (What is unique about the Holocaust to me was the
priority that killing Jews took over winning the war effort.) Each is
another example of people’s capacity to classify an “other,” to dehu-
manize that “other,” and when dehumanization becomes either central
to one’s ideology or commonplace and unremarkable, to kill that
“other,” including babies.

But the idea of “ranking” genocides seems to be necessary for
some people’s political goals, especially regarding slavery. There has
been a push to call genocides “holocausts” and to call the Holocaust
the “Nazi holocaust” or the “Jewish holocaust.” This is calculated to
rob the Holocaust of its uniqueness and is a disturbing trend that may
succeed. In a generation, the Holocaust may be known by its Hebrew
name, Shoah. But the attempt to rob the Holocaust of its name, or to
enlist it in a contest of victimization, is counterproductive, and this
American Indian speaker, who should have known better, unfortu-
nately did not.
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Then came a Hispanic poet who spoke passionately about the
problems of getting quality public education for Hispanic children.
He said that many teachers just assumed that a Hispanic child would
not amount to much, so these children were neglected and not chal-
lenged to succeed. “This is a crime worse than Hitler,” he said. “While
Hitler attacked the body, these teachers attack the mind.” Later he
talked about the deportation of farm workers across the border back
to Mexico in the first half of the twentieth century and said, “This
was the same as the Holocaust.”

Even allowing for poetic license, this was too much. As racist as
those deportations were, farm workers were not lined up on the bor-
der and summarily shot nor taken to gas chambers, killed, had their
gold fillings removed, and their bodies burned. There is a Holocaust-
era picture of a girl hastily scribbling a note to someone, as she was
about to be taken from her home and deported, presumably to one of
the camps. Given the choice, she would have willingly suffered sitting
in a classroom, being ignored by a racist teacher.

The people at this conference had worked in the trenches in the
Northwest, combating groups such as the Aryan Nation and the racist
militias. They should have been the last people who felt a need to
minimize and distort the Holocaust to make the case that other racism
should be taken seriously. They were speaking to a self-selected audi-
ence of sympathetic people. How much of this was latent anti-
semitism, and how much of it was ignorance of the Holocaust? It is
difficult to know, just as it is not easy to gauge how much was a tactic
designed to win over an audience, and the related question of what
that says about contemporary culture. Regardless, this type of rela-
tivism, and the distortion it promotes, makes the agenda of the hard-
core Holocaust deniers that much easier.”
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Comparing Israelis to Nazis, Israeli Leaders to Hitler

The use of the Nazi label to tar Jews in general and Israelis in particu-
lar is itself a form of Holocaust denial, because, while such compar-
isons unfairly defame Jews, they also belittle the crimes of the Nazis.

A leading French cleric was very insightful when, during an off-
the-record discussion of current antisemitism in France, he traced part
of the problem back to student protests there in 1968. “When I saw
students calling police Nazis,” he said, “that was the beginning.”®

That watering down of what “Nazi” meant, chanted by students
in France or casually bandied about at a Northwest Coalition meeting
in a discussion of racism again Mexicans, made it easier for others to
use that eviscerated and misunderstood adjective to target Jews and
the Jewish state. The linkage is carefully calculated (especially in
Europe) and has two purposes: to grant moral license to forget how
Jews were victimized in the mid-twentieth century, and to produce in
the speaker a feeling of moral smugness in targeting Israel.

But there is more to this than loose language. Could you imag-
ine the outcry if people routinely used images associated with the hor-
rors of slavery to describe other, clearly lesser, forms of discrimination?
Could you imagine the response if such terms were used to complain
about alleged black exploiters, and not about similar or worse acts by
others? But that is how Holocaust references are used regarding Jews.

The Future of this Antisemitic Myth

In the decades to come, survivors will have died out, so there will no
longer be people to say, “This is what happened to me.”' Couple that
with the fact that Holocaust denial is an ideological staple of the white
supremacist, black supremacist, and Islamic supremacist movements.
Add that the ignorance and jealousies that help promote Holocaust
relativism and distortion make outright denial seem less outrageous.
The result: Holocaust denial easily could become a mainstream “lie”
that propels twenty-first-century antisemitism. Not only would that
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put individual Jews in harm’s way, but it would also threaten the legit-
imacy of the State of Israel to those who do not know history. Perhaps
most importantly, Holocaust denial will continue to help extremists
who otherwise would not have anything to do with one another dis-
cover that they share basic ideological assumptions. Already, many
white supremacist, black supremacist, and Muslim supremacist Web
sites are two mouse clicks away from one another, with the connective
tissue being antisemitism in general and Holocaust denial in particu-
lar. We should not forget that their common enemy is not only Jews,
but also democracy and freedom.

Finally, Holocaust denial demonstrates the ease with which very
different people, with markedly different politics, religions, identities,
and agendas, can craft and/or absorb ideas presented with a patina of
reasonableness and use them to promote Jew-hatred. It shows the
power of antisemitic constructs to penetrate vastly different systems
and cultures and become believed explanations of how the world
works. While all antisemitic myths are objectively unreasonable, it is
remarkable that this one—which necessarily posits a huge conspiracy
of historians and others to hide the “real truth” of a war to which there
were hundreds of thousands if not millions of witnesses—is so easily
believed by so many, particularly in the Arab and Muslim worlds.
That it is shows how easily people can embrace antisemitic hatred,
especially when promoted by people in positions of authority and
used in conjunction with political, religious, and/or racial zealotry.



The constant singling out of one nation as the enemy

of humanity is in _fact a campaign directed against the
Jewish people. We have seen that many anti-Jewish
outbursts in a number of countries have been rooted

in condemnations of Israel exploiting an antisemitic
terminology. Attacks on synagogues have been triggered by a
defaming language about the conflict in the Middle East.

—Per Ahlmark, former deputy prime minister of Sweden'

Chapter Eight
Crafting a Working Definition of Contemporary
Antisemitism for Today’s Monitors

The last chapters have explored what antisemitism is and how it works
as a system of thought. In order to develop strategies to counter it,
governments and NGOs need more than anecdotes and impressions.
They need data to document when antisemitism appears, how it man-
ifests itself, whether it is becoming more or less prevalent, and other
quantifiable facts. But until recently, there was no systematic attempt,
in Europe or elsewhere, to define how to count, catalogue, and thus to
compare antisemitism among various countries.’

One of the key organizations tasked with collecting data on anti-
semitism is the European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xeno-
phobia (EUMC). EUMC exists to provide “reliable and comparable
information and data on racism, xenophobia, islamophobia and anti-
Semitism at the European level in order to help the EU and its Mem-
ber States to establish measures or formulate courses of actions against
racism and xenophobia.” Yet it was roundly criticized in 2003, when
it was accused of suppressing a report written for it by the Centre for
Research on Antisemitism at Berlin’s Technical University. The report
(first leaked, and only later released by the EUMC) documented that

a significant share of the hate crimes against European Jews since the
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collapse of the peace process in the fall of 2000* had been committed
by young Muslims, something evidently uncomfortable for the
EUMC to admit.

So it was no surprise that, when the EUMC released its own
report entitled “Manifestations of Antisemitism in the EU 2002-
2003” in March 2004, the controversy continued. This was so largely
because its press release stated that while “it is not easy to generalise,
the largest group of the perpetrators of antisemitic activities appears to
be young, disaffected white Europeans.™

The irony was that, although the press release distorted reality,
the March EUMC report was much more truthful than the press
release suggested, and in some ways, superior to the earlier suppressed
report as well. Recognizing that antisemitism came from a variety of
sources, it did not downplay or diminish the role of young Muslims in
the rash of arsons, vandalism, intimidation, and personal attacks.
What was largely not noticed in the report, however, was a much
more fundamental problem: the EUMC’s troubling definition of anti-
semitism.

While noting, correctly, that there was no universally agreed
upon definition of antisemitism, the report—after many pages of
intellectual throat-clearing—concluded that antisemitism was com-
prised of a series of stereotypes, including those of the Jew as “‘deceit-
ful,” ‘crooked’ [and] ‘artful’ [in] nature, [his] ‘foreign’ and ‘different
essence,” [his] ‘irreconcilability,” ‘hostility,” [and] ‘agitation,” [his] ‘com-
mercial talent’ and ‘relation to money,” [and his] ‘corrupt’ nature.” It
also included notions relating to “Jewish ‘power and influence,” and
a “Jewish ‘world conspiracy.””

The “core of antisemitism,” the EUMC therefore concluded,
was:

Any acts or attitudes that are based on the perception of a social

subject (individual, group, institution or state) as “the (‘deceitful,’

‘corrupt,” ‘conspiratorial,” etc.) Jew.”

There were problems with this approach. First, it had cause and
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effect reversed. Stereotypes are derivative of what antisemitism is, not
its defining characteristic.

Blinders Regarding Anti-Zionism as Antisemitism

But the real reason for this convoluted paradigm was apparent in the
last part of the definitional section, under the heading “Antisemitism
and Anti-Zionism,” as follows:

According to our definition, anti-Israel or anti-Zionist attitudes

and expression are in those cases antisemitic, where Israel is seen as

being representative of “the Jew,” i.e., as a representative of the

traits attributed to the antisemitic construction of “the Jew.” ... But

what if the opposite is the case and Jews are perceived as represen-

tatives of Israel? ... [W]e would have to qualify hostility towards

Jews as “Israelis” only then as antisemitic, if it is based on the

underlying perception of Israel as “the Jew.” If this is not the case,

then we would have to consider hostility toward Jews as “Israelis”

as not [emphasis in original] genuinely antisemitic, because this

hostility is not based on the antisemitic stereotyping of Jews.”

In other words, if a Jew were attacked on the streets of Paris
because the perpetrator viewed Israelis as conspiratorial or money-
grubbing or slimy, and then saw the Jew before him as a stand-in for
that Israeli, that was antisemitism. But if the assailant was upset with
Israeli policy and then attacked that same Jew in Paris as a surrogate
for Israel or Israelis, this was not antisemitism. While the EUMC did
not consider such attacks antisemitic, it nevertheless said that they
should be monitored, although it did not say how this would be done.

Five days after the report was released, a Montreal Jewish ele-
mentary school was firebombed. A note left behind indicated that the
attack was in retaliation for Israel’s assassination of a Hamas leader—
presumably not antisemitism according to the EUMC definition. The
functional equivalent would be declaring the lynching of a young
African-American man in the 1960s racist if the motivating factor
were a belief that blacks were shiftless or lazy or destroying the white
gene pool, but not if the same victim were swinging from the same

Crafting a Definition 99

magnolia tree and the murderer was motivated by dislike of a speech
by the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., or the Voting Rights Act
of 1965.

The problems with the EUMC definition were threefold,
beyond its intellectual dishonesty: First, it bent logic like a pretzel in
order to disqualify almost any act motivated by dislike or even hatred
of Israel from the label “antisemitic.” Second, it failed to consider the
denial to Jews of their right to self-determination in their homeland as
a manifestation of antisemitism. And third, it focused too much on
the mind and heart of the actor rather than on the character of the act.

Hearts, Minds, and Acts

The EUMC is not in the business of labeling any particular individ-
ual an antisemite. Nor for that matter are groups that monitor anti-
semitism, such as the Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE), or Jewish defense organizations, which routinely
reserve the label only for the most clear-cut and outrageous perpetra-
tors—a David Duke or a Louis Farrakhan—so as not to cheapen the
word.*

It is neither necessary nor helpful for groups that monitor or
combat antisemitism to get too far into the head of perpetrators: Do
they really hate Jews? Their method should instead be to look at the
act and see whether the Jew (or person or property mistakenly taken as
Jewish) was selected to be a victim simply because he was a Jew. If a
Jew on the streets of Paris is beaten up because he is a victim of a ran-
dom mugging, this is not antisemitism. But if he is beaten up because
he is a Jew, it need not matter whether the attacker thinks that his vic-
tim is one of the Elders of Zion, or picks on him because he is mad at
an Israeli prime minister. If the Jew is selected for attack because he is
a Jew, this is antisemitism, just as beating up a gay person because he
is gay is homophobia.

Definitions become harder, however, when looking beyond
criminal acts to matters of expression—hate speech, for example.
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When is something antisemitic to be counted in a list of antisemitic
events, and when is it not?

There are no ironclad rules, but some very good guideposts.
What makes the matter complex, as we have seen, is that antisemitism
has three overlapping strains. There is less difficulty classifying an act
or expression as antisemitic when it comes from religious or race-based
hatred. Matters get somewhat more problematic, or at least contro-
versial, when dealing with anti-Zionism.

As has been noted, criticism of Israel is not antisemitism when it
is engaged in a similar manner as one would criticize any other coun-
try, focusing on a program, a policy, a political leader or party. But
when the alleged problems in Israel are used to attack its basic legiti-
macy, or to tarnish Jews collectively, that is antisemitism in effect,
whether or not by design.

Some charge that when Israel is criticized for things that worse
offenders are not, that is antisemitism too. It may or may not be,
depending on whether the accuser’s mandate is broad or narrow. If a
group is supposed to look at human rights abuses globally, but spends
the majority of its energies creating the impression that Israel is the
world’s worst human rights offender, that is a problem. But if its man-
date is to look specifically at Israeli treatment of Palestinians, then
other factors (such as the fairness of and the language it uses to
describe its findings) have to be taken into account as well before
reaching that conclusion.

Is Anti-Zionism Antisemitism?

Trickier still, is anti-Zionism antisemitism? Back in 1947, few would
have claimed so. But it is today* when, for example, no one is clam-
oring for the undoing of Pakistan or Samoa or Bangladesh or Qatar or

* There are two rare exceptions to contemporary anti-Zionism being antisemitism,
and they are so because they do not discriminate against the Jew and deny him a
right of self-determination. Some ultra-Orthodox Jews believe that Israel should
not exist until the Messiah comes. And there are some others who believe that there
should be no nation-states, or that there should be no nation-states with links to
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scores of other countries that became nations after the end of World
War II—Ilet alone for doing so while ignoring how many Pakistanis
would be killed in an effort to deny them their self-determination,
against which they would surely fight.

Or to put it in a different context, imagine a Palestinian state
being created in 2010, and then in 2067 some voices assert that a mis-
take was made and, of all the peoples in the world, only the Palestini-
ans should now give up their state. It would be hard to imagine such
a claim not being labeled extreme, bigoted, racist, or insensitive to the
bloodshed it would clearly produce. Correspondingly, there is anti-
semitism in play when it is said that of all the peoples on the globe
(including the Palestinians), only the Jews are not permitted the right
to self-determination in a land of their own (let alone in their historic
homeland), and that the Jewish State of Israel should no longer exist.
Or, to quote noted human rights lawyer David Matas:

One form of antisemitism denies access of Jews to goods and serv-

ices because they are Jewish. Another form of antisemitism denies

the right of the Jewish people to exist as a people because they are

Jewish. Anti-Zionists distinguish between the two, claiming the first

is antisemitism, but the second is not. To the anti-Zionist, the Jew
can exist as an individual as long as Jews do not exist as a people.’

Matas correctly terms this distinction “nonsense.”"

A Working Definition for the EUMC and OSCE
To the credit of some key personnel at the EUMC and the OSCE,

they listened to concerns about what was being counted as anti-
semitism and what was not. The EUMC staff carefully considered a
draft working definition of anti-Semitism created by this author in
consultation with many other experts around the globe during the sec-

any religion. These are not significant groups, and the latter groupings (anarchists
and those who don't like religious-linked states) become problematic if they inordi-
nately harp on Israel rather than, say, Spain or Russia. (There are also some Ortho-
dox Jews who could be described as “non-Zionist,” whose views are theologically
driven and lead them not to care one way or another.)



102 Antisemitism Today Crafting a Definition 103

ond half of 2004, and with some minor changes," adopted it as a other societal institutions.

working definition. The final document stated: — Accusing Jews as a people of being responsible for real or
imagined wrongdoing committed by a single Jewish per-

A Working Definition of Antisemitism son or group, or even for acts committed by non-Jews.

(January 28, 2005) — De'nying .the fzjtct, scope, mech'anisms (e.g., gas chambers)
or intentionality of the genocide of the Jewish people at
the hands of National Socialist Germany and its sup-
porters and accomplices during World War II (the Holo-
mentation and enforcement of legislation dealing with anti- caust).

The purpose of this document is to provide a practical guide for
identifying incidents, collecting data, and supporting the imple-

semuitism. — Accusing the Jews as a people, or Israel as a state, of

Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be inventing or exaggerating the Holocaust.

expressed as hatred toward Jews. — Accusing Jewish citizens of being more loyal to Israel, or
to the alleged priorities of Jews worldwide, than to the

Rhetorical and physical manifestations of antisemitism are . . .
interests of their own nations.

directed toward Jewish or non-Jewish individuals and/or their

property, toward Jewish community institutions and religious Examples of the ways in which antisemitism manifests itself

with regard to the State of Israel taking into account the overall
context could include:

facilities.

In addition, such manifestations could also target the State of

Israel, conceived as a Jewish collectivity. — Denying the Jewish people their right to self-determina-

tion, e.g., by claiming that the existence of a State of
Antisemitism frequently charges Jews with conspiring to harm Israel is a racist endeavor.

humanity, and it is often used to blame Jews for “why things go — Applying double standards by requiring of it a behavior

» . . .. . »
wrong.” It is expressed in speech, writing, visual forms and action, not expected or demanded of any other democratic

and employs sinister stereotypes and negative character traits. nation

Contemporary examples of antisemitism in public life, the — Using the symbols and images associated with classic

media, schools, the workplace, and in the religious sphere could, antisemitism (e.g., claims of Jews killing Jesus or blood

taking into account the overall context, include, but are not lim- libel) to characterize Israel or Israelis.

ited to: . . . .
— Drawing comparisons of contemporary Israeli policy to

— Calling for, aiding, or justifying the killing or harming of that of the Nazis.

Jews in the name of a radical ideology or an extremist
view of religion.

— Making mendacious, dehumanizing, demonizing, or
stereotypical allegations about Jews as such or the power
of Jews as a collective—such as, especially but not exclu-
sively, the myth about a world Jewish conspiracy or of
Jews controlling the media, economy, government or

— Holding Jews collectively responsible for actions of the
State of Israel.

However, criticism of Israel similar to that leveled against any

other country cannot be regarded as antisemitic.

Antisemitic acts are criminal when they are so defined by law
(for example, denial of the Holocaust or distribution of antisemitic
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materials in some countries). Criminal acts are antisemitic when
the targets of attacks, whether they are people or property—such
as buildings, schools, places of worship and cemeteries—are
selected because they are, or are perceived to be, Jewish or linked
to Jews. Antisemitic discrimination is the denial to Jews of oppor-
tunities or services available to others and is illegal in many coun-
tries. [Note: ECRI" in its General Policy Recommendation No. 9, 25
June 2004, has offered specific recommendations regarding the
criminalization of antisemitic acts.]

How Anti-Zionism Should Be Defined
by Other Monitors of Antisemitism

Whereas this definition provides a useful framework and concrete
examples to help governmental organs and NGOs that monitor anti-
semitism decide what to include or exclude, Jewish defense and other
independent organizations can be less reticent regarding anti-Zionism.
(Again, we are not concerned with whether a person who spouts an
anti-Zionist statement is motivated by hatred or ignorance or some-
thing else, but rather with monitoring, cataloguing, and hopefully
educating about antisemitic expressions and acts.)

The immoral equation of Israel with apartheid-era South Africa,
while perhaps a lighter version of the comparison between Israel and
the Nazis, would not specifically or necessarily fall under the EUMC
definition, but it should still be considered an expression of anti-
semitism. It is a twisting of history to paint Jews as demonic."

And just as Holocaust denial is antisemitism, so is the similar
antihistorical charge which denies any significant historic Jewish link
to the land of Israel, whether it be claims that the Temple did not
exist, or that this land was entirely an Arab land (let alone a Muslim or
Palestinian one) from ancient times until European Jews started show-
ing up a little over a century ago.

While it is not reasonable to expect a youngster born in Gaza to
share the Zionist narrative, and, of course, everyone is entitled to his
own point of view, people are not entitled to their own set of twisted
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facts. The distortion or wiping out of Jewish history in the Middle
East (as opposed to giving different reasonable interpretations of that
history) is no less antisemitic than the distortion or wiping out of Jew-

ish history regarding the Second World War in Europe.
The Working Definition at Work

Ultimately, there probably is no perfect definition of antisemitism.
Recall that U.S. Supreme Court Justice Potter Stewart, when faced
with a similar quandary regarding the definition of obscenity, wrote,
“I know it when I see it.” To monitor antisemitism effectively—which
has to be done before one can develop strategies and allocate resources
to fight it intelligently—we need to rely on better guideposts than the
subjective standard Stewart articulated. But it is also necessary to
understand why we are looking at it, and conversely, the various rea-
sons that some may have blinders when viewing antisemitism of cer-
tain types, or from particular perpetrators. Those who monitor or
combat antisemitism need to make sure that, while they do nothing to
cheapen the word, they also include all relevant acts and events,
because the cataloguing of these incidents is the precondition to form-
ing effective counterstrategies and smart allocation of resources.

The EUMC’s working definition seems to be taking hold. The
OSCE used it in its June 2005 report, “Education on the Holocaust
and on Anti-Semitism: An Overview and Analysis of Educational
Approaches,” as well as in its Office for Democratic Institutions and
Human Rights (ODIHR) Law Enforcement Officer Training Pro-
gramme on Combating Hate Crimes."

And on July 7, 2005, a Lithuanian court found that the editor-
in-chief of the Vilnius daily Respublika had published material “prop-
agating national, racial and religious enmity,” when he alleged a
“global plot” of Jews to rule “the world, money, mass media and poli-
tics.” The court’s decision specifically cited the EUMC’s working def-
inition and found that the newspaper’s text “correspond|ed] to the ...
hallmarks of anti-Semitism” enumerated by the EUMC.'
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If the definition survives and becomes institutionalized in
Europe, it will not only help clarify what antisemitism is, but will also
help standardize research and analysis and monitoring of this problem
across borders.

By failing to prepare, you are preparing to fail.

—Benjamin Franklin

Never interrupt your enemy when hes making a mistake.

—Napoleon Bonaparte

Chapter Nine
Combating Antisemitism:

The Importance of Strategic, Venue-Specific Thinking

Antisemitism in the twenty-first century is both a complex and a sim-
ple phenomenon. Simple because most variants take the form of see-
ing Jews—individually, collectively, or in their national expression (the
State of Israel)—as conspiring to harm non-Jews. And most variants
serve the purpose of explaining to people why “things go wrong.”

The complexity is in categorizing the particular aspect of anti-
semitism with which one is dealing; identifying, researching, and
understanding the venue and institutions which it is impacting; and
then devising strategies with which to combat it. Too often, the
response, even of some experienced Jewish institutions, is based on
untested assumptions and other imperatives.

In some ways, the fight against antisemitism today is less sophis-
ticated than it was in the immediate aftermath of the Second World
War. Back then, the Jewish community employed a “quarantine” the-
ory. The notion was that if antisemitism that had occurred was not
reported in the papers or otherwise brought to light, its impact would
not be amplified, and the purveyors of antisemitism would see that
their activities did not get them the attention they craved.

There were problems with the quarantine theory, which today is
generally rejected (clearly, one strategy does not fit all fact situations),
but at least there was a theory to guide action. Today, while many ini-
tiatives are intelligent and thought-through, too often the approach
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seems to be to “shoot first and aim later.”

The controversy around the 2004 Mel Gibson film, 7he Passion
of the Christ, is instructive. The story of the death of Jesus is one that
makes Jews nervous. The passion plays in Europe were occasions for
arousing hatred, and Jewish history is replete with instances of
pogroms at Easter time. While the telling of these passion stories has
generally improved over the years as a result of interreligious dialogue,
there was deep concern about the Gibson production for two reasons:
Gibson belonged to an old-line Catholic group that rejected the teach-
ings of Vatican II, and Gibson’s father was a stone-cold antisemite and
Holocaust denier.

Jewish antennae were legitimately raised because of the subject
matter, the concerns about Gibson’s views, and also the increase in
global antisemitism at the time. Yet the Jewish communal response to
the film was too ad hoc, and not nearly as effective as it might have
been.

First, the movie potentially contained religious-based anti-
semitism. (As the movie had not yet been seen, it was impossible to
tell.) It did not directly impact those for whom the crucifixion story
had little or no meaning, and who were the main culprits behind the
rise in global antisemitism—anti-Zionists and radical Islamists.

Second, since this potential antisemitism was, fortunately,
isolable within one particular audience (Christians), there were logical
things to do and not do.

For instance, while Jews were worried about increased anti-
semitism from the retelling of an old canard (i.e., Jews killed Jesus),
this concern should never have been cast as a Jewish vs. Christian
issue. The approach should have been instead, “This is an important
story for Christians. How do Christians tell it faithfully and at the
same time avoid promoting antisemitism?”

Rather than remaining largely an internal Christian issue about
which Jews had some obvious interest, this became instead an interre-
ligious conflict, with some in the Jewish community complaining
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about antisemitism before seeing what the film contained. Part of this,
of course, was Gibson’s fault for not accepting quiet overtures to
review the film and take suggestions, as many of the promoters of tra-
ditional passion plays have done in recent years.

Because of the full-throttled manner in which the potential con-
troversy about the film went public, the questions “What are we try-
ing to accomplish?” and “How should we proceed?” were not suffi-
ciently considered.

Clearly, Jewish agencies should not have remained silent, but
perhaps it would have been better to explain clearly why this was not
an “us versus them” issue, and (as a few Jewish groups tried to do') to
use the controversy as an opportunity for promoting religious dia-
logue and understanding. For once one Jewish organization jumps on
such an issue in a very public manner, there is great institutional pres-
sure for others to follow suit or be seen as ineffectual or timid.

Instead of understanding that the film could not be suppressed,
that it had somewhat of a built-in audience, that this audience—espe-
cially in the United States and other countries where the teachings of
Vatican II have been institutionalized—was not likely to become more
antisemitic from seeing it, and that publicity was just what Gibson
wanted, these Jewish groups walked right into the trap. In effect,
though this certainly was not their goal, they helped promote the film,
making it a huge success for Gibson. And while the film did not have
any appreciable impact on antisemitism in the U.S., the publicity
around it no doubt made it more likely that people in areas of the
Christian world where Vatican II has not penetrated—such as parts of
Latin America—would buy DVDs and expose their children to
graphic images of the death of Jesus and the Jews’ alleged role therein.

Undoing Some of the Damage of Durban

Conversely, a much more constructive approach emerged following
the antisemitic events of the UN’s World Conference Against Racism
in Durban.
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The antisemitism was understood to be largely from two
sources: a combination of leftist and Arab-based anti-Zionism, on one
hand, and Muslim religious-based antisemitism, on the other. There
were clearly different institutions and strategies to employ for each.

Some Jewish NGOs, including the American Jewish Commit-
tee, began highlighting the antisemitism, anti-Christianity, and anti-
Americanism ubiquitous in the Arab world—in its newspapers, in its
textbooks, on its television stations. MEMRI.org began posting Eng-
lish-language translations of the Arab media material, much of it
exceptionally vile. AJC commissioned examinations of Saudi and
Egyptian textbooks, and exposed their intolerance. (For example,
Saudi eighth-grade students learn that “the Muslims’ power irritates
the infidels and spreads envy in the hearts of the enemies of Islam-
Christians, Jews and others ... a malicious Crusader-Jewish alliance [is]
striving to eliminate Islam from all the continents.” Ninth-grade stu-
dents learn that “Jihad against the enemies is a religious duty.” Tenth-
grade students learn that “Western civilization [is] on its way to disso-
lution and extinction.”)

Moreover, these NGOs attempted to reenergize the domestic
debate about energy resources and conservation. What has this to do
with antisemitism? Despite entreaties to do so, the U.S. government
has not been willing to exact any meaningful “cost” for Muslim and
Arab countries’ incitement—even after September 11. Even with the
recognition that countries such as Saudi Arabia are teaching about
Jews in demonic terms and have never officially recognized the sover-
eign Jewish State of Israel, there has been great reluctance to use either
a carrot or a stick, because of the American addiction to oil. The
greater the U.S.s energy independence, the less beholden it will be to
these countries on a broad range of issues important to America. With
less dependency may also come an increased willingness to use diplo-
matic and economic levers to combat these countries’ incitement to
hate Jews, Christians, and others.

A different, quicker-acting strategy was adopted regarding the
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leftist groups that either promoted the antisemitism in Durban or
stood by in silence. The latter were groups with which many Jewish
NGOs work on a variety of issues. Quietly, so as not to embarrass
them publicly, they were talked to as friends about their roles in Dur-
ban. Overtures were made to board members of some of these organ-
izations, many of whom were Jewish, to make them aware of the prob-
lem.

Jewish NGOs with credibility in the human rights field, such as
the Jacob Blaustein Institute for the Advancement of Human Rights,
began the slow work of turning the vocabulary of human rights back
another 180 degrees. Whereas in Durban Zionism was painted by
many as racism, JBI underscored the notion that freedom from anti-
semitism, like freedom from racism and sexism and homophobia,
should be addressed as a basic human right. The clarity of this
approach was that it understood the institution in which the anti-
semitism was expressing itself, understood what type of antisemitism
was in play, and developed and implemented strategies to use the self-
image of the human rights practitioners to engage them in a process of
first understanding and then rejecting antisemitism promoted under
the guise of anti-Zionism.

Is such a strategy guaranteed to prevent another Durban? No.
But at least now the voices that were silent are better poised to speak
out in an effective way at the right time. It was no coincidence that
some of the people from human rights organizations who were silent
(or worse) in Durban came to the OSCE’s conference on antisemitism
in Berlin.? Maybe it was some form of penance, but the first two ques-
tions—and they were challenging ones*—to Secretary of State Colin
Powell at a closed meeting of Americans attending this conference
came from non-Jewish human rights NGOs.

At the same time that groups such as the Blaustein Institute were
raising antisemitism as a human rights issue, attention was being paid
to the question of financial support for the antisemitic NGOs. While,
of course, there is little that can be done about those groups subsi-
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dized by the Saudis and the Iranians, it turned out that many of the
problematic groups were funded, in part, by the Ford Foundation.

Embarrassed by this disclosure, the Ford Foundation announced
that it would make sure that it did not fund such hatred in the future,
and inserted clauses into its grant agreements to achieve this goal. It
also began to fund European-based initiatives designed to combat
antisemitism.’

Durban, clearly, had a larger role than the Passion in promoting
contemporary Jew hatred, but rather than overreact, the Jewish com-
munity wisely analyzed the problem, saw places for action with people
whose self-interest prompted them to help fix the problem they had,
in part, created, and then quietly worked with them to put programs,
initiatives, and themes in place designed to curtail at least one key
ingredient—the anti-Zionism of left NGOs—that helped make Dur-
ban possible.

Anti-Zionism as the Anti-Globalism of Fools

Another such quiet initiative, focused on a particular type of anti-
semitism and the institutions through which it expresses itself, is the
coming together of a group of leftists who share a long-time struggle
against neo-Nazis and white supremacists in the U.S. and Europe.
These are people who have much more in common politically with
anti-globalists protesting the International Monetary Fund than with
the mainstream Jewish community. Many are also severe critics of
Israeli policy, but they understand antisemitism and they care about
progressive politics.

One such activist was startled when his “progressive” roommate
began ruminating about Jewish control of the media and of govern-
ment, the exact canards he had heard from neo-Nazis. Others were
distressed that their colleagues, in seeming support of Palestinian
rights, were praising neo-fascist groups such as Hamas. How could it
be that people who saw themselves as progressives were working to
support movements that believe women should not be able to be edu-
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cated or drive, and that homosexuals should be killed?

Some leftists who understand the danger of antisemitism among
their cohorts are now speaking out more frequently and are organizing
and building coalitions. But most Jewish organizations are not doing
enough to help them. Why? Two reasons: First, because the general
wisdom is that the left, particularly in recent decades, has been inhos-
pitable to Jews and Israel. While this perception is partly true, it actu-
ally strengthens the case for aiding such initiatives. Unlike in the Mus-
lim world, where there is little leverage and no embarrassment about
promoting antisemitism, in the West there are values, theories, and
contradictions to be explored among people on the left. They may
never become supporters of Israeli policy, but they can be influenced
about issues of bigotry.

The second problem is that most of the organized Jewish com-
munity, for understandable reasons and with good results, focuses its
attention on key leaders and institutions. It values—correctly—state-
ments of leading figures condemning antisemitism. At the same time,
there has to be an understanding of the cultural norms among the left,
which is more grassroots and activist. The goal of encouraging leading
leftists to speak out should not preclude providing lesser-known peo-
ple with the resources and training they need for countering anti-
semitism in the trenches. With the right support, they can be very
effective monitors and exposers of antisemitism within their ranks.

Working with the Religious Right

The failure to understand the full importance of working with the left,
despite the challenges and problems, is frequently coupled with a
desire to work closely with the religious right, particularly Evangelical
Christians, in support of Israel, without sufficiently appreciating the
implications of this partnership. Clearly, Jewish organizations should
work with people such as Pat Robertson and Jerry Falwell on issues
such as the free exercise of religion in the former Soviet Union, or end-
ing the slavery and genocide in Sudan. But it is problematic to assume
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that 1) because anti-Zionism is now a mainstream and troubling form
of antisemitism; and 2) that there are few people speaking out in
defense of Israel in its hour of need; and 3) the religious right sup-
ports Israel, therefore Jewish organizations should work uncritically
with it in support of Israel.

Jewish organizations certainly should not be impolite or hostile
toward members of the religious right (who, in the U.S., clearly out-
number those on the left). But they should be cautious and under-
stand rather than overlook their theological agenda, the institutions
they are trying to impact, and the implications all this has on anti-
semitism.

Evangelicals, who form an important constituency of the reli-
gious right, do not come to their support of Israel because they
decided to study the Israeli-Arab conflict and concluded that equity is
on the Jewish side. They are theologically driven to support Israel.
They do so because they believe that the existence of the modern State
of Israel is a precondition for the second coming of Jesus. Before that
happens, the Jews have to be ingathered into Israel. Those who do not
convert, however, will die. This view is an especially strong core belief
for “dispensational” Evangelicals, who comprise about a third of the
40-50 million Christian Evangelicals in America.®

Because this belief is an imperative, it does not matter what Jew-
ish groups do or do not do; Evangelicals will have the same attitude
toward Israel regardless. But it is not always to be assumed—even if
one is looking through the narrow lens of advocacy for Israel—that
Evangelical support will always be a good thing. If a peace process
involving territorial compromise with the Palestinians should ever
actually appear likely to succeed (or if the Israelis decide to unilaterally
withdraw from parts of the West Bank), many leading Evangelicals
might oppose such a settlement because they see Jewish control over
biblical Israel as a precondition for the Second Coming. Pat Robert-
son’s comment that God punished Ariel Sharon with a stroke because
Israel withdrew from Gaza’ was not merely an offensive statement that
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required condemnation, but was also a window on this worldview
which should be better understood.

Furthermore, some of the religious right in the U.S. too often
promote an agenda that goes against the basic civil notion, so impor-
tant in American democratic tradition, that while the majority rules, it
must respect minority rights. Antisemitism is in no small measure a
minor problem in the United States today because respect for religious
beliefs requires government to stay far away from religion. The agenda
of some elements within the religious right is to impose their own the-
ological views on all Americans through law, on questions such as
abortion or creationism or stem-cell research.

It should be remembered that Jews outside major Eastern cities
and other urban settings such as Los Angeles are more likely to face
what feels to them like religious-based antisemitism than any other
kind. They may not be subjected to hatred, but rather to the notion
that they somehow count less in the social compact. Their complaints
frequently revolve around issues such as important school activities
being scheduled on major Jewish holidays and the unwillingness of
local authorities to treat this issue with the importance it deserves.®
Sometimes, of course, these conflicts arise out of ignorance—not
knowing when the Jewish holidays fall and their implications for stu-
dents who choose to observe them—or insensitivity, as in not under-
standing why Christmas carols are not universal songs, but they must
be dealt with in an increasingly diverse America.

The Christian right’s agenda to create a “Christian America” car-
ries with it—in the words of Rabbi Lori Forman—*the implications

9

that non-Christians somehow do not belong,™ or if they do, have
lesser claims of equality in the social order. In schools, the religious
right wants increased entanglement of religion in public education,
and supports school prayer and curricular changes to reflect a particu-
lar religious perspective (such as “scientific creationism”). It opposes a
woman’s right to have an abortion and tries to restrict people’s rights

because of their sexual orientation. While one can easily understand
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why a believer’s faith brings him or her to these conclusions (if one
believes that life starts at the moment of conception, then there is lit-
tle distinction between abortion and taking a five-year-old off a swing
set and killing him), it is still a danger when one group wants to
impose its religious views on everyone else, as a matter of law.

Jewish organizations understood, and still understand, this chal-
lenge. Before the collapse of the Middle East peace process, Jewish
groups were much more vocal about the theological/political agenda
of the religious right. They spoke about how it posed a danger to reli-
gious freedom, and how it directly threatened Jews, whose religion was
seen as superceded and who were targeted for conversion. While still
opposing the religious right on issues such as abortion and a Consti-
tutional amendment to prohibit gay marriage, Jewish organizations
have sometimes soft-pedaled their criticism of the organized religious
right because of its stance on Israel." Israel is clearly an important issue
for many Jews, but it is shortsighted to let support for Israel be a
trump card that outweighs all other concerns, even antisemitism.

It is refreshing that there has been some attention paid at the
end of 2005 by both the American Jewish Committee and the Anti-
Defamation League to the question of religion in the public square
and to the dangers inherent in the wish of some leaders of the reli-
gious right to “Christianize America.” There needs to be a continued
and clear focus on how to cooperate with the religious right on some
matters and to oppose them in the strongest terms on others.

Undoubtedly, the challenge of fighting antisemitism in the years
ahead will become more complex. Sometimes difficult choices and
trade-offs will have to be made. But the analytical process to balance
these considerations must be guided by a clear vision of how things
are, not how one wishes they were. Hard decisions must be made with
open eyes and with moral and intellectual consistency, as well as with
the understanding that shouting immediately or loudly is not neces-
sarily the wisest thing to do. Just because someone is a supporter of
Israel does not mean that he should be given a free pass from criti-
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cism." Just as it is dangerous for people to pick and choose which type
of antisemitism (religious, racial or political) they will condemn or
disregard, people and organizations concerned with antisemitism also
have to be consistent. Every type of antisemitism matters.



10 speak of Israel [on campus] is to speak of a “colonialist,”
“fascist,” “ethnic cleansing machine” [and] to speak of Israel
at peace is the moral equivalent of defending apartheid in
South Africa.

—Professor Laurie Zoloth, describing the climate at San Francisco State
University in 2002

Chapter Ten
United States Campuses

Just as we have to be smarter about understanding and not minimiz-
ing the antisemitism from the religious right, it is equally or even more
important to understand how to approach antisemitism from the
political left, which usually manifests itself in its anti-Zionist form.
While the left has a larger impact on the mainstream in Europe than
in the United States, it has a singular influence in one very important
American institution—the college campus. Our colleges and universi-
ties collect our brightest leaders of tomorrow. If they learn that anti-
semitism in any form is either unremarkable, a matter of “debate,” or
worse—truth—the potential danger is obvious.

On one hand, the campus is a remarkable reflection of how far
Jews have come in America in the last decades. Not too long ago, there
were quotas keeping Jews out of the elite universities. Now many of
the leading colleges have presidents who are Jewish, and the door to
campus life is open.

Yet, especially since 2000, there have been some troubling signs.
Recall that Durban was meant to be the launching pad for a program
to paint Israel as the “new South Africa” on campuses across the globe,
but particularly in the United States. The strategy was simple: to repli-
cate what had worked in the 1980s to force isolation of South Africa
from all aspects of national “normalcy.” That campaign was anchored
on campuses, first through pushing for divestment of college invest-

118

United States Campuses 119

ments and pensions from all companies having dealings with South
Africa.

But September 11 was three days after Durban ended. The plan
was postponed, and then launched again in February 2002. Soon
divestment petitions were circulated at Columbia, Cornell, Duke,
Harvard, MIT, Princeton, Rutgers, St. Lawrence University, Univer-
sity of California, Tufts, University of Massachusetts, University of
Ilinois, University of Maryland, University of Michigan, University of
North Carolina, University of Pennsylvania, Wayne State, and Yale,
among others.?

At MIT and Harvard, for example, a joint petition was signed
with thirty-some-odd professors asking the university to divest from
Israel. But a counterpetition with thousands of alumni signatures was
immediately organized.

It quickly became clear that the divestment strategy was not
going to win. Harvard President Lawrence Summers spoke out against
divestment (and other forms of antisemitism) in the summer of 2002,
describing those who were promoting the movement as “advocating
and taking actions that are antisemitic in their effect if not their
intent.” Then Columbia President Lee Bollinger not only said
Columbia would not divest, but termed the comparison between
Israel and South Africa “grotesque” and “offensive.”™

However, while no American university has, or will likely, divest,
the campaign did not need to succeed in order to work. Just as Holo-
caust deniers do not think they are going to persuade people today
that the Holocaust did not happen, but want to create the illusion
that there is a reasonable “debate” about the historical facts, anti-Israel
activists want to construct a linkage in peoples’ minds between Israel
and apartheid-era South Africa.

Shortly after the campus divestment movement was launched at
a conference in Berkeley in February 2002, a series of antisemitic inci-
dents occurred. A cinder block was thrown through a Hillel building
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window there, and graffiti touting “F--k the Jews” appeared.* And
while there had been incidents of antisemitism on American campuses
before the divestment push (including even assaults’), the problem
accelerated thereafter.

At San Francisco State University—which historically has been
the “worst-case scenario™ of anti-Israel activity—a near antisemitic
riot broke out. Jewish students, some of whom were praying, others
departing after staging a peace rally, were harassed and threatened. As
Prof. Laurie Zoloth described it in an email, they were:
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believe what they saw. One young student told me, “I have read
about antisemitism in books, but this is the first time I have seen
real antisemites, people who just hate me without knowing me,
just because I am a Jew.” She lives in the dorms. Her mother calls
and urges her to transfer to a safer campus.

Today is advising day. For me, the question is an open one:
What do I advise the Jewish students to do?”

University Presidents’ Statement

... surrounded by a large, angry crowd of Palestinians and their
supporters.... They screamed at us to “go back to Russia” and they
screamed that they would kill us all, and other terrible things.
They surrounded the praying students, and the elderly women
who are our elder college participants, who survived the Shoah,
who helped shape the Bay Area peace movement, only to watch as
a threatening crowd shoved the Hillel students against the wall of
the plaza....

As [they screamed] at the Jews to “Get out or we will kill you”
and “Hitler did not finish the job,” I turned to the police and to
every administrator I could find and asked them to remove the
counter demonstrators from the Plaza, to maintain the separation
of 100 feet that we had been promised. The police told me that
they had been told not to arrest anyone, and that if they did, “it
would start a riot.” I told them that it already was a riot....

Was I afraid? No, really more sad that I could not protect my
students. Not one administrator came to stand with us. I knew
that if a crowd of Palestinian or black students had been there, sur-
rounded by a crowd of white racists screaming racist threats,
shielded by police, the faculty and staff would have no trouble
deciding which side to stand on....

There was no safe way out of the Plaza. We had to be marched
back to the Hillel House under armed SF police guard, and we
had to have a police guard remain outside Hillel. T was very proud
of the students, who did not flinch and who did not, even one
time, resort to violence or anger in retaliation. Several community
members who were swept up in the situation simply could not

Shortly thereafter, following many conversations with Prof. Zoloth,
Richard Sideman, chair of AJC’s Antisemitism Task Force, and I con-
vened a conference call of five current or former presidents of major
colleges and universities. We wanted them to hear directly from Prof.
Zoloth and were eager to gain their perspectives about what was tran-
spiring on their campuses. It turned out that a number of the prob-
lems at San Francisco State had followed shortly after the attacks of
September 11, which some on campus had said was the fault of the
Jews/Israelis, without contradiction by others.

Later there was a series of speakers brought onto campus who,
according to Prof. Zoloth, made statements that had “nothing to do
with Jews” stand on Israel, but to do with where Jews should live.”
These speeches played on themes, as she described them, of:

Jews as the source of sinfulness in the world, Jews as the killers of

innocent children, Jews as perhaps having an odd divided loyalty

[suggesting that] “they seem like they’re here but they really are

agents of foreign Zionism,” and then finally the notion that the

campus itself was not a location that was safe for Jews. And this

was said publicly at large rallies and privately to me by senior col-

leagues ... who felt it would be inappropriate for us to put up any-

thing ranging from a succah ... to having a peace demonstration ...

[T]here was a widespread concern that even expressing any soli-

darity, or any speech that had to do expressly with Israel, was, in

fact, provocation.

Prof. Zoloth reported that some faculty at SESU said that “to
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speak of Israel is to speak of a ‘colonialist,” ‘fascist,” ‘ethnic cleansing
machine’ [and that] to speak of Israel at peace is the moral equivalent
of defending apartheid in South Africa.”

The SFSU campus even sported a poster with a picture of a dead
Palestinian baby with the caption “canned Palestinian children meat,
slaughtered according to Jewish rites under American license.”

Not every campus, of course, was like San Francisco State. Some
had problems; others did not. But what raised concern beyond the
incidents that gave rise to the conference call of presidents’ were
reports of Jewish students who were increasingly uncomfortable sim-
ply being able to be who they are. Some observant students would
think twice before they decided to wear a kippa in public, or had to
weigh taking a course in which they might want to speak out defend-
ing Israel, because to do so might mean sacrificing a good grade.

The presidents felt that the level of harassment on some cam-
puses was not only harmful to Jewish students, but violated a basic
tenet of free speech: that ideas could only reasonably be debated in a
hate-free environment. They also agreed that it was the responsibility
of university presidents to make sure that environment was cultivated
and maintained.

They decided to circulate a statement among their peers affirm-
ing their duty to maintain an intimidation-free campus, and to give
that statement a large distribution. While this was a project of college
presidents, spearheaded by former Dartmouth President James O.
Freedman and Brandeis President Jehuda Reinharz, AJC took on the
administrative tasks.

The process of putting the statement together and gaining sup-
port for it was an education in itself.

First, there was debate about whether the term “Zionist” should
be included in the text, since it had not only been Jewish students who
had been harassed, but also Zionists, meaning supporters of Israel’s
right to exist.

Some objected to the idea, feeling it was a bit “in your face.” But
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when a small group of Chicago-area Jewish students were told of the
debate, their answer was clear: the statement had to include the word
“Zionist.” Otherwise, as one young woman put it, the whole effort
would be “useless” since “people would condemn antisemitism in one
breath and commit it in the next, under the guise of anti-Zionism.”

In the end only one college president (a Jewish one) refused to
sign because the text included the word “Zionist.” A few others
refused to sign because they had a policy not to sign statements, and a
few more because they believed that alumni and others would inter-
pret their participation as a confession that there were problems on
their campus.

The statement read:

In the current period of worldwide political turmoil that threatens
to damage one of our country’s greatest treasures—colleges and
universities—we commit ourselves to academic integrity in two
ways. We will maintain academic standards in the classroom and
we will sustain an intimidation-free campus. These two concepts
are at the core of our profession.

Our classrooms will be open to all students, and classroom dis-
cussions must be based on sound ideas. Our campus debates will
be conducted without threats, taunts, or intimidation. We will
take appropriate steps to insure these standards. In doing so, we
uphold the best of American democratic principles.

We are concerned that recent examples of classroom and on-
campus debate have crossed the line into intimidation and hatred,
neither of which have any place on university campuses.

In the past few months, students who are Jewish or supporters
of Israel’s right to exist—Zionists—have received death threats and
threats of violence. Property connected to Jewish organizations has
been defaced or destroyed. Posters and websites displaying libelous
information or images have been widely circulated, creating an
atmosphere of intimidation.

These practices and others, directed against any person, group
or cause, will not be tolerated on campuses. All instances will be
investigated and acted upon so that the campus will remain
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devoted to ideas based on rational consideration.

We call on the American public and all members of the aca-
demic community to join us.

After most of the presidents had already signed on, about a
dozen presidents refused to sign (and one of the original signers—
President Bill Chace of Emory—withdrew) because the text did not
mention attacks on Arab and Muslim students too. Administratively,
there was no way to change the statement at this point, but even if it
could have been reworked, there was no reason to do so.

Arab and Muslim students were clearly covered by the statement
as written—it was a declaration of a president’s duty to all students.
And while Jewish students and supporters of Israel were certainly
active on campus, violence and intimidation were coming from only
one direction.

The same week that Chace pulled out, a riot by pro-Palestinian
students prevented former Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin
Netanyahu from speaking at Concordia University in Montreal.
Shortly thereafter, Jewish-linked property was defaced with swastikas
at the University of Colorado at Boulder.

To have made the statement “symmetrical” in this environment,
as this small group of presidents wished, would not only have created
an immoral equivalency between chair throwers and placard holders,
but also would have revised the narrative of the troubling facts that
had given rise to the statement in the first place.

Recall that after the attacks of September 11, many college pres-
idents and most human rights and Jewish defense organizations spoke
out clearly about the wrong of scapegoating Arabs and Muslims. No
one demanded that those statements not be issued unless they went
from the particular to the general or specifically included Jewish stu-
dents, despite the fact that antisemitic material blaming Jews and
Israel for the terrorist attacks was already circulating on campus. Yet
these few presidents complained when a statement that clearly went
from the particular to the universal did not specifically mention Arabs.
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There is little doubt that each of these presidents would have
ably handled an antisemitic incident on their campus. Yet it is difficult
not to be disturbed by their implicit statement that antisemitism does
not really matter as much as other forms of bigotry. Imagine if the
incidents giving rise to the statement had been antiblack (or antigay or
antiwomen or anti-Arab). These presidents would not have been hes-
itant to speak out without feeling a need to couple their condemna-
tion with mention of antiwhite (or antistraight or antimale or antise-
mitic) bigotry.

Why then the reluctance to mention antisemitic death threats,
uncoupled with any other form of bigotry, as a sufficient reason to
articulate a commitment to maintain a campus open to ideas, yet
closed to bigotry?

None of those who refused to sign were antisemitic. But their
action suggests other problems.

Does antisemitism matter to them as much as do other forms of
bigotry? On many campuses (and elsewhere on the left) does anti-
semitism not rate because Jews are defined as a special class of “white,”
and whites, regardless of their subgroup, are not seen as victims, but
victimizers?

Or could it be that the presidents, like many in the news media,
have gotten into the habit of not being able to discuss attacks on Jews
without discussing attacks on Palestinians? Some of this is lazy think-
ing and sloppy symmetry—the inability to report on a suicide bomber
without mentioning a “cycle of violence,” with no distinction between
a terrorist who targets civilians and Israeli countermeasures that go
after the attackers, but may hurt civilians by accident. But it also may
be more. Some reporters who write about the deaths of Israelis due to
terrorism cannot do so without mentioning the number of Palestini-
ans killed, but can easily write about Israeli actions in the West Bank
and Gaza without noting the terrorist attacks that are their predicate.
Nor do they need a symmetrical couplet when writing about attacks
on Jews by neo-Nazis.
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The small group of presidents who refused to sign on this basis
made an important statement by their stance: that when antisemitism
comes from Arabs and Muslims, it has to be treated differently than if
it comes from other sources. It can be noted and bemoaned, even crit-
icized, but it has to be contextualized—the Arabs and Muslims are
victims, too. Is there a bit of racism here?

The Palestine Solidarity Movement

While the circulation of the presidents’ statement was a success (peo-
ple debated about whether it should have included reference to Mus-
lims and Arabs, but no one questioned the essential message—that
antisemitism was a problem on some campuses which impacted the
institutions’ core values), other approaches to the problem have been
uneven.

As mentioned, following Durban, the divestment movement on
campus began. The focus of this effort, however, has subtly been
altered, when it became clear that no campus was likely to divest.
Instead, the center of gravity for this movement became the annual
Palestine Solidarity Movement meeting.

The first conference was in Berkeley in 2002, followed by ones
in Michigan, Rutgers," Ohio State, Duke, and Georgetown. Each
attracted many anti-Zionist and antisemitic speakers and produced
many anti-Israel documents."

The organized Jewish community developed an effective model
to respond to these events. The understanding, by Jewish organiza-
tions both inside and outside the campus, was that antisemitism (as
opposed to illegal activity'?) was not a sufficient reason to bar these
groups from meeting. Hateful ideas are not illegal. People may not
like the implication of this fact, but it is a fact nonetheless. If Jewish
organizations had pushed for the banning of this meeting, they would
have 1) been demanding something they would not get, and thus been
framing the battle as one they would lose, and 2) turned the PSM into
a “First Amendment martyr,” causing the question of its antisemitism
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and condoning of terror against Jews to be shunted aside.

Rather, Jewish groups argued, it is precisely because the PSM is
allowed to hold its meeting, that campus leadership—from the presi-
dent on down—have the obligation to use their own First Amend-
ment rights to denounce bigotry. In other words, the game plan
focused on the institutional self-perceptions and realities, and used
these as tools.

Part of the problem with antisemitism in the guise of anti-Zion-
ism is that it plays upon popular ignorance of Israel. Thus one coun-
terstrategy was to have Israel-related programming—music, art,
films—throughout the year. While the PSM was attempting to demo-
nize Israelis, the Jewish organizations were helping students see Israelis
instead as real human beings who cherish the same values as do Amer-
icans.

At Duke (the site of the 2004 PSM meeting), for example, the
students circulated a statement asking people to declare their con-
demnation of the murder of innocent civilians, their support of a two-
state solution, and their commitment to engage each other in respect-
ful discourse. Most student groups were willing to endorse this
statement—the PSM supporters were not. This was noticed.

The result on each of these campuses was that the PSM meetings
were marginalized, while other groups came out of the woodwork ask-
ing the Jewish student organizations on campus about joint programs
and initiatives. And attendance among Jewish students at Jewish-
related campus events rose as well.

These efforts, however, were not without downsides. The energy
and resources the Jewish organizations—on and off campus—allo-
cated to counteracting the PSM were significant, and one has to ask
the triage-related question: Were there not better uses for the efforts?
(In fact, the PSM failed to get any university to consider divestment
seriously, meaning that the Jewish community needed to put relatively
little energy into the divestment fight on campuses around the coun-
try: Instead, their attention was drawn to the annual meeting of the
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pro-divestment organizers. This was a sign of success, not danger.)
Second, Internet-circulated petitions—many of which contained fac-
tual errors (such as the assertion that the Rutgers president had kicked
PSM off his campus because of its views [he did not], and other pres-
idents should do the same)—created a drumbeat for cancellation that
was counterproductive, and made the campus leadership feel itself
under siege. There certainly is a place for creative activism, but it is
unwise to ask for something that you know you will not get. Some-
times what feels good may be self-righteous indulgence and, what is
worse, harmful.

Israel Studies: An Academic Response
to an Academic Deficiency

The most important aspect of campus antisemitism is infrequently
addressed—the influx of funding from Arab countries over the last
decades to help establish Middle East Studies programs. As Martin
Kramer chronicled in his book fvory Towers on Sand: The Failure of
Middle Eastern Studies in America, many of these departments are vir-
tual propaganda machines that ignore the human rights abuses in
every Arab country, but rail against Israel, and assert that its mere exis-
tence is an example of racism.

Couple this with the fact that the Jewish community’s focus in
terms of academic growth areas, over relatively the same period of
time, has been the creation of programs teaching about the Holocaust.
While it is clearly important to study the Holocaust, there is a dearth
of programs that teach about contemporary Isracl. Many Middle East
Studies programs vilify the Jews in Israel, and instead of academic pro-
grams teaching about Israel from a less vitriolic narrative, there are
programs teaching about Nazi Germany.

To remedy this problem, Brandeis University—in cooperation
with the American Jewish Committee—has started a summer insti-
tute, enrolling twenty professors a year to teach about Israel. Some of
the professors who participate in the institute are critics of Israeli pol-
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icy, and that is fine. Whatever they think about Israeli actions, they
must be committed to teaching—as opposed to indoctrinating—
about contemporary Israel society, warts and all.

While such an initiative is intelligent because it understands
both the type of antisemitism it is hoping to address and the institu-
tion within which it is aspires to have an impact, there are many prob-
lems with this model. There are over 3,000 colleges and universities in
the United States. If no professor ever died, it would take 150 years to
prepare at least one professor in Israel Studies for each campus.

Then there is the question of where should someone who teaches
about Israel sit in the university? If they are included in the current
Middle East Studies programs on many campuses, this will be suicide.
If they are outside, they will be less relevant. There is no easy answer to
this question, and, the options vary from campus to campus.

Other attempts to remedy this problem have been more prob-
lematic. For example, David Horowitz of Frontpage Magazine has
asserted that university courses should be balanced and that schools
adopt an academic “Bill of Rights” which would demand intellectual
“diversity.” But the purpose of a university is to shake up students’
thinking and make them uncomfortable, not treat them as if they
were passive scales that would become unbalanced if more ideas on
one side of an issue were presented than those on another. Certainly a
university is at its best when it offers students challenging exposure to
all relevant theories in any field, with the best scholarship available.
But that does not mean that an individual professor must pretend to
teach without personal bias, or that every time a political science pro-
fessor or history professor instructs his or her students about the
destructive nature of the Ku Klux Klan, he or she must “balance” that
presentation with sources that find value in the KKK. Further, when
Pennsylvania held a legislative hearing on allegations brought by
Horowitz that students were being mistreated by anticonservative ide-
ologues, Horowitz was forced to admit that allegations he put forth to
the panel could not be substantiated.”
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Columbia University

While programs that use the campus culture to its advantage, such as
the training of professors to teach modern Israel, are wiser in the long
run, they do not address another problem—the intimidation of Jew-
ish students who feel they cannot express their views openly in class
without sacrificing their grades.

In the fall of 2004 an activist group called the David Project
filmed Jewish students at Columbia University who had problems
with the Middle East Studies program there. (Columbia, it should be
noted, has a vibrant Jewish life, and the problem is largely limited to
this department, known as MEALAC, short for Middle East and
Asian Languages and Cultures.) One student—an Israeli—com-
plained that when he asked a question, a professor replied by asking
him if he had served in the Israel Defense Forces (IDF), and if he had
killed any Palestinians. The professor would not answer the question
unless the student answered his first. Another student recalled how she
was talking with a professor after a class and, looking at her green eyes,
he argued that she had no claim on the land of Israel, but he—with
brown eyes—did. And another alleged that when she asked if it were
true that Israel sometimes gave warnings before destroying buildings
so that people could get out, a professor yelled, “If youre going to
deny the atrocities being committed against Palestinians, then you can
get out of my classroom!”"*

No one really knows how widespread such incidents are at
Columbia or elsewhere, and whether such behavior translates into stu-
dents being given lower grades. In fact, although it was not clear from
the film, it turned out that the episode with the Israeli (who was not
even taking a class with this professor) did not happen in a classroom,
but at a lecture at a sorority—a key difference.” What was certain was
that there was no procedure in place to allow students comfortably to
report incidents of intimidation while also protecting the professor’s
due process rights. Columbia, commendably, understood the need for
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having such a system, and embarked on creating one.

Meanwhile, however, people and groups from outside the cam-
pus (including some politicians and Jewish groups) began blasting
Columbia in general, and the most problematic professor—Prof.
Joseph Massad—in particular. Some even called for his dismissal. The
problem was, no one had proved that Massad had done anything that
would warrant firing. Further, Massad was coming up for tenure. It
had been hoped, quietly, that because Massad was viewed as an inad-
equate scholar, when his tenure decision came up, he would be
rejected on that basis. But immediately after the attacks began, aca-
demics from across the country started a campaign to support Massad,
because they saw him as defending #heir rights to academic freedom,
and because there is always an institutional instinct to rally around
any beleaguered professor who is attacked by outside interests.

Long-term, the Jewish students taking courses in the MEALAC
program are less likely to be subjected to intimidation of this sort with
Massad gone, but those whose instincts were to yell and demand his
firing may have actually made it more likely that he will receive tenure.
And if he does not, it will be despite, and not because, of the tactics of
some organizations that failed adequately to consult with the Jewish
leadership on campus and jumped in without understanding the
workings of the institution.

It was especially counterproductive when groups blasted the
Columbia administration for appointing a faculty review committee
that included members who had signed a petition calling for divest-
ment from Israel as well as someone who had been a thesis adviser to
Massad. They claimed that the committee thus constituted was
selected to whitewash the situation, and even went so far as to put
pressure on an Israeli official not to speak on the campus in protest.
(The official cancelled, thereby harming the administration’s plan to
increase the Zionist narrative on campus.)

This stance was also insulting to the integrity of academics in
general and the members of the committee in particular. It implied



132 Antisemitism Today

that a faculty member’s political biases would render him or her inca-
pable of answering the narrow question of whether a professor mis-
treated students. Further, according to this “logic,” a professor who
signed an anti-divestment petition should not have been allowed to sit
on the committee either.

The worst part of this myopia was the focus on the process
rather than the result, and a corresponding failure to understand the
difference between campus and Jewish organizational cultures. If the
committee had been made up of five Alan Dershowitzes, and had con-
cluded that an anti-Israel faculty member engaged in improper behav-
ior, many, perhaps most, of the faculty would have disregarded that
conclusion as political. But if the committee—comprised of anti-Israel
professors and Massad’s thesis adviser—found, as it did, that some of
the incidents had taken place, no one would question the credibility of
that verdict.

Furthermore, these off-campus Jewish groups were so predis-
posed to attack the university that they blasted the report, even
though it found that there were problems and that Massad had
behaved as alleged.

The university deserved, but received too little praise for both
the committee decision and a courageous speech by Columbia Presi-
dent Lee Bollinger in which he asserted that academic freedom applies
to students and faculty alike, that academic freedom can be abused,
and that abuses have consequences. Despite some missteps, the
administration has been trying to do what it should, including actively
increasing the study of Israel on campus by creating a new chair and
holding symposia on Israel and other issues raised by this controversy.
Further, acting on a process started before the allegations, it had put
MEALAC into receivership. Its actions were designed to be accepted
by faculty because they were driven by a desire to improve the intel-
lectual life on campus, rather than to respond to outside pressures or
political agendas.

A grassroots Jewish leader complained that there was any praise
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for Columbia’s actions. When challenged to point to something unfair
in the commendation of “positive steps,” he laughed, saying, “This is
not about fairness. We're in a war. We have to keep on the attack.”

His approach will probably succeed in raising money and fears,
but it will not help the Jewish students at Columbia. Nor will state-
ments, as some have made, comparing students on college campuses
to “refuseniks” in the old Soviet Union. Clearly the administration of
Columbia is not the KGB. The hysteria created from distorting the
real problems into something much larger resulted in many calls to
Jewish organizations from parents, asking whether they should send
their child to Columbia. They asked with the same trepidation as if
they were inquiring about sending their child to study in Ramallah.
The irony is that such hysteria may indeed lead some Jewish parents to
send their children to other schools instead of Columbia, thereby
reducing the vibrancy of the Jewish community there in a way that
Joseph Massad never could.

Rather than distort the situation and attack from outside, inter-
ested groups would be better advised to work with the professionals
on the ground to address real needs. For example, Simon Klarfeld, the
Hillel director at Columbia, reports that progressive Jewish students
sometimes tell him that they have attended a pro-Palestinian program
in which someone claims that “Jews control the media,” and two days
later it hits the student that that was antisemitism. In coordination
with AJC, Klarfeld then invited a leftist expert on antisemitism (one
of the members of the group mentioned in the last chapter) to run a
workshop with progressive Jewish students to better understand anti-
semitism.

Iesting for Bigotry

The fact is that many American campuses, including elite ones, are
generally more left-leaning than the rest of society. What is needed are
programs and publications that address sympathetically the progres-
sive politics of many young students, and demonstrate how those pol-
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itics are being subverted when it comes to questions of anti-Zionism.
For example, they should be challenged to apply a basic test for iden-
tifying bigotry in any situation: Take the same scenario, change the
players (gender, sexual orientation, religion, race, etc.) and see if the
same rules apply."” In most instances regarding Jews and Israel, it is
easy to document that the same rules do not apply. (Or as Emory Uni-
versity Professor Deborah Lipstadt put it, the problem is with the
assumption that Israel is always wrong, which then ordains the debate
to be about the question, “How wrong?”**)

Conversely, there are too many instances when progressive Jew-
ish students, who care deeply about both the security of Jews in Israel
and the suffering of Palestinians, consider themselves marginalized by
the mainstream Jewish organizations on campus. They feel pressured
to “choose” a side, when their values lead them to support aspects of
each. It is neither wise nor fair to put them in this position, nor to
ignore their quandary.

One additional problem on campus in recent years (following
the intifada which began in 2000) has been that too few students have
had Israel experiences, which provide them with both the credibility
and the context to address some of the issues that come up, as well as
the bigoted charges. (For example, the claim that Jews in Israel are
white Europeans, when the majority of Israeli Jews are Jews from Arab
countries and their descendants, or the claim that Muslims have a
prior claim to Jerusalem, which is effectively refutable when one can
describe the Western Wall.) Hopefully there will be increased oppor-
tunity for programs such as birthright Israel” and Project Interchange,
to take Jews (birthright) and leaders, including those from campuses
(Project Interchange), to Israel.

Finally, there is a tendency among some in the Jewish commu-
nity to make a single demand and a particular threat when con-
fronting anti-Israel and antisemitic events on a campus: The demand
is that the administration silence the haters, and the threat is that Jew-
ish alumni will curtail or stop their financial support. Rather than
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being influenced by these voices to attack the university, the organ-
ized Jewish community should rather seek ways to work in partner-
ship with the campus leadership, with an understanding that, if the
problems are to be fixed, the changes have to come from within the
structure of the academy, and in resonance with its goals and self-
image. Rather than silence distasteful and dogmatic anti-Israel voices,
the university should make sure that the Zionist narrative is taught
t0o, and that serious scholarship is improved (which will then expose
the shallowness of the dogmatic approach). Columbia, as noted, is not
only going to create a chair in Israel studies, but is also bringing in
visiting scholars from Israel. A major Jewish donor, instead of pulling
funds, is instead providing money to create a series of symposia on the
issues involved in the controversy. This is a much more intelligent
approach.

Neither the initiatives outlined here, nor better internal Jewish
communal analysis of the college situation, will “solve” antisemitism
on campus. But each would be an important part in an overall pro-
gram to address significant aspects of the problem.



We can’t solve problems by using the same kind of thinking

we used when we created them.

—Albert Einstein

Look at the bright side, but don'’t look too long or you'll be
blinded.

—Emily Stern

Chapter Eleven
The Danger of Relying on Old,
Unproven Gauges and Answers

In the last chapters we have examined what antisemitism is, how it
manifests itself, what purposes it serves, and how it impacts different
regions and institutions. And we have begun the discussion of how to
combat it in the twenty-first century.

How we understand any particular manifestation of anti-
semitism is critical to how we craft counterstrategies. But as we have
seen in Chapter One, antisemitism can be motivated by religious
teachings, by views on race, by political considerations, or a combina-
tion of these factors. People who practice one kind of antisemitism
may not fall on the radar screen of the measurement of another kind.

Surveys

The attitudinal surveys we use to gauge antisemitism focus almost
exclusively on individual attitudes toward “Jews” and concentrate on
stereotypes. The benefit of these surveys, which have been used for
decades, is that they offer comparative snapshots. They give a relative
measurement, from one survey to the next. Traditionally, they ask the
randomly surveyed respondents whether they agree or disagree with
certain stereotypes about Jews. For example: “Jews stick together more
than other Americans; Jews always like to be at the head of things;
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Jews are more loyal to Israel than America; Jewish businesspeople are
so shrewd that others don't have a fair chance at competition; Jews
have too much power in the U.S. today,” and six similar questions.
Those who agree with 0 or 1 are considered nonantisemitic. Those
who agree with 2-5 are considered in the “middle,” and those who
agree with 6 or more of 11 items are deemed “most antisemitic.”™

As important as these surveys are, they have some problems.
First, labeling a certain part of the population most antisemitic and
another part not (since most reporting neglects to mention the “mid-
dle” figures, which have hovered between 35 percent and 41 percent
in recent years), creates a black-and-white picture, when the reality
comes in shades of gray. Antisemitism is not like a light switch—either
it is on or off. Most people are probably somewhat antisemitic, just as
most people are probably somewhat racist or homophobic or sexist.

Second, as many of the examples in the preceding chapters illus-
trate, antisemitism is not merely a matter of individual attitudes. It
plays out in social and political settings. Social psychology teaches that
ordinary people who normally would not harm another person will do
so when put in the right environment. Recall Durban, which had the
flavor of an intellectual gang rape. It was partly enabled by those who
would likely not be labeled antisemitic by such a survey, yet in this
environment did not step forward to defend the victims.

Third, these surveys tend to look at Jews in isolation. It is one
thing to announce that a certain percent of the American population
think Jews have too much power—a classic stereotype. But does this
statistic resonate differently when one considers it in comparison to
other groups? For example, in 1982 a Roper survey showed respon-
dents a list of groups and institutions, and asked which ones do “you
feel have too much power and influence over our country’s policies?”
Eighteen percent said “Israel” and 14 percent said, “the Jews.” While
8 percent said WASPS, 8 percent said Spanish-speaking Americans,
and 8 percent said the Catholic Church, 39 percent said labor unions,
and 46 percent said the Arab oil nations. Furthermore, 63 percent
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listed the wealthy, 52 percent large business corporations, 36 percent
organized crime, and 41 percent the press.

Fourth, individual attitudes, while important, are not the arbiter
of the level of antisemitism. There is no true index, but in any coun-
try such an assessment must include the frequency of antisemitic acts,
the general political tenor, the willingness of leaders to speak out
denouncing antisemitism, the strength of antisemitic political groups,
the capacity of law enforcement and the Jewish community to
respond, the content and frequency of stories in the media that might
impact antisemitism, and the climate on campuses and in other key
institutions, among other factors.

Another problem with the polls became clear in 2002. An ADL
poll found that 17 percent of the American population was antise-
mitic, but that only 3 percent of college students were. However, that
year AJC, ADL, and most Jewish organizations were putting more
energy and resources into combating campus antisemitism than they
had in memory. Was this anomaly because the 3 percent were more
active than the 17 percent? Perhaps. Or perhaps the attitudinal surveys
were gauging one type of antisemitism when another was in play.

Whereas the classic religious-based or race-based antisemite
might have a problem with the individual Jew, this is much less likely
with the contemporary political (anti-Zionist) antisemite. He or she
would not have a problem with living next door to a Jew or marrying
a Jew. In the United States, he or she would see Jews as just as much a
part of the social compact as anyone else. This person would not even
necessarily have a problem with the collective “Jew,” but would have a
problem with the political expression of that collective, the State of
Israel. In fact, some of the purveyors of anti-Zionism on campus are
Jews.

The surveys, then, fail adequately to pick up this important type
of antisemitism. We need new instruments which, while still being
able to produce data to be compared with the historic figures, also give
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insights into the contemporary ways in which antisemitic attitudes are
being formed and expressed.

Education

Another presumption that drives much of the antisemitism program-
ming in the U.S. and abroad is the belief that anti-bias education in
general, and Holocaust education in particular, are an antidote to anti-
semitism.> Touched on briefly in the introduction, this subject
deserves fuller treatment here.

A few years before the collapse of the Middle East peace process,
there was a series of attacks on immigrants and also on some Jews in
Germany. AJC, which had produced a highly acclaimed anti-bias edu-
cational program called “Hands Across the Campus,” was contem-
plating exporting this product to Germany. It was also considering the
possibility of working with another U.S.-based educational organiza-
tion, Facing History and Ourselves, to combat the problem of hateful
youngsters engaging in violence against racial and religious minorities
there.

One question was whether educational programs that used the
Holocaust as part of their lesson plan would be transferable to Ger-
many where the Holocaust was part of its national history. But an
even more basic question was: How do we know these educational
programs work?

Many well-received programs had been evaluated to gauge what
the teachers thought of them, but none to see whether they worked on
the students over time. The Carnegie Foundation had funded one
short-term review of “Facing History.” During one school year the
study looked at 212 eighth-grade “Facing History” students, and com-
pared them to 134 similar non-“Facing History” students.*

While the study focused mostly at the program’s impact on vio-
lence, it also included a scale on racism. Leaving aside some problems
with the scale—it included opposition to affirmative action as an indi-
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cation of racism (which it could be, but need not be), its findings were
intriguing. It found that girl students and those classified as “non-
fighters” emerged from the program less racist, but it made no differ-
ence for boys, and (as with the control group) those classified as “fight-
ers” actually became more racist while going through the program.
There was also no follow-up to see if even the minimal positive effects
on girls and nonfighters (clearly not the type who were causing Ger-
mans their problem, by the way) held over time.

Unfortunately, there are ample precedents for costly educational
initiatives having no lasting impact. As Cookie Stephan, a professor of
psychology at New Mexico State University at Las Cruces, noted in
her paper, “The Evaluation of Multicultural Education Programs:
Techniques and a Meta-Analysis,” there have been highly praised
school-based anti-smoking campaigns for over a quarter century, and
one of the most extensive is that in Washington State. It uses puppet
play about second-hand smoke in elementary school, role-play on say-
ing “no” in middle school, and testimony from tobacco trials in high
school. A fifteen-year study was conducted covering 8,400 students.
The result? Those who went through the program were just as likely to
smoke as those who did not.

Stephan also cited the DARE program, which stands for Drug
Abuse Resistance Education, popularly known as “just say no.” The
program started in 1983. Three quarters of the elementary schools in
the United States use it. Over $126 million has been spent on it. And
it turns out, kids who went through this program were just as likely to
use drugs as those who did not. As one commentator noted, what felt
good did not do good.

Stephan conducted a meta-analysis of the small number of stud-
ies on anti-bias curricula. None of these were long-term studies, and
her conclusion—that these curricula likely help reduce prejudice—is
suspect because, as she herself points out, “It is almost certain that
evaluations showing no or negative differences were conducted but
did not see print.”
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She also stressed that there was little data on the differences
between the programs. Some use texts; others, experiential models, for
example. Some are used in one grade, some another. Even if these pro-
grams do work, there is too little data to direct an educator to choose
which type of program, targeted to which gender, at which age level,
would be the best investment.

Fighting hate in general, or antisemitism in particular, is a zero-
sum game. Money spent on educational programs cannot be spent
elsewhere. Is it possible that those concerned with changing bigoted
attitudes and behavior are defaulting to a safe-sounding formula that
may be doing no good at all?

Studying Hate

The presumption that underlies much of this educational activity is
that people are somehow blank slates, and that they get polluted with
hate along the way. It is presumed that if we could somehow stop
them from being so poisoned, or after they are exposed, give them an
antidote, there would be less hatred and antisemitism.

That presumption is wrong. Hate is normative. AJC has a poster
of cuddly little babies of different skin color, all in diapers, over the
caption “No One Is Born Hating.” True. But no one is born speaking
either. At a certain point, not speaking is considered odd. Hatred is
normative, too. We may need help identifying whom to hate, but to
hate comes naturally.

In 2004 Gonzaga University’s Institute for Action against Hate
held the first International Conference to Establish the Field of Hate
Studies. The principle behind the conference was that hate is a nor-
mative part of the human experience. For as long as there have been
people, regardless of when or where, or what the major religion, eco-
nomic or political system was, people have always demonstrated the
capacity to label someone an “other,” and then hate him, sometimes
with deadly results.

We have integrated, interdisciplinary fields of academic inquiry



142 Antisemitism Today

addressing other basic human conditions. People get sick, so we have
a discipline of medicine that is more than its component parts, such as
biology and chemistry. People need shelter, so we have an academic
field of architecture that is more than its component parts of mathe-
matics, physics, and art. People have also always found ways to hate
each other. Antisemitism, of course, is one of the most persistent types
of hate, but it is also a subset of this human capacity.

While there is much to be learned from the different disciplines,
including psychology, social psychology, history, political science, soci-
ology, and many others, each looks at hatred in frustrating isolation.
Hatred is not only a matter of what is going on in a person’s mind, or
what happens when the person is in a social setting, or how groups or
nations function. It operates on all these, as well as additional, planes
at the same time, and there is a crying need for a discipline that looks
at hatred comprehensively instead of piecemeal.

Such a discipline will be critically involved in analyzing educa-
tional programs that supposedly reduce prejudice and/or anti-
semitism. Before we throw more money into these educational pro-
grams, simply on unproven faith that somehow they work, we need to
make sure they do, and that their impacts are not short-lived, but hold
over time. And if some of them do indeed work over time, we need to
then ask which models work best (text-driven, experiential, etc.), at
what ages, and in what environments.® And if it is proven that anti-
bias education works, then it must a part of basic education. (We
would not have outside groups come into schools and teach the only
reading or math to which students were exposed, a program here, a
lesson there. If there are educational tools that are proven to work,
they should be part of the basic curricula.)

The challenge is that the providers of these programs, honestly
believing they work, would rather put money into programs than eval-
uation. They also know that these endeavors are good public relations
vehicles and money-raisers. And they are aware that a negative review
would be devastating. Since they are not likely to test their own prod-
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uct, outside reviews need to be conducted. As the field of hate studies
is becoming established, one of its first concrete projects should be a
long-term study of anti-bias and Holocaust-related education.

Current Challenges

But even if hate studies scholars, or some other institution, undertakes
such a study in the years ahead, what should we be doing now? At the
present there is no proof that these programs work, and some evidence
that they may be painting pictures of Jews that make it more difficult
to unpack and challenge the contemporary ways in which anti-
semitism is expressed.

At a minimum, until it is shown that Holocaust education pro-
grams actually work, it is imperative that Jewish agencies and other
institutions, such as the U.S. State Department, stop recommending
Holocaust education as an antidote for antisemitism (as opposed to
recommending it as important history with important historical les-
sons to be learned). If educational initiatives are to be undertaken in
the U.S., France, and other countries, they must address antisemitism
in all its varieties, not simply the Holocaust. The vilification of live
Jews, not only dead ones, needs to be the focus.”

Furthermore, because it is “politically correct” to prescribe Holo-
caust education as a cure for antisemitism, Jewish agencies and well-
intentioned people in the U.S. government are allowing countries that
have a real problem with antisemitism too easy an out.

In France, for example, the main problem facing the Jewish
community is multilayered. Its outward expression is the vilification of
Jews and Israel by imams and others within the Muslim community,
but further inside is a tradition of antisemitism that now finds its vent
hole mostly regarding the State of Israel. France is certainly not an
antisemitic country, but in recent years the question of whether
French Jews are fully accepted inside the social compact is once again
being raised.

These are real problems, but are they being adequately addressed
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by the promotion of Holocaust education? The evidence, particularly
among progressives in Western Europe, is that the imagery of the
Holocaust has become the stock tool of those promoting antisemitism.
As Yehoshua Amishav wrote in Haaretz:*
The dramatic development of the past three years is that blaming
Israel, and condemnation of Jews' support for Israel, are based with
increasing frequency on the use of the memory of the Holocaust....
This phenomenon is so widespread that a spokesman for the
Israeli Embassy in Belgium asked two years ago that Yad Vashem
discontinue the ceremonies for honoring the “Righteous of the
Nations” (non-Jews who saved Jews during the Holocaust),
because at almost every ceremony there was an incident involving
... disgraceful comparisons by one of the participants [along the
lines of ] ... “You are doing to the Palestinians what they did to you
in the Holocaust.”

This trend is not the result of poor teaching about the Holo-
caust, but the failure to address contemporary antisemitism and to
show how images associated with the Holocaust are used to promote
bigotry. The real educational challenge is how to teach about today’s
antisemitism, and how to evaluate that teaching over time to make
sure it is having an impact.

It is unfortunate that an otherwise exceptionally valuable State
Department Report on Global Antisemitism suggested that countries
that have real problems with resurgent antisemitism should be praised,
not for their response to these challenges, but for educating about or
memorializing the Holocaust. Perhaps the schizophrenia of this
approach was nowhere more apparent than in the report’s section on
Sweden, which noted both a dramatic increase in antisemitic hate
crimes and the perception of the Jewish community that these inci-
dents were linked to immigrant populations, leftists, and events in the
Middle East. Yet the State Department document observed approv-
ingly that “the Government took steps to combat antisemitism by
increasing awareness of Nazi crimes and the Holocaust.” Meanwhile,
not mentioned in the report were Swedish rallies that demonized
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Israel and a riot by anti-Israel protestors at an Israel festival.”

A third, related, problem is that some organizations tend to
focus uncritically on “new” vent holes for antisemitism, and highlight
them, both for programming and fund-raising purposes, without a
sufficient analysis of how significant they really are.

The Internet is a prime example. The first “hate” Web site, cre-
ated by David Duke’s protégé, Don Black, appeared in 1995. Accord-
ing to various estimates, there are probably about 4,000 hate sites
worldwide." There is no doubt that the Internet has provided haters a
new and easier, interactive means of communication. It has also pro-
vided them with a sense of community and power that is clearly dis-
proportionate to their numbers. But how significant are these sites?

While there are some terrible things on them, most antisemitism
monitoring groups point to the number of sites, rather than to the
more important quantity: How frequently are they visited? If there
were a library with a million books, but ten visitors a day, and another
with 10,000 books, but 500 visitors each day, which would have the
larger real world impact?

In reality, these sites get very little traction. What is more, the
total number of Web sites available today on the Internet is over one
hundred million. Four thousand hate sites is a very small number.

The undue harping about hate sites on the Internet means there
are fewer resources for other initiatives to combat more urgent, real-
world problems of antisemitism. Which is more important, tem-
porarily blocking a Web site with a collection of lies about Jews that
have to be searched out to access (and that, if blocked, will likely reap-
pear under another URL), or encouraging European countries better
to address the challenge of foreign-funded imams teaching a growing
segment of European society to see Jews in demonic terms? When
Jewish groups claim that the Internet is a front-burner problem, Euro-
pean countries reluctant to face more urgent challenges are given
license to avoid addressing them. Following our direction, they often
choose the wrong target.



146 Antisemitism Today

For example, the major conference held in recent years on hate
and the Internet was in Paris in 2004, sponsored by the French gov-
ernment through OSCE. In France, where a wave of antisemitic vio-
lence started in 2000, the government wanted to do something to
counter hate. But there was also a subtext to the conference: Many of
the hate sites were run through American servers, so here was a way to
blame the U.S. for a problem. The French, of course, wanted to have
hate sites—including those based in America—banned, in violation of
the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Americans, of course,
would not go along.

Saner voices prevailed at the conference—those focusing on
what the countries could do in common, such as asking providers to
enforce codes of conduct, monitoring, developing Web sites that
expose haters and counter hatred, etc. But what was startling—though
not surprising—is that no one could give a single example of someone
committing a real-world hate crime, antisemitic or otherwise, because
of the Internet, despite the conference’s title: “OSCE Meeting on the
Relationship between Racist, Xenophobic and Anti-Semitic Propa-
ganda on the Internet and Hate Crimes.”

Of course, the Internet should be of concern because it is used
for transmitting encrypted messages for terrorists and other illegal
matters. It should certainly be monitored for hate and antisemitism.
And while there are some indications that certain white supremacist
online forums™ and new online gaming programs are growing con-
cerns, the suggestion that it is either #be or 2 major problem in con-
temporary hatred is as misplaced as suggesting that books or movies
are the “cause” of the problem. Since there is no practical way to hide
hatred on the Internet, to the extent that it is a real problem, let us
develop curricula that teach youngsters how to identify and reject hate
in this new medium.”
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New Challenges for Jewish Communal Organizations

Unlike other communities that struggle to have even one or two com-
munal defense agencies, the American Jewish community is blessed
with many, most of which do very valuable work. But none of these
organizations are immune from organizational challenges, competing
pulls, and contradictions. All sincerely believe that their programs
work, but do not have sufficient resources devoted to long-term test-
ing to evaluate whether they are effective. These agencies are not like
drug companies, which will be held accountable if they cannot prove
that there is a reason to believe their products produce results.

Fighting antisemitism wisely requires making sure that the
strategies selected fit the circumstances in which they will operate, and
that presumptions about what will be effective are based as much as
possible on proof and not belief. It is critically important that
resources not be squandered on attractive-sounding, but ultimately
ineffective initiatives. Jewish agencies should consider setting aside a
portion of their budgets for thorough, long-term evaluation of their
projects, solicit grant money to do so, or consider other ways of
achieving this goal.

Those who combat antisemitism and bigotry in the years to
come can ill afford to make assumptions based on faith rather than
solid research. Jewish communal agencies should model how to inte-
grate research into programs, and should insist on long-term evalua-
tion of effectiveness of any initiative designed to change attitudes or
behavior.



In 2050, there will be three times as many people living here
as in 1960—420 million. White Americans will be a
minority, 49 percent, and falling. Hispanics in the United
States, over 100 million, will be equal to the entire popula-
tion of Mexico today. Our Asian population will be almost
as large as our African-American population roday.

. 1
—Patrick Buchanan

The Jewish population in the U.S. will drop from 5.7 mil-
lion in 2000 to 5.6 million in 2020, to 4.7 million in
2050 and 3.8 million in 2080.

—Data from the 2000 American Jewish Year Book®

Chapter Twelve
Looking Ahead in the United States

What is the battle against antisemitism likely to be in the near future?
No one has a crystal ball. Few in 1999 would have anticipated
the implications of the collapse of the Middle East peace process, the
level of the antisemitism at Durban, or the attacks of September 11,
2001. These “trigger” events are never easy to foretell. Nor can anyone
fully predict the timing of other events that might, at least, have some
moderating effect, perhaps ratcheting down the volume of demoniza-
tion of Jews and Israel (such as a reinvigorated peace process).’
However, other things are predictable. In the United States,
there will be significant demographic changes. By the year 2050, the
American Jewish community will probably be smaller than it is today,
both in real numbers and, even more so, as a percentage of the overall
population. It is likely that this smaller community will have fewer
resources and greater challenges. If the projections for 2050 hold true,
America will then be majority nonwhite. For most Americans this
change will likely be irrelevant, or even positive. But just as we have
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seen the rise of anti-immigrant and racist parties and personalities in
Europe, something similar could occur here.

Christian ldentity and Christian Patriotism

There are ideologies and theologies afloat that might provide some
attraction to those who fear a nonwhite majority.* At the extreme are
the views that animated the movers and shakers of the militia move-
ment in the 1990s, namely Christian Identity and Christian Patrio-
tism.

Christian Identity is an offshoot of British Israelism, a nine-
teenth-century theology that claimed that the residents of the British
Isles were descendants of the lost tribes of Israel. This theology was
embraced and then distorted by some leading American antisemites in
the early part of the twentieth century. In its most basic formulation,
Christian Identity preaches that there were two creations—a failed
creation, which resulted in people of color, and a successful creation,
which produced Adam and Eve. Eve, impregnated by Adam, pro-
duced Abel, whose descendants were white Nordic, Aryan people.
Eve, impregnated by Satan, produced Cain, whose descendants are
those people known today as Jews. This theology preaches, therefore,
that nonwhites are subhuman (called “mud people”), and that Jews
are literally Satanic.

While Christian Identity is a fringe phenomenon, it has had an
impact. Some of the most important militia leaders were Christian
Identity adherents.

Christian Patriotism is akin to Christian Identity, except that it is
a uniquely American phenomenon. (One can be a Christian Identity
adherent in Australia, Great Britain, etc.) Christian Patriotism
preaches that the United States is the biblical Promised Land—prom-
ised, of course, to whites. It views the Constitution and the Bill of
Rights as scripture, and the post-Bill of Rights amendments as in
derogation of God’s design. Thus equal rights for all people and citi-
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zenship for anyone born in the United States (the Fourteenth Amend-
ment), suffrage for women (the Nineteenth Amendment), and the
other post-Bill of Rights amendments are sacrilege. Terry Nichols, one
of the Oklahoma City bombers, was a Christian Patriot.

While neither of these theologies/ideologies are likely to become
mainstream, it is possible that they will pick up more adherents in the
decades to come, because they make people feel that they are fighting
for the survival of their “race,” in service of God, against Jews and peo-
ple of color, and the government that dares give members of such
groups equal protection of the law. As mentioned earlier, Ken Toole,
head of the Montana Human Rights Network and a state senator,
described the militia movement during its heyday as a “funnel moving
through space.” At the wide end of the funnel, he saw everyday peo-
ple being attracted by issues such as gun control, the intrusiveness of
the federal government, and environmental regulations. A bit further
in the funnel, people were being animated by conspiracy theories,
including antisemitic ones. At the tip of the funnel were those who
were eager to act on their beliefs, such as a Timothy McVeigh. The
importance of this model is that it predicts that the greater the num-
ber of people at the outer stages of the funnel, the more pressure there
will be for people to come out the small end.

History also shows that racist and antisemitic paramilitary
groups are a part of American history—they were present in the 1920s
with the KKK, in the 1960s with the Minutemen, in the 1970-80s
with the Posse Comitatus, and in the 1990s with the militia move-
ment. The likelihood is that they will appear again (some associated
with the new anti-immigrant Minutemen have this pedigree), but if
there is a more generalized fear of America’s changing demographics,
they might get more traction.

Additionally, while such movements will still likely be on the
fringes, they will also have two other impacts. First, in smaller rural
communities, racist groups from time to time have had dispropor-
tionate influence, whether electing public officials or running radio
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stations. While what happens in small towns in Montana and Idaho
will not be noticed on the national stage, it can make life very difficult
for people in those small communities.

Secondly, history also teaches that “beyond the pale” ideas
pushed by fringe groups frequently get picked up by mainstream
politicians, both because they see these issues as ones likely to work for
them, and because they want to steal the thunder of those who are
challenging their leadership.

The basic premise of these far-right extremist groups, as well as
other such white supremacists, is that people of color pose a mortal
danger to the survival of whites, and that Jews are behind this nefari-
ous plot to destroy whites by promoting affirmative action, equal
rights, and immigration, among other initiatives.

Immigration

Given the attacks of September 11, and the extreme likelihood that we
will face such attacks again, it is also likely that those pushing an anti-
immigrant line will be able to draw some people into their movement
from the starting point of fear of terrorism, just as some of the militia
types used the issue of gun ownership rights. It would not be surpris-
ing, therefore, to see a growing anti-immigrant movement gain steam
in the decades ahead, and such a movement would be a vehicle
through which much antisemitism and racism would be promoted.

What can be done about this? First, advocates, NGOs, and the
media must ensure that people understand the difference between
adequate and reasonable security measures to control who comes into
our country, on the one hand, and racist exclusionary policies on the
other. Secondly, they must expose those who would try to abuse peo-
ple’s fears to promote their own antisemitic and racist agendas. And
thirdly, they should pay special attention to, and when appropriate
work closely with Hispanic groups, who will likely face the most seri-
ous challenges on this issue in the years ahead from hate crimes, bal-
lot initiatives, responding to politicians’ speeches, media, etc.
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Jewish groups are already cooperating on a variety of issues with
Hispanics, and have created a Latino-Jewish Coalition. Working with
other ethnic groups is especially important when addressing race-
based antisemitism, as in the far-right racist movement, because all
minority groups are targets, and can most effectively address these
dangers in coalition.

But there is another reason, too. Survey data have shown His-
panics to be one of the more antisemitic subgroups in America, with
new immigrants more antisemitic than those who have been in the
United States for a time.” Recall that the surveys only look at attitudes
derived from a standard index of anti-Jewish stereotypes. And note
also that Hispanics come predominately from the heavily Catholic
societies in Latin America, where the teachings of Vatican II have not
penetrated as well as in other countries.

By such forward-looking initiatives as the Latino-Jewish Coali-
tion, programs will be put in place to help counteract religious-based
antisemitism within the Latino community, and address any Jewish
groups that come under the sway of racist anti-immigrant appeals.
Such a collaborative enterprise can productively combat all forms of
antisemitism and bigotry. (Some of the Latino members of Latino-
Jewish dialogue groups have traveled to Israel and are effective within
their own communities debunking anti-Zionism.)

Hate Speech

If racism and antisemitism become stronger in the U.S. in the decades
to come, especially when people are scared by acts of terror, it is likely
there will be voices advocating suppression of freedom of speech. This
is a very dangerous and usually counterproductive tact.

While clear appeals to, and incitement of, imminent violence
against anyone is illegal, most racist and antisemitic incitement—
while bone-chilling—is nonetheless protected speech. Only in the
clearest, most extreme cases, should suppression be allowed.

It is not the purpose of this book to argue the merits of the First
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Amendment, or to question the laws in other democratic countries
that attempt to limit speech for, among other reasons, the spread of
bigotry.

The problems with suppressing speech in the United States” are
threefold.® First, such attempts would change the public debate from
the bigotry expressed to that of the rights of the haters. Second, the
debate about the suppression of the bigot’s speech will actually give
the bigot free publicity. And third, while laws are one part of the bat-
tle of bigotry, they tend to be a black hole, sucking away the awareness
of and willingness to pursue other vehicles that might have better
effect.

This debate has been engaged in one form or another since
1977, when the ACLU defended the rights of neo-Nazis to march in
Skokie, Illinois. Over the decades many lesser known marches by
white supremacists were held, and the communities have generally
tried two different approaches (besides the tactic of trying to deny the
haters a permit, which frequently ends up in a losing court suit): 1)
encouraging businesses and others to close down during the march,
effectively “pulling up the sidewalks” and figuratively turning their
backs on the haters; 2) counterevents—either counterprotests (which
are risky since they always have the potential for violence) or the hold-
ing of a community event against hatred in some other location.

While each of these tactics has its benefits, a group in Pennsyl-
vania came up with another approach in the late 1990s. Faced with a
neo-Nazi rally, the community decided to solicit donations, pledges
tied to how long the hate fest ran. The longer it went on, the more
money would be raised for community programs against hatred,
police hate crime training, and the like. This brilliant tactic, while
respecting the free speech rights of the bigots, actually inflicted a cost.
Ten people might show up at the rally, but they would in effect raise
thousands of dollars for initiatives that would be the haters’ worst
nightmare.

The beauty of this approach is that it understood that, except in
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the exceptionally rare case, hateful speech cannot be suppressed.
Instead of fighting a losing battle and giving the haters a victory (and
publicity for their message), they instead organized the community
against hatred, gave people something they could do, raised money
for combating bigotry, and created not only a dilemma for the haters,
but actually a deterrent from holding future rallies.

This model, called Project Lemonade, has been used by other
communities with success in recent years. Its broader use, in other sit-
uations in which hateful movements use public forums, would be
much more effective than attempts at suppression.’

Further, attempts at prohibiting speech not only backfire, they
also give an excuse for people in authority to disengage from the more
difficult things they should be doing. For example, in the late 1980s
and early 1990s, there was an attempt to impose “hate speech” codes
on college campuses. Aside from their constitutional impossibilities,
and their practical problems,' they were a subterfuge. College admin-
istrators could point to a rule saying “thou shall not say hateful
things,” and assert they were effectively dealing with bigotry and inter-
group tension on campus. The real problems, of course, lay in lack of
training of students and staff, absence of infrastructure for reporting
incidents of hate, no clear understanding of what was supposed to
happen when an incident occurred, failure to review the curricula, lack
of a survey of intergroup tensions, and the reality that many students
came to campus without having experienced living with students who
were different from themselves.

Middle East Triggers

Another concern is whether events in or related to the Middle East
will be a “trigger” for antisemitism in the U.S. This has been an his-
toric fear of the Jewish community, but one which—while real—
should not be overstated. Recall that during the Arab oil crisis of the
1970s, there was a concern that Jews would be blamed for the long

Looking Ahead 155

lines and high prices at gas stations. They were not. Americans under-
stood that the Arab regimes were responsible.

Yet, in recent years, tensions in the Middle East in general, and
specific incidents relating to Isracl, have been the backdrop for
increased articulation of two antisemitic canards, one which combines
claims of Jewish “dual loyalty” with visions of inordinate Jewish
power; the other, a left-wing/religious-based singling out of Israel.

It was one thing for Pat Buchanan and Ralph Nader to talk of
Jewish “cabals” and Israeli “puppeteers,” but in the controversial lead-
up to the second Iraq war,'" many looked for someone to blame, and
the answer for some was the “neoconservatives.”

“Neocons,” a shorthand term meaning “neoconservatives,” were
indeed among the intellectual architects of the war, including such
people as Richard Perle, Douglas Feith, and Paul Wolfowitz. While
many neocons are not Jewish, many are, and they are very clear in
their support of Israel and their belief that it is good for both America
and Israel if there is an increase in democracy in the Middle East.

That this group has some intellectual capacity to influence
events in the Bush administration is without question, as President
George Bush is himself a neocon. But there is a clear distinction
between recognizing that the president sees the world in much the
same way as a group with a distinct ideology, on the one hand, and the
claim that outside think tanks and midlevel government officials
somehow have taken control of the government, and that non-Jews in
leadership positions when the decision to go to war against Iraq was
made—President Bush, Vice President Dick Cheney, Secretary of
State Colin Powell, National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice, Sec-
retary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld—were not making their own
decisions, and instead were controlled by a group of Jews.

As mentioned earlier, this is a “lite” version of the Protocols’ claim
of a Jewish cabal, and the white supremacist assertion that the U.S. is
secretly ruled by a “Zionist Occupied Government.” It is “lite” because
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it does not necessarily presuppose a long-running, continuing, all-
encompassing secret Jewish control over government, but rather claims
such powers over particular government officials or policies under
more narrow parameters. Nonetheless, the similarities—Dboth in the
tropes and the dangerous promoting of vilification of Jews—are real.

Such assertions became more commonplace in early 2003, typi-
fied by a claim by Congressman James P. Moran (D-VA) that “[i]f it
were not for the strong support of the Jewish community for this war
with Iraq, we would not be doing this.” Secretary of State Colin Pow-
ell actually had to tell a House Appropriations Subcommittee: “The
strategy with respect to Iraq has derived from our interests in the
region and our support of UN resolutions over time. It is not driven
by any small cabal that is buried away somewhere, that is telling Pres-
ident Bush or me or Vice President Cheney or [National Security
Adviser] Condoleezza Rice or other members of the administration
what our policies should be.”

While such claims died down right after Saddam Hussein was
defeated, they show signs of building again as U.S. troops remain in
Iraq and things continue to go poorly. Likewise, if there is another ter-
ror attack in the U.S. and the perpetrators claim it is in retaliation for
U.S. Middle East policy, or if a real peace process should ever emerge
and it seems that the Israelis are not being forthcoming, the rumblings
against Jewish political power may again be heard.”

In March 2006, two professors, John ]. Mearsheimer and Stephen
M. Walt, wrote a paper entitled 7he Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy,
which was part of a series of “working papers” coming out of Harvard
University’s John E Kennedy School of Government. While it would be
unfair to dismiss the entire paper as antisemitic, it did contain whiffs of
antisemitism in places, especially when it accused “the Lobby” of
“[cJontrolling the debate ... because a candid discussion of U.S.-Israeli
relations might lead Americans to favor a different policy,” and when it
chose subheadings such as “The Tail Wagging the Dog.”"*

The problem with the Mearsheimer-Walt paper was not that it
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raised the question of whether support of Israel was a logical American
policy or that it examined the lobbying tactics of Israel’s supporters.
Rather, it suffered from substandard scholarship throughout (for
example, simply asserting that support for Israel is against the U.S.’s
interest, without citation of facts or giving a detailed analysis), and
from the inevitable progression of dogmatic thinking. Walt and
Mearsheimer firmly believe that Israel is a strategic liability and a state
of questionable legitimacy that commits regular acts of repression.
They cannot fathom that they might be wrong in their opinions, and
cannot understand why the vast majority of Americans do not share
their point of view, particularly about the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.”
Since they are in their own minds so right, and everyone else so
wrong, the only explanation plausible in the closed intellectual model
they have constructed is that some unfair play must be involved: Enter
the “Israel Lobby.”

The long-term problem posed by the paper is not its scholarly or
political errors so much as its diminishing of two taboos: accusing
Jews of “dual loyalty” and undermining the legitimacy of Israel as a
Jewish state. It was not only people such as neo-Nazi David Duke who
endorsed the paper, but also intellectual figures such as Tony Judst,
known for advocating that Israel be dismantled as a Jewish state.

Divestment and Boycott

The other foreseeable problem in the domestic battles over the Middle
East is the move for divestment. As detailed in the chapter on the cam-
pus, this attempt to “South Africanize” Israel has not been successful.
However, in 2004 the Presbyterian Church U.S.A. passed a resolution
at its General Assembly, endorsing a program of selected and targeted
divestment from companies doing business in Israel (such as Caterpil-
lar, which supplies bulldozers that Israel has used to demolish the
houses of the families of suicide bombers). There was concern, of
course, that this action would mainstream and legitimize broader
divestment and boycott schemes. While there have been some trou-
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bling developments, the situation is not as bad as had been feared for
two reasons.

First, the organized Jewish community for the most part thought
strategically and acted wisely. It did not throw out labels like “antise-
mitic,” but reached out to the Presbyterians—and to other churches
that might be influenced by the divestment decision—for renewed
dialogue and discussion. Many Presbyterians began to understand that
they had made an error in not discussing this issue with their Jewish
cohorts, to get their views, before the matter came to a vote. Leaders
of other religious groups vowed not to make the same mistake. The
Episcopalian Church rejected divestment solely against Israel, and
promised to consider both Palestinian terrorism and Israeli actions in
the West Bank and Gaza in any new investment policy.

Rather than walk away from or condemn the Presbyterians, Jew-
ish leaders reengaged with them and helped them to understand not
only why Jews have a problem with such one-sided resolutions, but
also how both communities really have the same goal—peace and
security for both the Jewish State of Israel and for the Palestinian peo-
ple, in a two-state solution. And the Jewish interlocutors emphasized
that divestment is likely to hurt that goal, rather than help it, by
encouraging the extremists.

This type of response makes sense. It understands the type of
antisemitism (in this case, a combination of religious-based views with
left ideology, but mixed with clearly non-antisemitic values, such as
theological notions about the meek inheriting the earth, landless gain-
ing land, and so forth). And it comprehends the institutions in play as
well as the tools to impact them.

But success on the divestment front has not been uniform. The
United Church of Christ, for example, considered a divestment reso-
lution in summer 2005. It invited Dr. David Elcott, then U.S. direc-
tor for Interreligious Affairs of the American Jewish Committee,
to address its meeting, and the committee proposal that emerged
thereafter spoke about the positive uses of economic leverage to pro-
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mote opportunities for peace. Yet the resolution that was finally
adopted by the synod was somewhere in between the Presbyterian
document and the milder one offered by the UCC committee. It
spoke about rejecting violence, but then termed the “occupation” as a
manifestation of violence. And it advocated “divesting” from those
companies that “refuse to change their practice of gain from the per-
petuation of violence.”” The document, however, did acknowledge
the right of Israel to exist, deplored violence against its people, and
condemned suicide bombings.

The UCC also passed a second resolution, entitled “Tear Down
the Wall,”*® which called for the dismantling of Israel’s separation bar-
rier, and in so doing, rejected an earlier draft that had called instead for
the relocation of the barrier to land inside the “Green Line,” meaning
on the Israeli side of the 1948 armistice boundaries. While reflecting
concerns for the disruption of the lives of Palestinians by the barrier,
the document ignored the utility of a barrier in stopping suicide
bombers from killing Israelis. There is certainly a religious theme in
breaking down barriers, but where was the religious value in protect-
ing lives? Barriers, after all, can be moved, while dead is dead.

Part of the challenge with the UCC was that, while there was a
growing understanding of Jewish concerns among the laity from the
significant grassroots dialogues, the leadership was concerned with
responding to the agenda of church members from the Middle East
who were pushing the divestment strategy.

While the UCC resolutions were both not as bad as they could
have been, they were nonetheless disturbing, partly for their naivete,
but also because—as with the other divestment and boycott initia-
tives—they reflect a psychological discomfort with the notion of Jews
with power, let alone guns, which seems to be a recurring theme
among some religious and progressive groups.

It is clear that before, and even in the immediate aftermath of,
the 1967 war, there was great sympathy for Israelis from many on the
left and progressive religious leaders, because Jews were indeed vul-
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nerable, and the Holocaust was recent history.”” But soon after 1967
the image of Israel became one of a militarized, racist, colonialist
enterprise that oppressed Palestinians. Part of this was a result of the
Cold War, and the push by the Soviet Union to curry favor with its
Arab allies by claiming that Israel, an ally of the United States, was
inherently racist. Part was driven by Marxist ideology, which saw
Zionism not only as a colonial and racist idea, but also a movement
that steered Jews away from the “truths” of socialism and commu-
nism."® But others, including many religiously affiliated but less dog-
matically driven people, were nonetheless clearly uncomfortable with
the notion of the Jew as powerful. This was especially so in the early
1980s, when Israel went into Lebanon in response to attacks by Pales-
tinian terrorists, who were using the country as a base of operations.
Rather than challenging the wisdom of Israeli policy, many church
groups and others on the left began with the assumption that Israel’s
goals were always to oppress Palestinians and steal land. There was
both antisemitic language about “Zionist control” of media, banks,
governments, and so forth, as well as immoral equivalencies (terrorists
targeting civilians on one side and a government trying to protect it
citizens from harm by military means on the other) that are still preva-
lent today.

How to counteract this psychological problem, as well as the
“politically correct” view among much of the left that Israel is the new
apartheid is a difficult challenge. (Google “Israeli apartheid” and see
how many hits you get.) Some are perplexed that the boycott/divest-
ment movement has gained a degree of momentum during the time
there was progress in the peace process, between Arafat’s death and the
electoral victory of Hamas. Clearly, when issues are seen in good-and-
evil terms, political progress does not matter much, if at all.

The tools that have some chance of working against this unfair
demonizing of Israel include grassroots organizing among the church
and other institutions likely to take up the divestment/boycott issue,
and legal measures when appropriate. It is no coincidence that the
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UK’s Association of University Teachers, which passed resolutions
boycotting two Israeli universities in 2005, reversed itself only weeks
later after one of them (the University of Haifa) and some individual
AUT members filed notice that they might sue, the former for
defamation, the latter because the AUT’s bylaws did not allow it to
take such actions. (The latter claimed that the AUT action put indi-
vidual members in an untenable position, perhaps having to break
contracts to abide by their union’s policies, and thus the group’s lead-
ership might be personally liable for damages.) Whereas beforehand
there was no potential cost, political or otherwise, for bigoted and
improper actions, the legal threat imposed one.”

While political events in the Middle East might push the issue of
divestment and boycott either more into the background or the fore-
ground, the lesson is clear that there has to be continued engagement
with those who are hearing distorted and ideologically driven mes-
sages that paint Israel as always in the wrong. Additionally, while there
is little utility in branding whole religious movements as antisemitic,
the members and leaders of these movements should be helped better
to understand the problematic bases on which many of their assump-
tions lie, and should be concerned that, if they engage in activities that
have potential legal costs, those costs will be exacted.

Physical Security

One other concern is the level of physical security of American Jewish
institutions. That Jewish institutions are, and will likely remain, tar-
gets is no surprise, given the ideologies and theologies of antisemitism
afloat, and the fact that a lone hater or small group can inflict great
damage. Buford Furrow shot up the Jewish Community Center in Los
Angeles in August 1999. Al-Qaeda material found after the war in
Afghanistan mentioned the names and addresses of some American
Jewish organizations.

Whenever an attack takes place, or a plot is exposed, the Jewish
community focuses on the safety of its people and structures for a
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week or two, debating the level of security versus freedom appropriate
for institutions. Then it seemingly moves on to other things. The
American Jewish community lags far behind Jews in many parts of the
globe, especially those in Great Britain, in creating an infrastructure to
analyze security needs, provide protection, create immediate means of
communication (both to share information about threats and to
debunk rumors), and to deter attacks. Rather, the U.S. Jewish com-
munity relies largely on handbooks, manuals, and optimism.

One hopeful sign of increased realism and preparedness is the
creation of the Secure Community Alert Network (SCAN) by the
Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations,
which gives Jewish leaders across the country the ability to communi-
cate immediately in a time of crisis and to receive information about
imminent threats. But much more needs to be done, and the concern
is that American Jews will not fully address this need until after some
horrendous attack.

Finally, when we tackle antisemitism in the United States in the
decades ahead, it will be in an America which will likely again be vic-
timized by terrorism and challenged by other new circumstances and
unanticipated trigger events. It will also be an America that will be fig-
uring out how to approach monumental demographic changes. One
demographic change will likely be the shrinkage of the American Jew-
ish population and the growth of other groups (including Muslims
and Arabs). Thus Jews can no longer afford to react in knee-jerk fash-
ion, but rather need to understand the type of antisemitism being
expressed, the institutions impacted by its expression, and the limita-
tions of what can and cannot be done, and to use fully the opportu-
nities that each instance offers.

Antisemitism, following its most devastating manifestation
during the Holocaust, has assumed new forms and expres-
stons, which, along with other forms of intolerance, pose a
threat to democracy, the values of civilization and, therefore,
to overall security in the OSCE region and beyond.

—OSCE Berlin Declaration

Chapter Thirteen

Conclusion

Unfortunately, there are reasons to be less hopeful about combating
antisemitism abroad, especially in Europe. The demographic changes
sweeping the continent, the long history of antisemitism, and the ani-
mus toward Israel (based partly on left-wing politics and partly on a
post-Second World War psychology, wherein European guilt will be
lessened if Israelis are cast as oppressors) make this a difficult problem.
Some demographers have noted that the number of Jews in Europe is
decreasing, with people moving to what are already the two great pop-
ulation centers for Jews in the world, the U.S. and Israel. This is a sad
but real prospect, after millennia of a Jewish presence in Europe.

While there are reasons for concern about antisemitism in many
parts of Europe, there are some encouraging signs. Rather than cata-
loging and rating all the initiatives that organizations and governmen-
tal institutions have been using to combat antisemitism, it is useful to
highlight one promising structure through which many hopes are now
being aligned, largely due to the efforts of an unheralded American
diplomat named Stephen Minikes.

OSCE

Minikes was the U.S. ambassador to the Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) from 2001 to 2005. There are, as
he explained it, three multilateral groups that focus on Europe. One is
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NATO, which includes the U.S. but not Russia. Another is the Euro-
pean Union, which does not include the United States. And the third
is OSCE, to which both belong.

Shortly after the rash of antisemitic crimes began after the col-
lapse of the peace process in 2000, Minikes set about the task of put-
ting antisemitism squarely on the OSCE agenda. To understand the
difficulties that entailed, know that the OSCE is a consensus-run
organization. It can only take steps if all fifty-six countries that belong
agree. Yet, through incredible diplomatic skill, Minikes was able to get
the OSCE to hold a conference on antisemitism in Vienna in 2003. It
was followed by a major conference on this issue in 2004 in Berlin,

! which not only

which resulted in an historic “Berlin Declaration,”
addressed the easier religious and racial types of antisemitism, but also
noted that “international developments or political issues, including
those in Israel or elsewhere in the Middle East, never justify anti-Semi-
tism.” Such a statement might seem self-evident, but its inclusion in a
European document about antisemitism was an important milestone.

However, declarations, no matter how historic, are only words
until they are implemented. And while it is too early to tell whether
OSCE will succeed, there are some indications that it may.

First, its Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights
(known as ODIHR) was tasked with the responsibility to monitor and
report on antisemitic incidents in the region. Second, it searched out
“best practices” around the region for combating antisemitism.? Third,
it has launched a project by current and former police officers, experts
in hate crimes, to train European police officials on the best means of
investigating and prosecuting such offenses, and already has done so in
Spain, Hungary, the Ukraine, and Croatia. And fourth, it has created
a special representative of the chair in office to oversee issues relating to
antisemitism. Very fortunately, the person selected for this position,
German parliamentarian Gert Weisskirchen, has a fire in his belly for
this issue, and is held in great respect by many European leaders.

Rather than merely bemoan the situation in Europe, or as some
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have done, propose boycotts of countries where antisemitic attacks
have occurred,” Minikes took the approach of using the institutions on
the ground in Europe and soliciting them for the fight against anti-
semitism. There are many challenges, including assuring adequate
funding for these OSCE initiatives and the continued reluctance of
some OSCE member states to target antisemitism. But for the first
time in history, an official of a quasi-governmental organization in
Europe has responsibility to make sure that antisemitism is monitored
and combated, and there is a growing structure for this work that may
need protection, but at least no longer has to be created.

Diplomacy

Diplomacy will be one of the key tools in combating antisemitism in
the years ahead. For the last decade or more, the American Jewish
Committee has held meetings with foreign and prime ministers of
scores of countries, especially in conjunction with the opening of each
annual United Nations session. Each discussion is an opportunity to
express and hear concerns and to forge relationships.” While anti-
semitism is not always dealt with as well as one would hope in the
multinational forum of the UN, it usually is approached better inter-
nally as a result of these contacts. (Many of these countries also have
developed good bilateral relations with Israel.) One irony, of course, is
that the willingness of some countries to meet with AJC is no doubt
traceable to an antisemitic assumption—that the key to Washington is
somehow through the American Jewish community.’

While, as we have seen, there has been some progress in com-
bating antisemitism in Europe in recent years, much more needs to be
done there and beyond. What happens in the Arab and Muslim
worlds not only resonates in those societies, but also impacts Europe,
since many Middle Eastern countries have both imported the story
lines of European anti-Semitism and also exported them back.

Consider some of the reactions in the Arab press to the U.S.
Global Antisemitism Awareness Act, comments that not only resonate
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in the Middle East, but also reach an audience among Europe’s grow-
ing Muslim population.

Muhammad Al-Samak, writing in the Egyptian government
publication AFAhram, declared:

[This definition] establishes a new reality in international relations,

which divides the world into two axes—one that is accused of

antisemitism, which includes the Islamic world, the Catholic
world (Latin America), the Orthodox world (Russia), the Buddhist
world (China), and the secular world (the European Union); and
another opposing antisemitism, which includes only the U.S. and

Israel. Implementing this American law will answer the question

of whether this policy will manage to fight or at least calm anti-

semitism, or in igniting it across the world—not out of hatred for

Jews, but out of resentment of Israel and the U.S.°

Columnist Ghazi Al-Aridhi, writing for the Saudi daily A/
Riyadh, opined:

The Israeli intelligence apparatuses have carried out operations

against Jewish targets in France, with the aim of blaming the Mus-

lims and frightening and unsettling French Jews [so as to] under-

line that they must leave France for their motherland, Israel.... The

[Global Antisemitism Review] Act enables Israel, by means of its

[security] apparatuses, to carry out any operation against Jewish

institutions or individuals across the world, and to blame its “ene-

mies” [for it].

While, as explained before, the United States must do more to
combat the antisemitism in the Arab and Muslim worlds—such as
complain about and exact a cost for the vilification of Israelis and Jews,
as well as work to reduce America’s dependency on foreign oil—this
long-term challenge is not one for America alone. Europe must also
play a part by pressing through diplomatic channels its rejection of
foreign-funded imams coming to European soil and preaching hatred.
This is a tall order, considering the European connection with its
many former colonies, the internal demographics, and the constant
drumbeat of anti-Israel rhetoric in the media and elsewhere. But one
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hope for the OSCE initiative is that it will help Europeans better
understand the dangers of antisemitism to their own societies, and to
see this not as a matter of pronouncements from the U.S. or Jewish
NGOs, but as emerging from their own internal institutions.

Europe also has to condemn acts of terror against Israelis with
the same vigor that it treats the increasing incidence of terror against
its own citizens. As long as Europeans give the impression that they do
not see bigotry, but rather political conflict, when a culture lauds
killing Jews, they will not be effective in countering antisemitism.

Beyond Europe: Target Israel

One of the ironies of the pull of Zionism (as well as the push of anti-
semitism) is the increased concentration of Jews in Israel. While Jews
are now able to defend themselves in a sovereign land, this density of
Jews in a small area also makes them a target.

The level of Jew-hatred from many Arab countries is the only
fair parallel to that of Nazi Germany. Jews are despised, vilified, called
“apes and pigs” by imams, and demonized by the press and political
leaders. Some Arab and Islamic commentators have even suggested
that atomic, biological, or chemical weapons be used against Israel.
Sure, Israeli Arabs would be killed too. But, they point out, there are
so many more Arabs in the world than Israelis, it would be worth the
cost.

While there are certainly non-antisemitic political dimensions to
the Arab-Israeli conflict, the use of language that paints Jews as
demonic, or lauds the prospect of genocidal attacks against Israelis as
worthwhile pursuits, are stark reminders of antisemitism’s potential.
It is sobering that even a country such as Egypt, which has recognized
Israel’s right to exist and which, like Israel, is also under threat from
Islamic extremists, regularly popularizes antisemitic myths through its
institutions.

I write these words as Israel is again under attack, following the
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kidnapping of three soldiers. Hezbollah is sending rockets into north-
ern Israel, and Israel has responded by attacking Hezbollah strong-
holds. While this battle certainly has a nation-to-nation component
(Hezbollah is supported by Iran and Syria), antisemitism is also in
play. In 1992 a Hezbollah statement proclaimed, “It is an open war
until the elimination of Israel and until the death of the last Jew on
earth.” Ten years later Hezbollah’s leader, Sheikh Hassan Nasrallah,
encouraged Jews to move to Israel. “If they all gather in Israel,” he
said, “it will save us the trouble of going after them worldwide.”
While the Israeli Defense Forces and diplomatic maneuvers are a
strong source of defense for Israel’s Jews, the real possibility exists that
some day there may be genocidal attacks against the Jews there, par-
ticularly with weapons of mass destruction, delivered either by antise-
mitic regimes, militias, or even small groups. In this worst nightmare,
it will not necessarily take the full-scale organization of an antisemitic
regime to commit a new genocide against Jews. A small group, pro-
pelled by antisemitism and armed with a dirty bomb or biological
weapons, could cause massive damage. There is, of course, no way to
entirely eliminate such danger. But a key component in reducing the
level of threat is increasing the consistency with which leaders around
the world identify antisemitism as a real peril, and speak out against it.

Conclusion

In conclusion, combating antisemitism is a multifaceted endeavor
requiring the use of a wide variety of tools, some more appropriate for
one situation than another. There is no silver bullet in this fight, nor is
there reason to believe that a battle that has not been fully won in the
last two thousand years will be successfully concluded in the near
future. The challenge is to do the best we can, rather than merely what
we assume is good. We need, always, to understand first what is the
type of antisemitism we are facing; second, what institutions are being
impacted; third, what are the assets that can be used, especially those
that play on the self-image of these institutions; fourth, what tools are
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available to do the job; and fifth—and perhaps most importantly—
how failure and success are to be gauged.

In the years ahead, money needs to be spent to test the assump-
tions upon which contemporary antisemitism is combated—includ-
ing the notion that antibias education in general and Holocaust edu-
cation, in particular, work. Those who combat antisemitism must be
careful to analyze all the factors relevant to any situation before jump-
ing in (and possibly make matters worse). If we approach antisemitism
in a systematic and research-based manner, I have no doubt that the
antisemitism our children and grandchildren will face will not be
much worse, and may even be less, than what we or our parents had to
endure.
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Introduction

1. The full ditle is “Report on Global Anti-Semitism, July 1, 2003-December
15, 2004, Submitted by the Department of State to the Committee on Foreign
Relations and the Committee on International Relations in Accordance with Sec-
tion 4 of PL 108-332.” Although the report bears the date December 30, 2004, it
was released on January 5, 2005.

2. See the report at pp. 3, 6, 8, 9 and in many country-specific references.
Although the report also mentions the need for law enforcement and legislation, the
references to tolerance education in general and Holocaust education in particular
are replete throughout.

3. The U.S. State Department Report on Global Anti-Semitism, in its section
on Turkey, noted the suicide attacks against two Istanbul synagogues in November
2003, which killed twenty-three people and injured more than 300 others. It then
reported:

In an incident that arose out of the bombings, the 17-year-old son of one
of the alleged perpetrators of the synagogue attacks and three journalists
were convicted of anti-Semitism and could face up to 3 years in jail. The
youth said in an interview with the daily Milliyer. “The attacks did not
touch the hearts of the members of my family because the target was Jews.
We couldn’t be happy, but we were satisfied. If Muslims hadn’t been killed
we would have been happy. We don’t like Jews.” The journalist and the
editors of the newspaper were convicted of providing a platform for
incitement against members of another religion. This was the first time in
history that citizens were convicted of anti-Semitic activities.

Chapter One

1. “Worldwide Antisemitic Hate Crimes and Major Hate Incidents: From Jew-
ish New Year 5761 (29/9/00)-Present (3/11/00): An Interim Report,” Simon
Wiesenthal Center, October 19, 2000; http://www.wiesenthal.com/site/apps/nl/
content2.asp?c=bhKRI6PDInE&b=2963238ct=350239.

2. A more detailed discussion, with a longer definition proposed for those who
monitor antisemitism, appears in Chapter 8.

3. Some portions of this chapter appeared, in a different form, in the publica-
tion Antisemitism Matters (New York: American Jewish Committee, May 2004).

4. Under the Nazi racial laws of 1935, if a person had three Jewish grandpar-
ents, they were Jewish. If they had two or one, they were classified as “Mischlinge,”
meaning mongrels.

5. Interestingly, even though the Protocols is a tool of racial and Muslim anti-
semites, its tone and imagery reflect the clear influence of age-old Christian anti-
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semitism.

6. Black supremacists and black nationalists also engage in antisemitism. As
noted above, the Nation of Islam and its leaders (notably Louis Farrakhan, but
many others as well) have denied or demeaned the Holocaust, praised Hitler, called
Judaism a “gutter” religion, and vilified Isracl. Many Afrocentrists, including noted
City University of New York professor Leonard Jeffries, not only twist history and
science to argue that blacks are biologically and morally superior to whites, but also
use classic antisemitic imagery to argue that Jews are a threat to African-Americans.

There is certainly a case to be made that antisemitism from the African-
American community is “worse” than that from the majority community. African-
Americans score higher than most other groups on attitudinal surveys measuring
antisemitism, for example. Whereas few would ignore a white supremacist’s agenda
in order to pick out those isolated parts with which one might agree (neo-Nazi
David Duke’s environmental advocacy, for example), many inside and outside the
African-American community regularly interact with and promote Farrakhan and
the Nation of Islam despite its racism, sexism, and homophobia, let alone its anti-
semitism. While no public school or university is teaching the antisemitism inher-
ent in Holocaust denial, many are incorporating Afrocentrist teachings. And while
hate crimes against Jews by white supremacists occur from time to time, they are
isolated incidents, unlike the 1991 violent antisemitic riots in Crown Heights, New
York, promoted and fueled in part by black antisemitism and antisemites.

Yet today, in part because the African-American community is no longer the
ascending nonwhite community, and in part because its antisemitism has not been
energized in recent years by the same factors that have lead to the reemergence of
global antisemitism as a challenge, I have not devoted a chapter to it in this book,
although my writings about this issue can be found at www.ajc.org/site/apps/nl/
content3.asp?c=ijI TI2PHKoG&b=846637&ct=1102643.

7. Whereas anti-Zionism is a form of antisemitism in the current context, it
was not always so. Before the establishment of the State of Israel there were debates,
inside and outside the Jewish community, about whether the reestablishment of
Jewish sovereignty in their historic homeland was a good idea.

8. Abba Eban, “Zionism and the U.N.,” New York Times, November 3, 1975, p.
35.

9. See discussion of rare circumstances in which anti-Zionism may not be anti-
semitic in Chapter 8 footnote, pp. 100-01.

Chapter Two

1. Nazila Fathi, “Iran’s President Says Israel Must Be “Wiped off the Map,”
New York Times, October 26, 2005; http://www.nytimes.com/2005/10/26/interna-
tional/middleeast/26cnd-iran.html?ex=12879792008&en=ac28fd408a57f88f&ei=
50908&partner=rssuserland&emc=rss.

2. “In the Nazis’ Words,” collected by Gord McFee, http://www.holocaust-his-
tory.org/nazis-words/index.shtml.
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3. Encyclopedia Britannica, Eleventh Edition, Vol. 2, s.v. “anti-Semitism,” p.
134.

4. Ibid., p. 135.

5. Leonard Zeskind was the first to notice that ideological fallout from the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union (though only indirectly associated with antisemitism) was
readily apparent in the ideological pronouncements of the American militia move-
ment. Many of the conspiracy theories about the Soviet Union—that the “evil
empire” had secret plans for taking over America, sending loyal Americans to con-
centration camps and such—were “cut and pasted,” with the U.S. federal govern-
ment inserted in place of the Soviets in the new militia-think.

6. One labor leader told me that the first time she saw this growing interaction
between people associated with the extreme right and left wings was in the early
1990s, during the protests against the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA), when protestors marched with anarchists one day and with Pat
Buchanan far-right supporters the next.

7. This flirtation reached the point in 2004 where left-leaning presidential can-
didate Ralph Nader was featured on the cover of Pat Buchanan’s American Conser-
vative magazine. Buchanan—famous for his assertion that a pro-Israel “cabal” was
actually running the government—cited Nader, who claimed that Israel’s leader was
a “puppeteer” of the Bush presidency and of Congress.

8. Further, there had been a technological change in the 1990s due to the pop-
ularization of satellite television and the Internet. While too much has been made
of the supposed impact of these media (as will be discussed in more detail in Chap-
ter 11), they—especially television—certainly have played a role in bringing select
images to targeted audiences to demonize Israelis.

9. Ironically, Jews were in the forefront of efforts to combat these groups, work-
ing against their agenda of curtailing immigration and in support of the new Mus-
lim and Arab arrivals.

Chapter Three

1. “Statement of the Jewish Caucus on the NGO Process and Concluding Doc-
ument,” Durban, South Africa, September 1, 2001, World Conference Against
Racism.

2. Seymour Martin Lipset, “The Socialism of Fools: The Left, the Jews and
Israel,” Encounter, December 1969, p. 24.

3. Ruth R. Wisse, “Blaming Israel,” Commentary 77:2, February 1984.

4. Paula Span, “The Undying Revolutionary: As Stokely Carmichael, He
Fought for Black Power. Now Kwame Ture’s Fighting for his Life,” Washington Post,
April 8, 1998, p. D1.

5. Prepared remarks of Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan in Kenneth Stern,
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mittee, 1991).

6. Serge Schmemann, “Annan Is Stern But Friendly on Israel Visit,” New York
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