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Privatizing National
Interest—the Israel Lobby

The ancestors of a majority of American Jews come from Europe. The
European Jews are known as the Ashkenazim, and, of all the world’s Jews,
they were the ones who suffered the most consistent and harshest anti-
Semitism and persecution. Their history has included a long period of
persecution in czarist Russia, pogroms in much of Eastern Europe, and
the Dreyfus Affair in France and culminated in the Nazi Holocaust. This
history has largely conditioned the outlook of American Jews and instilled
in them a collective feefing of vulnerability that is more or less conscious
depending on the conditions of the time.

Smail numbers of European Jews came to the British colonies of
North America as early as the eighteenth century. And, like the other ele-
ments of the colonial population that had come looking for religious free-
dom, they brought their memories of persecution with them. However,
unlike those of the Protestant colonists who went on to make up most
of the nation’s ruling elite, the memories of the Jewish colonists never
completely faded, even in a political environment, described by George
Washington in a 1790 letter to the local synagogue of Newport, Rhode
Island, as one in which the government “gives to bigotry no sanction, to
persecution no assistance.!

Washington was speaking of the federal government of which he was
the first president. Yet, until the mid-twentieth century, such power as
would immediately affect the lives of citizens resided at the state and lo-
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cal levels. And, as the history of slavery, Jim Crow laws, Red Scares, the
women's suffrage movement, and the civil rights struggle of the 1960,
tells us, there was plenty of active bigotry, paranoia, and persecution 4
these levels.* Just enough of this affected the Jews to maintain a low-leye|
feeling of insecurity. In the fight against the discriminatory tendencieg of
the majority, the Jewish elites (which, in the nineteenth century and the
early twentieth, were of German origin)® would use the courts and occa.-
sionally ally with others (at first Catholics and later African Americans)
to beat back debilitating laws and practices. These efforts naturally gaye
rise to “defensive” organizations.

One of the earliest of these organizations was the Board of Delegates
of American Israelites (founded in 1859), which established the tacticaj
pattern of government lobbying. The board was relatively successful. For
instance, it was due to its lobbying effort that an 1860s proposal for »
constitutional amendment declaring the United States “a Christian na-
tion” failed to pass Congress. The activities of the board marked the emer-
gence of a generation of American Jews who no longer saw themselves as
newcomers on the American political scene, instead feeling established
enough to operate as insiders. Their lobbying and other political activi-
ties were aimed at making the United States as tolerant and open a society
for all citizens as possible. They knew that it was in their community in-
terest to make domestic tolerance a national interest.

In 1878, the Board of Delegates merged with the Union of American
Hebrew Congregations (UAHC). This merger attests to the continuing
dominance of Jews whose religious values and customs of worship were
traditionally oriented. However, by the late nineteenth century, Reform
Judaism, a less traditionalist and increasingly Americanized form of Ju-
daism, emerged. For instance, the Reform Jews claimed to see the call for
Jews to repossess Jerusalem as only a metaphor. They were Americans
first and foremost. Deserted by the Reform Jews in 1883, the Board of
Delegates/UAHC suffered yet another setback when the ultratraditional-
ists, the Orthodox Jews, left the organization later the same year.

Thus, by the 1880s, American Jewry was divided into three parts.
Yet this schism reflected internal and somewhat esoteric disagreements
and did not reflect any division about the vision for a tolerant and open
American society. Thus, it did not prove a great challenge for Jewish
Americans during this period. Nor, at this time, did any great challenge
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me from anti-Semitic American gentiles promoting discriminatory be-
;Zviof- The greatest challenge would come from the mass exodus of Jews
fleeing Russian and Eastern European persecut.lo.n and the fact that the
ast majority of these refugees (some two mllhc?n) were headl‘n-g for
Vmerican shores. There is something sadly ironic, though politically
ﬁ)gical, about the fact that the descendants of Ieﬁws who.champi(l)ned
colerance and whose ancestors had found refuge in colqn;al Amc‘::rlca a
pundred years before now looked with anxiety on the arrival of this next
wave of Jewish refugees. -

'The fear among the established Jewish community was that thlelar~
rival of so many alien Jews would stir up latent Amer?can an‘tl—Semmsm
and erode the insider status of the established Jews. This reaction also had
a certain class aspect. The Russian and East European Jews were poor and
distinctive in their dress, manners, and speech. Some of ther‘rl were also
politically suspect, harboring socialist and anarchist sympathies. A small
number were Zionists.?

To minimize the impact on their own higher class status and al‘so
help assimilate the newcomers as quickly as possibl-e, t}'le now thre.e dis-
tinct Jewish communities produced yet more organizations, cm?nmttees,
and activist groups. Premier among them was the American Jewish Com-
mittee, which, while financing efforts to educate and employ the new ar-
rivals, successfully lobbied the U.S. government to abrogate itf; b}lata?ral
trade treaty with Russia because of that nation’s ofﬁci-al discrlmma.non
against Jews. What is significant here is the way in which the :/}mencan
Jewish Committee presented its case. As J. ]. Goldberg tells.us: The ﬁgl_lt
against the Russian trade treaty was presented as an Amen?an domestic
issue. Russias anti-Semitic laws extended not only to Russian Jews, but
to American Jewish visitors as well”® This approach, essentially making' a
domestic case out of a foreign policy issue, would be a tactic used again
and again by the Jewish lobby groups. .

Another Jewish group established at this time (1913) was the 'Anu-
Defamation League (ADL) of B'nai B'rith. As had been feared, the mﬂ'ux
of Jewish immigrants had cansed a rapid increase in tbe use of negative
Jewish stereotypes in the newspapers of the day. B’nal‘B rith set up th‘e
ADL to pressure the media not to use descriptions and images that deni-
grated Jews or identified them with disturbing developments (such asan
increase in the crime rate). In the 1930s, the ADL transformed from a
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feeling toward Jews reversed itself. . ]. Goldberg suggests: “Jews may
ted from widespread postwar revulsion against the evils of
.. coupled with a general mood of good-natured optimism
d from the victory over fascism and the booming economy
the 1950s”" Whatever the reasons, American Jewish organizations re-
od to the recent past, and the new situation of the present, by adopting
ture toward anything that smacked of discriminatory

cafl
pave beneﬁt

rejudice .
hat €METEE

of
act -
an aggressive pos
pehavior against minorities.
In the 1950s and 1960s, American Jewish organizations reallied with
each other under new umbrella organizations such as National Jewish
Community Relations Advisory Council, which encouraged the establish-
ment of Jewish community relations committees throughout the United
states. Jewish organizations also established alliances that fought for civil
rights reforms in the 1960s. The previous thirty years had taught them
that they could not rely on sweet reason alone to change the potentially
dangerous prejudices that lurked within society. Those prejudices had to
be attacked as well as defended against. As Goldberg puts it: “Quiet diplo-
macy was out; legal action was in”*® American Jews responded enthusi-
astically to these campaigns, pouring millions of dollars into the coffers
of the various organizations, as well as lending their time and energy to
political work. This was the period when the Jews made their reputation
as activists within postwar American politics.
It is to be noted that the evolution of the American Jewish civil and
political posture, driven as it was by a sense of vulnerability, had its
core references in the American domestic scene. The reaction to events
abroad—whether the massive immigration at the turn into the twentieth
century or, later, the refugee problem created by Nazi persecution—was
determined by the Jewish experience in America. This is one reason why
American Jews relief efforts in the early years of the century were in
good part motivated by their fear of the impact on their own status of
continued Jewish immigration. It is also why, later on in the century, the
behavior of the American Jewish organizations was sometimes incon-
sistent. Some, like the American Jewish Committee, were more conser-
vative in their approach to domestic anti-Semitism and discrimination
(always fearing that an aggressive reaction would only make things
worse), while others, such as the American Jewish Congress, were more
assertive. As things got worse in the 1930s and 1940s, the conservative
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posture prevailed, particularly on issues that referenced foreign situa.
tions. This is one reason why American Jews did not press harder for
immigration reform even in the face of Nazi genocide. When the envi.
ronment of American anti-Semitism abated, however, American Jewish
organizations expressed a pent-up frustration with much MOore asser-
tive action that, at least up until the year 1967, focused on domestic
issues such as the fight for civil rights.

The American Zionists Emerge

This new assertiveness applying itselfto the elimination of &1y pronounce(
discriminatory behavior within America’s legal and social domestic en-
vironment was a productive posture. It led to purposeful alliances with
other American minorities and certainly served the self-interest of the
American Jewish community. Once more, the comimunity understood
that its interest was in fighting to make the vision of a tolerant America a
national interest,

‘The one exception that had always existed to this position was the
Zionist Organization of America (ZOA). It was, in essence, a one-issue
organization. That issue was, not the interests of American Jewry, but
promoting the Jewish colonization of Palestine and, affer 1948, aiding
Israel. Of course, all the major American Jewish organizations had sup-
ported Israel’s creation and its continued existence. But, unlike the ZOA,
they were not wholly fixated on what was, after all, a foreign policy issue.
It was not until the 1960s that this began to change.

The Zionists had gained strength rapidly during World War I1. For
instance, ZOA membership in the year 1941 stood at about forty-six
thousand, a figure that compared favorably with the other major Jewish
organizations. This can be seen as a logical consequence of Jewish com-
munity frustration and fear. The frustration came from the inability, and
often the unwillingness, of the mainstream Jewish groups to challenge the
immigration laws that were stranding millions of Jews (often the relatives
of American Jewish citizens) in an ever more hostile Europe. The fear
came from the awareness that such restrictions reflected an ever more
open American-style anti-Semitism. The logical conclusion to be drawn
from all this appeared to be that the Zionists were right when they said
that the Jews needed a state of their own. Thus, the war years brought
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greater support for the ZOA and, slowly but surely, saw most other Jewish
organizations falling in line with Zionist prc?grams.“

The American Zionists—whose aims did not reference the needs of
domestic Jews—used this support to lobby both the American govern-
ment and the American people themselves to support the trans.formation
of Palestine into a Jewish homeland. When it came to selling thjs goal, t_he
Zionists were spending some $70,000 a year in the 1940s t‘o crystal‘lize
the sympathy of Christian America” for the cause 'of a ]ew1.sh ?alestme.
They were also working hard to establish allied gentile organizations such
as the American Palestine Committee, which, by 1941, boasted among
its membership “68 senators, 200 congressmen and numerous ace}dem«
ics, clergy and leaders in many walks of life”*? As these numbers imply,
the Zionists were particularly successtul in the case of the U.S. Cong?ess.
Indeed, Palestine as a refuge for the Jews was very popular with _Amerlc.an
politicians in the 1930s and 1940s because it was a way of h.elplng Iew.lsh
refugees, and, thus, assuaging the guilt that came along with draconian
immigration statutes, without having to alter those statutes. Yet, as we
will see, Palestine for the Jews was problematic in terms of what should
have been American national interests even before the state of Israel was

created.

The Problem of National Interests, Part 1

An early example of the complications that could arise. from American
political susceptibility to Zionist lobbying can be found in the case of the
congressional resolutions of 1944. On January 27, 1944, at the behest of
American Zionists, Representatives James A. Wright of Pennsylvania and
Ranulf Compton of Connecticut introduced a resoluti(in in the House of
Representatives that urged the U.S. government to take aPproprlaFe mea-
sures” to induce the British government to allow unlimited Jewish im-
migration into Palestine, According to Wright and Comptgn, this would
result in the ultimate creation of “a free and democratic Jewish Com.monw
wealth.” A few days later, on February 1, an identical resolution was intro-
duced into the Senate by Robert Wagner of New York and Rebert ’i."aft of
Ohio. At the time, Wagner tied the resolution to what he saw as a I’nstory
of congressional commitment to Zionism going back to Congress’s 1922
joint resolution in support of the Balfour Declaration. Wagner went so far
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as to assert: “Although [the Balfour Declaration] was issued in the name
of the British Government it was as a matter of fact a joint policy of the
Governments of Great Britain and the United States.” As a matter of fact,
Wagner was wrong. America’s association with the document went no
further than a personal, and very casual, nod of approval on the part of
Woodrow Wilson, '

At the Senate hearings on the 1944 congressional resolutions, Wagner
brought in most of the heads of major Jewish organizations, the American
Jewish Committee, the American Council for Judaism, and Rabbi Abba
Silver for the Zionists. Interestingly enough, at this time, one could actu-
ally bring opponents of the Zionist position before Congress, so we find
the historian Philip Hitti from Princeton University telling the senators,
on February 15, that Zionist aims at transforming Palestine into a “Jewish
Commonwealth” violated “the third article of the Atlantic Charter[, which
recognizes] the right of people to choose their own government.”*

Unfortunately for Hitti and the Palestinians, international law (then
as now) carried little weight with Congress. The entire process of put-
ting forth the resolutions and debating and passing them appeared pre-
planned and attested to the power of the Zionist movement by this time.
One reason that the Zionists’ lobby power worked so well was (and is)
because all politics are local. Thus, Jewish lobbyists rallying local voters
both Jewish and gentile, and using their financial wherewithal in shrewd
political ways, could get their way on issues that had little or very weak
organized opposition, Another reason was attested to by a New York
Tisnes editorial in support of the resolutions published on February 12,
1944, that stated: “The increasingly desperate state of those of the Jewish
faith in Europe has made it more than ever evident that the . . . doors of
any place of refuge . . . should be open wider” The Times conveniently
overlooked the draconian restrictions on American immigration law and
proceeded to castigate Great Britain for its “arbitrary ban” on immigra-
tion to Palestine.”

It was true that Great Britain had moved to restrict Jewish immigra-
tion into Palestine since just before the outbreak of World War II. This
came in Londons White Paper of 1939. The action was, indeed, a reversal
from the position originally taken in the Balfour Declaration, one promis-
ing the establishment of a Jewish homeland in Palestine, but it was hardly
“arbitrary” or a decision taken because of anti-Semitic prejudice. It was
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an act of recognition that, with a world war looming, the British Empire
had to compete with the fascists for the allegiance of the entire Arab and
Muslim world. It could not do so while allowing unlimited Jewish immi-
gration into Palestine. As British military strategists had noted in January
1939: “We assume that . . . the necessary measures would be taken . . . in
order to bring about a complete appeasement of Arab opinions in Pales-
tine and in neighbouring countries. . . . If we fail to retain Arab goodwill
at the outset of a war, no other measures which we can recommend will
serve to influence the Arab States in favour of this country”™*

The Times editors went on to assert: “The case for American interven-
tion in this question is stronger than it was five years ago. The presence
of our troops and supply depots in the Near East and our vital concern
in peace and order in this strategic area give us a greater right to urge
that the White Paper should now. be abrogated.”"” It was a strange argu-
ment, for the presence of “our troops and supply depots” essentially put
the United States in the same position as Great Britain relative to the need
to maintain friendly wartime relations with Arabs and Muslims. This was
obvious to the State Department’s Division of Near Eastern Affairs and to
the War Department, so they urged President Roosevelt and the executive
branch of government not to interfere with British policy in Palestine.

In fact, noninterference was a matter of national interest as far as Sec-
retary of War Henry Stimson was concerned. He had been informed by
the State Department’s Division of Near Eastern Affairs that passage of
the resolutions was likely to “precipitate armed conflict in Palestine and
other parts of the Arab world, endangering American troops,” as well.as
“seriously prejudice, if not make impossible, important pending negotia-
tions with Ibn Saud for the construction of a pipeline across Saudi Arabia,
a development of utmost importance to the security of the United States.”
Thus, on February 7, 1944, Stimson wrote Tom Connally, the chairman of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: “The subject of this resolution is
a matter of deep military concern to the War Department. I feel thatl the
passage of this resolution at the present time, or even any public hearings
thereon, would be apt to provoke dangerous repercussions in areas where
we have many vital military interests” Secretary of State Cordell Hull fol-
lowed this up with a letter of his own to Connolly suggesting: “No further

action on this resolution would be advisable at this time"'®
This was no mere speculation on the part of Stimson and Hull. Arab
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governments had made it quite clear to American authorities that they
considered pro-Zionist congressional resolutions provocative. As to the
pending 1944 resolutions, protests had been lodged with the U.S. lega.
tions in Egypt, Iraq, Transjordan, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, Syria, and Ye-
men. The Iragi government had communicated directly with Senators
Taft, Wagner, and Connally to the effect that “immigration of Jews into
Palestine with the idea of turning it into a Jewish state would lead to dis-
turbances there and would aid the efforts of enemy propagandists.” This
was essentially what General George Marshall, the army chief of staff, told
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in executive session on March
4, 194419
While Marshall’s intervention was sufficient to force a temporary
withdrawal of the resolutions, the sponsors remained under continuing
pressure from the American Zionists. It would seem that the Zionists
were more concerned with their own organizational and ideological in-
terests than any war-related national interest. The politicians, in turn, saw
national interest in terms of their own local electoral interests. Thus, the
resolutions’ sponsors, and particularly Senator Taft, reacted churlishly to
their forced withdrawal. Taft lashed out at the Iragis for having the audac-
ity to share their concerns with Congress. He told the New York Times:
“The Congress of the United States, which for more than a century has
been able to reach its own conclusions without advice from officials of
foreign nations, is fully able to reach a wise conclusion in this matter” It
being the case that Marshall had told the Congress about the same thing as
the Iragis had, Taft could not resirain himself from questioning his judg-
ment as well. By the end of March, therefore, the New York Times noted,
Taft had taken issue “with the military critics of the proposal {Congress's
pro-Zionist resolutions] who suggested that the action might weaken the
position of Allied troops in North Africa and the Middle East” After con-
fessing that he was “no expert on military affairs” and that he “[did] not
know enough about the military conditions in North Africa to affirm or
deny the alleged [sic] position of the Secretary of War and General Mar-
shall,” Taft proceeded to do just that, telling the Times: I strongly suspect
that the real objection [to the resolutions] is political and not military)®
It is a testimony to the strength of American Zionist lobbying by this
time that it could reach to the White House when needed. Thus, within a
week of the withdrawal of the resolutions, President Roosevelt was mud-
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dying the waters by authorizing the Amer‘ican Zionis‘t ieade_rs Stc?l()‘g;n
wise and Abba Silver to release a statement in which he proclam?ed. e
American government has never given its approval 'to the Whlte Paper
of 1939. . . . When future decisions are reached full_]ustlce will be done
{0 those who seck a Jewish national home, for which our goverr)l,mer-lt
and the American people have always had the deepes‘f sympathy” This
statement only renewed Arab concerns and sent the' §tate Departrln;?t
scurrying for an explanation of the contradictory p0§1t-1c_>ns tafken wé in
the government. In the opinion of the head of the Division o ‘Near 'ast
Affairs, Wallace Murray—as well as that of the Office of Strategic Services
(the wartime predecessor of the CIA)—the behavior of t}'le Us. C01'1gre.ss
when it came to pro-Zionist resolutions “led to a matfrlal ?veakemrng in
the American psychological position in the Near Ea.st. 21'This was a judg-
ment that seemed to reflect a real wartime national 1ntere.st. .
The American Zionists and the pro-Zionist congresswflél leaders ei-
ther did not believe the judgment of the diplomatic and military e?cperts
or did not care. And this presents the possibility that they saw the1rl own
parochial interests as more important than the wartime national inter-
est. The congressional leaders used Roosevelt’s stateTnent to resurrect
the resolutions and, by the end of March, were arguing fhat' the s_te#e-
ment “overruled . . . the chief of Staff [General Marshallj” This .posﬁlon
was reinforced when, in the summer of 1944, both the Repubh(:jan and
the Democratic party platform committees inserted planks ‘favc.:rm’gzthe
“opening of Palestine to unrestricted immigration and colomzatlonf.c As
a consequence, the pro-Zionist resolutions were back on the floor of Con-
ember.
gressB?rYﬂiTjtime, the Arab diplomatic protests over the issue had trans-
formed themselves into charges of betrayal by the U.S. governr.ntant. ’fheig
charges referred specifically to Roosevelt's promise tl}at 1o dec131qn wou 4
be taken altering the status of Palestine without prior consultation wit
both Arabs and Jews.” Such reminders forced Roosevelt to once more
intervene to have the resolutions temporarily shelved. -
The saga of the 1944 resolutions points to the fac.t that, even in ; e
midst of a global war, Congress lived in an altogether dfﬁ"ef.ent world t .3;11
either the State or the War departments. These orgamzatlon_s dealt W.lt
international realities and the contending forces of an ongoing contflict.
They could see the potential damage the resolutions were likely to have on
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Fhe Allies’ strategic military position, and, later, on the lon -term
?nterests of the United States, in the Middle Fast. On the gothezr hOVera_H
is h_ard to escape the conclusion that neither the American Zionisatnd, .
their supporters in Congress paid any attention to these issues unle o
solutely forced to by General Marshall and, belatedly, President stoab-
:fglt.l And, even then, they did so begrudgingly and were constaﬁtly Z&
e f)okout for ways to get out from under limits imposed b )
considerations. Yot
" erre,.then, we have an example of the fact that the forces that shape

avior in the U.S. Congress are basically parochial in nature. The d

@ands of the Zionist lobby may have presented a danger to U.S . nati "
interests abroad, but they had become vital aspects of the inter;es-ts of ((:) o
gressmen and senators at home. Therefore, they, and not U.S. nati nal
Interests as defined by the foreign policy and military arms of "ch‘e ovona1
mclent, defined the behavior of most Iocal politicians.?* From this t?meem_
this response pattern to Zionist lobbying would become fixed. For ?11:

The Postwar Situation

As we have seen, after the war, the Jewish organizations took a very a
gressive Position when it came to discriminatory domestic laws )';'h:ag _
made alliances and helped promote civil rights for all citizens Ho;fvevez
as cm‘:Id Pe anticipated from the now permanent position of strlen th that’
the Zionist element occupied within the Jewish community, the ;gnaint
nance of an uncritical, supportive attitude on the part of botil the Amer?:
can people and the U.S. government toward the state of Israel was at least
as 1mp(?rtant. This dual position can be seen as a two-pronged expressi

.Of conthuing feelings of vulnerability. One had to fight for one’s Posi:?zn
in Ame:rlca as well as for the strong Israeli state, which could selzve sa
ref}lge if the future turned bad in America, as it once had in Gef:maS .
This was the psychological situation as the year 1967 approached aT?lY-'
events of that year would create a contradiction between these dual'e de
of the Jewish organizations. In that year, they would have to choose rl;t:

tween continuing to work toward a li
e a liberal and tolerant Ameri
critical support for Israel, andun
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By the beginning of June 1967, Egypt and Israel were on the brink of
war. Egyptian President Nasser’s precipitous action in dismissing the UN
cacekeeping forces in the Sinai Desert and closing the Strait of Tiran to
{sraeli shipping had contributed to this situation, as had Israel’s hostile
pehavior toward Egypts ally Syria. Under these circumstances, the Israe-
Jis initiated war with a predawn attack on Egypt in early June. Within six
days, they had defeated the armies of Egypt, Syria, and Jordan and occu-
pied the West Bank, Gaza, and the Golan Heights.

This victory was a surprise to everyone except the military and po-
litical experts who paid attention to the realities of the Middle East. The
worldwide Jewish consensus flowed not from present reality (which the
experts knew was characterized by Tsraeli strength and Arab weakness)
but from historically conditioned feelings of vulnerability that encom-
passed not only the Tsraeli public but the diaspora too. As far as world
Jewry was concerned, Isracl was perpetually on the brink of annihila-
tion—an assumption often encouraged by the American media. In the
three weeks of crisis preceding the war, this fear of the imminent destruc-
tion of Israel reached fever pitch. However, instead of experiencing an-
other Holocaust, what the Jews got was the rapid and complete victory of
the Zionist state. This outcome produced both disorientation and deliri-
ous joy. And, in its mythic power, it confirmed and deepened the bond
between almost all diaspora Jews and the Jewish state. A suggestion of
this could be seen in the outpouring of American Jewish wealth that went
to the United Jewish Appeal to help defray Israeli war expenses—3$307
million in the six months following the war”

As J. ]. Goldberg points out, the rapid, if unexpected, victory of Israel
did not leave American Jews with a greater sense of security. Rather: “The
events of May and June 1967 shattered the nerves of the American Jew-
ish community” Goldberg quotes the Jewish leader Milton Himmelfarb
writing in Commentary in October 1967 to the effect that Jews had a “sud-
den realization that genocide, antisemitism, a desire to murder Jews—all
those things were not merely what one had been taught about the bad,

stupid past. . . . Those things were real and present.” Jews had, Himmel-
farb concluded, “relearned the old truth that you can depend only on
yourself”* '

it was this emotionally driven worldview (the Jews' ethnocentric
thought collective) that dictated the response of American Jewish lead-



[10  Foreign Policy, Inc.

ers to what happened next. The Israeli victory was not all positive. It gaye
Israel control of conquered territory that it almost immediately started ¢
colonize, in violation of international law. More than a million non-Jews,
that is, native Palestinians, found themselves under an increasingly op.
pressive regime of occupation. Israel was taken to task on human rights
issues by the United Nations, and many Third World nations started to
criticize Israeli policies in the newly occupied territories as resembling
the behavior of apartheid South Africa.

Some of this criticism came from civil rights and antiwar groups in
the United States with whom the American Jewish organizations had
long-standing alliances. This proved to be the pivotal moment. Would
the American Jewish leaders and activists stay true to their liberal prin-
ciples of tolerance and equality for all, including the Palestinians under
Israeli occupation, or would they retreat into a fortress mentality that in-
terpreted all criticism of Israel as anti-Semitism and proof that the Jews
could depend only on themselves? The answer turned out to be the latter.
With Iittle debate or hesitation, the establishment leadership of American
Jewry traded its traditional alliances with the progressive forces of the
nation for new alliances with right-wing conservative forces that uncriti-
cally backed Israel.

This was, perhaps, not an unexpected choice. If American Jewish lead-
ers assumed that a strong Israel was forever on the brink of destruction,
if they did not have the collective ego strength to accept others’ criticism
of postwar Israeli policies, and if they had no faith in the historically dem-
onstrated ability of liberal policies to guarantee their own domestic rights,
then a fortress mentality was the only thing they could retreat to. And so
they did. Jewish leaders resigned from the liberal organizations that raised
even the mildest criticism of Israel. And those few American Jews who kept

to their liberal principles were accused of being traitors to their people.

Simultaneously, a new “holocaust awareness” sprung up among
American Jews fueled by Israel’s alleged recent “near death experience.”
Jewish leaders started demanding that Holocaust studies become part of
secondary and college curricula. Synagogues and Hebrew schools gave
the topic a much greater place in their teachings and sermons. The Ho-
locaust, which had been a symbol of a past overcome by a better present,

was now put forth as a symbol of present and future danger. The Arabs
were transformed into latter-day Nazis.
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It is unclear what percentage of the general American ]‘ewish pop-
ulation immediately went along with this rap%dly.r develop1ng dogma.
However, there is little doubt that the vast n}a;onty of‘ American Jews
at least passively acquiesced in the policy shift. The shift was be}sed ‘01}
simple subtraction. Where before the 1967 war there.were two pillars o
American Jewish policy—Israel and the fight for a liberal and tolerant
America—now there was only one. And that was Israel.

Zionism Triumphant

From this time on, the major goal of American Jewish organizations .and
lobbies was to serve the interests of Israel. All lobbies were now es_senually
Zionist, As far as Israeli leaders were concerned, this was only as 1.t should
be. From their point of view, the gentile world was 1_nher.ently, 1f. some-
times latently, hostile, and, therefore, Jewish organizations in Fhe chaspo-rﬁ
had no other purpose but to support the state (_)f Isralel. That is, all Ie_w1s
organizations in the diaspora should function in their hgme_com;fnes as
agents of a foreign power. In the United States, the orgam‘zatlon t at now
came to the fore in this role was the American Israel Public Affaflrs Com-
mittee (AIPAC). As a testimony to this claim, the 'AIPAC Web site ‘quo-tes
the New York Times describing it z;ls “thel I;’;OSt important organization
: i merica’s relationship with Israel”
dﬁec;j;‘};%’Afé was originally founded as the Washington—.based'oﬁi.ce of the
7OA. At that time, the DC office was called the American Z1o‘mst Com-
mittee for Public Affairs. Its name was changed to the Amer%can Is‘rael
Public Affairs Committee in 1959. The initial head of the:' Amen.can Zion-
ist Committee/ AIPAC was Isaiah Kenen, an American }ournflhst. Kenen
had several times previously registered with the US Justice Deparjf—
ment as an agent of the American section of the Jewish Agency, a quail-
government organization based in Israel”” He had also_ worked as the
press secretary and public relations person for the Israeli ambassadog to
the United Nations. This was the famed Abba Eban. It was Eban WI;lO Ur;t
approached Kenen about settingup a lobb}rlng efff)rt tlo mﬂuencc; t ; .Of
government in Israel’s favor. Together with L0u1§ Lipsky, Fhe eader N
the American Zionist Council, the American Zionist Comn?ntee for.Pu -
lic Affairs was established with Kenen at its head. According tolL1p‘sk):i
Kenen was to be an “American lobbyist for an American organization
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and, thus, avoid the “impropriety of an agent of a foreign power lobhy,.
ing Congress” However, according to revelations made during Williap,
Fulbright’s Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings in 1963, the
Jewish Agency provided the start-up money and continued to subsidize
the American Zionist Committee/ AIPAC indirectly through third-lz.a];ty
organizations.” Because he had the audacity to reveal this, Senator Ful-
bright was politically targeted by the American Zionists, who helped the
Arkansas governor, Dale Bumpers, defeat Fulbright in 1974,
In the 1950s, in order to shore up the claim that the American 7;.
onist Committee was a lobby (rather than an agent of Israel), Kenen ang
his organization were taken off the Jewish Agency payroll, domestic fund.
raising having reached the point of self-support. Also, a formal connectiop
was made between the committee and the Conference of Presidents of Ma-
jor American Jewish Organizations (Presidents’ Conference for short). The
problem was that the Presidents’ Conference also took its foreign policy
direction from Israel. Therefore, it comes as no surprise that both organiza-
tions maintained a significant connection with the Isracli ambassador.
So close was the connection between the American Jewish/Zion-
ist organizations and the Israeli government that, according to Edward
Tivnan, “Jewish leaders rarely met with Administration officials without
first being briefed by the [Israeli] embassy” William Waxler, who for two
years served as the head of the Presidents’ Conference, confessed to meet-
ing with the Israeli ambassador almost weekly during his time in office.
He also traveled to Israel “six to nine times a year” in order to “discuss
tactics for Jewish support in the U.S” with Israeli government officials. As
far as Waxler was concerned: “The American Jewish community has been
used and should be used [by the Israeli government]. ... Nobody is going
off on their own and doing things without proper instructions. The only
place where those instructions could really originate was in Israel” Under
these circumstances, Israel’s ambassador, Abba Eban, functioned as “the
real head of the American Jewish community” And that community had
become, in the words of an Israeli diplomat, “a spigot” that Israel could
“turn on whenever it want[ed] "

In the 1950s, the American Zionist Committee/AIPAC consolidated
its influence over Congress. How this happened will be explained shortly,
but even someone as independent minded as Secretary of State John Fos-
ter Dulles “openly asserted the difficulty of making foreign-policy deci-
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. o that displeased the organized Jewish community”™ It‘ was through
sion® s that pleasure or displeasure was most often registered. Influ-
congfeih the executive branch of government in the post-World War
ence Vg st waxed, and then waned, and then waxed again. Zionist influ-
nes ‘l’gh Harry "Truman was very strong, as his behavior in the lead-up
e Wlli independence shows.* That influence waned when President
© Isrif)wer (who, significantly, was not a professional politician) forced
ﬁie?sraelis to withdraw from Egypts Sinai'region‘following thz 1953
gritish-French-lsraeli invasion. Beginning with Pres@ents Ke;nne ¥ ain
Johnson, Zionist influence waxed again and has remained substantial in

i use ever since. '
e Y;Th}:;: }xjrgre many reasons for the post—Eisenbower growth in Zmn-f

ist influence. After Eisenhower feft office, the United Statf:s had a r‘:;lri ;13
presidents who, for religious or cultural reasons, were fz‘lsar:atedcﬁl' . e
Jews. Lyndon Baines Johnson is a good e_xample. Clr.summg m]?l/ delS 1ar;
faith sprang from yours,” he would explain to An.neltlcan Jewis au hle?ice
“the similarities between the Jewish pioneers buﬂdmg a _ho,me 11:1 the b](j-
ert [this is how he envisioned Palestine] and 1}’13 own family’s har 1scra i ﬁ
life farming . . . in the Hill Country of Texas.. As it turned out, afmos ;
the information Johnson ever got on the Mlddle Eas.t came not roIm 113
own country’s State Departmeit or intelligence services but from Israeli

ican Zionist sources.

e ég’;;ii probably more important in the long run for th‘e grovl\;th
in influence of the Zionist lobby was the fact' that }e@sh Amenczgls e-

came important donors to the political parties, particularly the temlol-

crats. This gave their lobbying arms the necessary le'ver.age to even 1ua g

convince the U.S. government to become Israel’s Pr1nc1p1e ﬁnancu;} atl;l

military supporter. The desire to compete for Jewish money broug 5 the

Republicans into range for the Zionists as well. Arixd,‘ after _1967 and i:

turning away from a liberal agenda by the fkmencan. }ew1s}11iorga;:nzzs

tions, the Republican Party began to get Jewish ﬁnz?nmal bac‘ ng. It wa

Richard Nixon, with his doctrine of reliance on allies to pro;ec‘"c Amerll-

can power around the world, who proclaimed that Isr:,ael was a strate]flc

asset”* The importance of money to the Israel lobbys.effect‘ivenes; asl
been described by John Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt in the1r. ?‘y?;flzpz‘é?

Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy. As Mearsheimer and Walt tell us: 1 ns_s

success is due to its ability to reward legislators and congressional ca
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didates who support its agenda, and to punish those who challenge jt
+ - . AIPAC makes sure its friends get strong financial support from the
myriad pro-Israel PACs. Those seen as hostile to Israel, on the other hang,
can be sure that AIPAC will direct campaign contributions to their po-
litical opponents” To this may be added the fact that ATPAC often had
dynamic leadership, as in the case of Thomas Dine, who led the organiza-
tion from 1980 to 1992. Under his guidance, a grassroots membership of
some hity-five thousand was created, a staff of 150 hired, and an annua
budget of some $15 million established. The organization also managed
to become the chief source of information on Israel and related subjects
for most of the members of Congress. Thus, most of the talking points,
synopses, and research papers that inform ordinary congressmen and
senators about the sometimes esoteric issues, such as water rights, settle-
ments, and borders, that concern the Israeli-Palestinian dispute as well as
the condition of Jews around the world come from ATPAC. In this way, it
has monopolized and continues to monopolize the information flow in
Israels favor. To this end, AIPAC put together a small army of researchers
and writers to augment its team of lobbyists.®

The Problem of National Interests, Part 2

The 1970s showed the strength of the Israel lobby again and again. A
spectacular example of ATPAC’s influence can be seen in the shaping of
U.S. foreign policy as regards the Soviet Union. The motivation, in terms
of the Jewish lobby, was Soviet Jewry, which appeared to be seeking to
emigrate in large numbers. Such an exodus would be a great demographic
boon to Israel, which has always feared the high birth rate of the Pales-
tinians it sought to displace. Thus, the freedom of Jews to emigrate from
Russia became a high-priority issue for America’s now very Zionist Jew-
ish organizations. As was the case back in the late nineteenth century, the
pressure point used by the lobby was trade. In 1972, working with the
Washington State Democratic senator Henry Jackson (whose aide at the
time was the neoconservative Richard Perle), Zionist lobbyists such as
AIPAC’s Isaiah Kenen helped prepare legislation that would deny the So-
viet Union most-favored-nation status (which the Nixon administration

saw asan important step in its policy of detente) unless complete freedom
of emigration was allowed.”
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It is to be noted that, at this time, the Soviet Union was not denying
the Jews the right to emigrate. It was, however, using a quota system and
Jevying a hefty exit tax (sometimes referred to as a diploma tax) on those
who were highly educated. These policies are what had angere:d the Jew-
ish American leadership. As in the case of the 1944 congl.“essmnal reso-
lutions, the political desire to comply with Zion{st lobbymg seemed to
take precedence over what objective observers mlght' have J.udged to be
4 number of national interests—detente with the Soviet Union, that na-
tom's assistance in ending the Vietnam War, and thc‘e more peaf:eful World
such steps potentially provided. The apparent sacrifice of -natlonal-m.ter-
ests did not bother Richard Perle and other neoconservatives. Their 1de’~
ology considered detente as but a dangerous illusion. Pe.rle, on Jackson’s
behalf, worked to line up Democratic backing for the bill to deny trade
status to the Soviets, Soon, he had seventy-two cosponsors in the Senate.:.
So effective was this strategy that it moved the Soviets to‘drop the exit
tax and promise to issue sixty thousand visas a year to Soviet Jews want-
ing to leave. In the end, the deal fell apart owing t-o extraneous events
that neither the Nixon administration (then in the midst of the Watergate
scandal) or the Jewish lobby organizations had anticipated.® ‘

Nonetheless, the Jackson amendment (as the effort to deny the Soviet
Union favored trade status became known) was seen as a great preceder.xt
by Zionist lobbyists. They felt that it had demonstrated the power of their
Jobby to force Congress, the executive branch, and even foreign govern-
ments to pay attention to their demands. This assumption was t.ested in
the mid-1970s when Jewish organizations pushed for legislation that
would outlaw compliance by U.S. businesses with the Arab embargo of
Israel. .

There were many factors that were involved in this demand. For in-
stance, American companies did a lot of business with the Arab world,
to say nothing of the fact that Middle East oil helped fuel much of.the
Western economy. Then there was the additional fact that the United
States maintained its own embargoes against countries such as Cuba and
Vietnam. As we saw in chapter 4, Congress would not hesitate to tr}‘f to
punish American and foreign firms for violations of these embafgoes, }I:lst
as the Arabs sought to blacklist American companies doing business with
Israel. Nonetheless, when it came to the Arab embargo of Israel, Congress
suddenly discovered a grave moral wrong.
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Aided by representatives from AIPAC, legislation making coopey,
ation with the Arab boycott a violation of U.S. law was introduced 3,
Representative Jonathan Bingham of New York in early 1975. The debate
that followed pitted the Jewish lobby against the Ford administration and
representatives of big business. It turned out that the latter had some $4.5
billion at stake in Middle East business and was, thus, compelled to cq.
operate with the Arab boycott.* This level of investment demanded that
some attempt at compromise be made, so, in the first half of 1976, a serieg
of discussions were held between representatives of the major Americap
Jewish organizations and the Business Roundtable (a lobby group thay
represented most of the country’s big corporations). These were facili-
tated by the Carter White House. By May, legislation had been passed
that reflected a compromise, some exceptions having been allowed in the
antiboycott law; such as for the il companies.

Once more, the Jewish lobby felt empowered. It had rewritten fop-
eign policy. That the rescripting involved not a little hypocrisy and threat-
ened a good amount of American foreign investment was never publicly
noted. An objective observer might have pointed out that American gov-
ernment did to others what it was trying to punish the Arabs for doing.
That observer might also have pointed out that a commonsense approach
to national interest suggested that the nation protect its investments in
the Arab world and maintain the goodwill of those who possessed the re-
sources so necessary to the successful running of the economies of much
of the West. But that is not how American politics worked. Tt was, once
more, the parochial interests of those lobbies effective enough to influ-
ence the legislative process that stood in for national interests.

Even in those cases where the Jewish lobby had to accept compromise,
or even when, owing to extraneous circumstances, it did not achieve its
ends, it still ended up with an enhanced reputation for influence and pow-
er. A good example of such a case was the battle over the sale of airborne
warning and command systems (AWACS) to Saudi Arabia in 1981.

The Saudis wished to buy five such spy planes from the United States
largely as an early warning system guarding against attack from Iraq or
Iran. However, the Israelis opposed the sale because, as they pointed out,
the Saudis were technically still at war with Israel and might use the planes
to warn against an Israeli attack. From a military standpoint, the Israelis
had absolutely nothing to fear from the Saudi army or air force. However,
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gaudis might have much more to fear from the Israelis. Saudi Arabia
the mong the most important suppliers of oil to the industrial world, so
e ;ington had, arguably, a national interest in the defense of that nation
Wa; attack from any quarter. Nonetheless, Israel’s position on the sale of
frs\rACS demanded that the Jewish lobby fight wholeheartedly against it.
: The sale was first backed by the Carter administration and then by
ronald Reagan (though Reagan had opposed it as lor}g as he was cam-
paigning for office against Carter). Once more, despite the reasonable
national security arguments that could be made for the salle, the Cc?n-
ress was readily persuaded to stand against it by the effectwe‘ lobbying
of AIPAC and other Jewish groups. The House of Representatives voted
on October 1, 1981, to reject the sale by a margin of 3-1.* The S.enzfte
was also set to turn the sale down. Under normal circumstances, .Zmnlst
arochial interests would have trumped national interest, dooming the
sale. Then, on October 6, 1981, the president of Egypt, Anwar Sadat, was
assassinated. All of a sudden, circumstances were no Ionger‘ n.ormal, and
this one event proved enough to reverse congressional opinion. It now
seemed that American allies in the Middle East were vulnerable to ant%-
American and anti-Israeli forces both external and internal. It was this
fear that allowed the sale to go through.

'The Suppression of Free Speech for American Jewry

Despite losing this specific battle because of the unexpected assastsin'fttion
of an American ally, the increasingly right-wing Jewish orga.mzatio.nal
leadership became ever more effective in influencing U.S. f(')re.ngn Qohcy.
The Zionist lobby continued to work closely with the adml'mstratlon- of
Ronald Reagan. Reagan’s admiration for Israel and its role in the region
flowed primarily from his Christian fundamentalis.t outlook. ,Aiso, 1dt?0—
logically, the Jewish neoconservatives fit in well jw1th Reagar’s hard-line
approach to the cold war world. It was this pre::;id_ent wbo iwapped de-
tente for stigmatizing the Soviet Union as thg evil empire” In .Israel, a
corresponding ideological turn to the right had occurreq w}%en, in 1977;;
Tsraeli voters brought to power Menachem Begin and his Likud .Party.

The Jewish American neoconservatives quickly became close advisers to

the Likud government in Jerusalem.
It was also around this time that AIPAC came to the fore as the en-
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force@ent arm of the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewi
Orga}mzations. As mentioned above, AIPAC had developed a symb; Is-h
relationship with the Presidents’ Conference. The two organizations Etlc
interlocking directorates. The chair of the Presidents’ Conference was N
wa}:s a member of the inner ruling body (sometimes known as the Oa1~
cers’ group) of AIPAC. As J. J. Goldberg tells it: “The job of the President ,
Qonference was to forge a consensus on Israel from among the diver :
views of organized American Jews. Translating those views into politi:\?
clout was the job of AIPAC”* This relationship becomes suspect ho“?
ever, when it is realized that the foreign policy positions taken i)y th—
Preende-:nts’ Conference were often dictated by the Israeli government ;
Whe.n it came to influencing American Middle East policy, that made t}.1e
Presidents’ Conference, and AIPAC, de facto agents of a foreign power. In
lt)}:l:l ;Tfsfs of AIPAC, this has even involved charges of espionage on Israel’s
It is a curious aspect of the story of the transformation of these pow-
erful American Jewish organizations into arms of the Israeli government
that the main argument in this process was the sanctity of Israeli democ-
racy. Those who argued against the right of American Jews to be publici
critical of Israel insisted that, as Goldberg put it, “Israelis were the only
ones entitled to decide Israeli policy, since they alone bore the risks” "Ihz
j(')b of American Jews was to “stand publically united with Israel” And
since, for instance, it was the Israeli decision not to negotiate with the Pal—’
estinians because, allegedly, they were all terrorists, American Jews were
forbidden to urge otherwise. This was the official position of the Presi-
dents’ Conference and AIPAC." In other words, American Jews were told
that, in order to respect Israeli democracy, they must forgo their right to
free .speech on the subject of Israel. Throwing a bone to the disappointed
the increasingly undemocratic American Jewish leadership said that it’
was all right for Jews to air their differences in private. However, public
disagreement with the official line meant effective ostracization from the
Jewish community.

.A case in point is the short history of the small progressive American
}"ewish organization known as Breira (the word breira means “alterna-
tive” in Hebrew). Breira was founded in 1973, and its membership never
numbered more than fifteen hundred nationwide. Most of its members
were intellectuals and young liberal rabbis. What they sought to do was
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romote a discussion on the topic of what was the proper relationship
petween diaspora Jews and Israel. After the Yom Kippur War, the orga-
hization took a public position urging mutual recognition between Israel
and the Palestinians. Although the members of Breira were too few in
aumber to mount a serious challenge to the likes of the Presidents’ Con-
ference and ATPAC, these and other major Jewish organizations went af-
ter them as if they were traitors. They were condemned by all the leaders
of organized Jewry from Reform through Orthodox Judaism. Establish-
ment leaders would not appear at events if a Breira member was also on
the agenda. Breira members were also castigated by Israeli diplomats in
the United States and, ultimately, accused of “giving aid and comfort . ...
to those who would cut aid to Israel and leave it defenseless before mur-
derers and terrorists”® These tactics, which the American Jewish writer
Irving Howe called “heimishe [homebred] witch hunting,” were simi-
far to those used by the Soviet Comintern to maintain discipline among
“diaspord” Communists in the 1920s and 1930s. And, as with dissenting
Communists, the tactics worked when it came to the Jews of America.
Breira was defunct by 1977,

Breira met its fate while Israel was governed by the Labor Party. In
1977, things would get much worse for independent-minded Ameri-
can Jews. In that year, Menachem Begin took the reigns of power in Is-
racl. When Begin was elected prime minister of Israel, the chair of the
Presidents’ Conference in the United States was Alexander Schindler, the
leader of Reform Jewry in America. Schindler was a liberal in all things
but Tsrael. After going to Israel to meet Begin personally, he became con-
vinced that American Jewry must accept and follow the prime minister
because he was democratically elected and because he appeared to “really
care” about American Jews. Thus, Schindler manipulated and prodded
most of American Jewry into defending policies of imperialist expansion
instituted by the Likud government.” A year later, with American Jew-
ish discomfort with Israeli settlement policies growing at the community
level, the Israelis brought eight leaders of major American organizations
to Tsrael. For three days, they had long meetings with Begin, Defense
Minister Ezer Weizman, and Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan. They were
given helicopter tours of the West Bank and generally lectured on why
the Israeli government could not possibly trade land for peace. They went
home staunch supporters of Menachem Begin.



120 Foreign Policy, Inc.

Simultaneously, the Israeli government started to concentrate its
influence on the Presidents’ Conference and AIPAC. Other Jewish op.
ganizations, such as the long-established National Jewish Communit
Relations Advisory Council, were increasingly ignored by the Israelis.
was assumed that the Presidents’ Conference and AIPAC would discipline
such organizations, forcing them to toe the Tsraeli propaganda line. The
Israclis had made this strategic decision because AIPAC had proved itself
increasingly able to penetrate the policy-formulating ranks of the Ameri-
can government. For example, following the AWACS vote in 1981, a vote
that the Zionist lobbyists had actually lost, the Reagan administration
had made a decision to enlist AIPAC as an ally rather than an opponent,
To this end, administration officials approached AIPAC to participate in
the government’s Middle East policy-formulation process.™ At the same
time, anyone within the foreign policy bureaucracy who was critical of
the evolving U.S. alliance with Israel was pushed out of the policymaking
process. Congress saw no problem in this arrangement, for its members
had long ago come to regularly consult the Israeli lobby on pending rel-
evant legislation. In 1983, the Reagan administration solicited a “formal
strategic alliance” with Tsrael, the overture resulting in the signing of a
“memorandum of understanding on strategic cooperation” By 1987, Is-
rael was designated a “major non-Nato ally;” a status that gave it access to
most U.S. military technology.®
It was AIPAC’s reputation for influence in Congress that convinced the
Reagan officials that these were smart moves. The Reagan people should
have known of AIPAC’s connection to the Israeli government—certainly,
the American intelligence agencies did. It apparently made no difference,
particularly to a president who had a biblically inspired admiration for
the Israelis. In any case, by 1983, Israel was a formal military partner of
the United States. The two governments would now mutually engage
in such adventures as “aiding the Nicaraguan contras, training security
forces in Zaire, sending arms secretly to Iran,” and more. The “sharing
of technology and information and intelligence reached unprecedented
proportions.”* When Begin sent the Israeli army into Lebanon in June
1982 and ended up shelling Beirut and allowing massacres of Palestinians
at the Shabra and Shatilla camps, the operations were conducted, in part,
with American weapons. Reagan, who feebly protested this usage to Be-
gin (it is against U.S. law for foreign nations to use American military aid
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for offensive purposes), was momentarily regarded by the prime minister
wt 2‘:‘;;1: Esjliﬂrf(;ted, many American Jews found the behavior of Israel
in the occupied territories and in Lebanon very unsettling. Pol{l‘s taken at
the time show that nearly two-thirds of American ]_ews were “troubled
by Israeli policies. Yet, in practice, individual Anﬁqerman ]ew.*s .Iooked the
other way and literally took refuge in their‘ 10ca11s.m. Not willing to turn
opinion into organized action, this majority abdlca'ted to the I:l‘lll’lOl‘lty‘
of American Jews who were willing and able to ac.t in an organized and
national way. Polls also show that 70 percent of ]ew1sk.1 leaders at.the com-
munity level were also “troubled” but went along with 'theq nat10n.a1 dic-
tates s0 as to maintain their positions of local leadersh%p.5 For his part,
Menachim Begin proved not as concerned about the fec?hngs of Amerlca-n
Jews as Schindler and others had believed. He simplyl 1gnor§d them. Hlls
Likud Party successor, the old terrorist Yitzhak Shamir, was interested in
American Jews only to the extent that he could turn them m-to, as’Gold-
berg puts it, “an organ of Likud policy” To this enf:l, the Presjldents (;?n-
ference and ATPAC were brought into the inner circles of leu'd politics.
So compromised were the leadership positions of these Amern.:an orga-
nizations that the Israeli government considered them as equlvale.nt to
“any top ambassadorial or civil service job™* Given that the Is?aeh gov-
ernment was now very right-wing, it should come as no surprise that ‘1t
saw to it that neoconservative American Jewish leaders such ?s Morrls
B. Abram (who headed what passed for a civil rights comm,issxon in the
Reagan administration) became the chair of the Presidents Conference
and a mouthpiece for Likud views.

Those who were seen as critical in any way whatsoever, even though
they had otherwise proved themselves loyal to the Israeli cause, were cas-
tigated as traitors and intimidated into silence. Take the case of Sena-
tor Frank Lautenberg, the Jewish senator from New Jersey who had both
served as the chairman of the United Jewish Appeal and helped smooth
the way for Russian Jewish emigration. However, in 1987, he made the
mistake of initiating a letter commending Secretary of State George S'hultz
for his efforts at seeking a compromise settlement of the Arab-Israeli con-
flict. Prime Minister Shamir took exception to this gesture, and almost
immediately Zionist Americans from across Lautenbergs state started to
attack him and work against his reelection. “What I saw was almost a
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venomous response;” the senator said. “Suddenly I was painted a pay;
Lautenberg, who remarked that he had commended Shultz becgsrlah‘h
thought a compromise peace was in the best interest of the United SS oh
(as well as israel), observed: “I was shocked by the response from s?::S
segments of the Jewish i i :
. agitor ot Cauie-”sﬁ community. I w§s practically accused of bej
‘ American Jewish intellectuals supportive of the Labor Party elem
in Israeli politics could find a home at the Washington Institute for Nent
Eastern Policy (WINEP). WINEP was established in 1984 by Larry W;ar
berg, a past president of AIPAC, and its first director was Martin Indnil(‘
who had once been the research director at AIPAC. The institute sawy' ’
goal as “moving beltway [Washington, DC] thinking toward Israel” anlés
thereby, making it possible for the U.S. government to “resist the pressur ,
for a‘procedural breakthrough [on Palestinian-Israeli peace issues] un:‘;
conditions have ripened” In other words, WINEP sought to make :
possible for the U.S. government to resist peace while Isracl continued tlt
fsxpand its illegal colonies, thus creating facts on the ground that wouldo
in the long run, preclude the possibility of an independent Palestinia ’
state. With this as a goal, it made little difference that the institute wan
controlled by people more aligned with Israel’s Labor Party than with Li?
kud. When it came to expansion and the occupation of Palestinian land
the difference between the two Israeli parties, though sometimes bitter| ]
expressed, was, ultimately, tactical. And, in any case, no matter whid)l{
party was in power, all important positions taken by the Presidents’ Con-
ference and AIPAC referencing the Middle East were carefully aligned
with those taken by the reigning Tsraeli government.’ °
A's suggested above, the ordinary individuals who made ap the
American Jewish community, once so noted for its progressive and lib-
fﬁ.ral attitudes, simply acquiesced in this situation. In part, this was due to
ignorance. As one observer put it, many Jews “don’t have a strong sense
of just how precisely their community is being defined daily by their capi-
tjdl lobbyists™ Another part of the explanation is the historically congi-
tioned acceptance of the argument that all Jews must maintain a united
f.ront when it comes to Israel. Both these reactions fit well with the no-
jclon that American Jews generally live according to the theory of local-
ism put forth in the first chapter of this book. Of course, a good number
of them are influenced by issues of ethnic identity. For the more atten-
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his makes Israel a virtual component of their local environment.
be borne in mind that the news about Israel and the Middle
gast is brought to them through a largely self-censoring media, as well as
through the pulpits of their rabbis and the offices of their organizational
leaders. Most of these sources are less than objective and do not encour-
age individual analysis and debate. Thus, American Jews (like most of the
rest of the people in the United States and beyond) live in an information
environment that shapes and skews their perceptions and reactions.

tives t
Yet it must

Conclusion

AIPAC supporters will often say that what they are doing is practicing
the right of all American citizens to petition their government and hold
their representatives accountable for their actions. And, not only do they
do this effectively and efficiently in Washington, DC, but they also have
«nembers active in the camp of nearly every candidate for every seat in
Congress”® There is, on the face of it, nothing illegal about any of this.
This is, one might way, the way the system works. However, when an or-
ganization of such influence most often takes its cue from a foreign state
rather than from the democratically debated and decided desires of a
community of American citizens it claims to represent, then the right-to-
petition argument becomes highly questionable. Yet the same influence
aver policy that makes ATPAC and its allied American Jewish lobbies so
powerful has saved it from being labeled an operative of a foreign govern-
ment and made to register as such.”

A good example of the consequences of this arrangement was the
role played by the Israel lobby in promoting the Second Iraq War. In The
Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy, Mearsheimer and Walt dedicated
thirty-three pages and 175 footnotes to documenting the link between
the Zionist lobby and the invasion of Iraq. The lobby’s prowar position
was taken because, by late 2002, the Israeli government had decided to
back war with Iraq.* Mearsheimer and Walt conclude that both Israel and
its lobby “played crucial roles in making [the invasion of Iraq] happen”
and that, without their pressure, the invasion would “almost certainly not
have occurred.™ -

There are knowledgeable observers who say that Mearsheimer and
Walt give too much credit to the Israel Jobby when it comes to shaping
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policy. Such critics would most likely also take issue with the whole .
tion of privatizing foreign policy. In particular, Noam Chomsky, the
table critic of American foreign policy from the Massachusetts Instityge
of Technology, and Joseph Massad, from Columbia Univessity, have bog,
asserted that the Mearsheimer and Walt thesis denies structural Interegyg
that shape American policy worldwide and not just in the Middle East,
Chomsky describes these structural interests as “strategic-economic iy,.
lerests of concentrations of domestic power in the tight state-corporate
linkage™* The Chomsky-Massad position is that these interests stand
prior to any special interests, which, in terms of foreign policy, gain infly.
ence only to the extent that their parochial interests serve to further the
structural national interests of the state, Thus, the fobby power and the
privatization positions are seen as reductionist. In Massad’s words, they
“exonerate the United States government from all responsibility and guil
that it deserves”*® While experts can differ as to just what the distribution
of influence is among “concentrations of domestic power” at any one time
or relative to any particular foreign policy, the fact remains that such con-
centrations of power are, at bottom, special interests. Chomsky lists some
of them—“0il companies, arms industries and other special interests . . ”
—in the very piece in which he takes issue with Walt and Mearsheimer. It
would seem that, structurally conceived or not, there is no foreign policy
formulation for the Middle East apart from special interests. One can-
not make a sharp distinction between the “responsibility and guilt” of the
U.S. government and of the special interests that effectively influence the
behavior of that government.

To the extent that the Israel lobby did influence the decision to invade
Iraq, it did so without any prior extended debate or popular feedback
from the American Jewish community it claims to represent. Did any of
the lobby’s myriad volunteers note this lack of democratic procedure? Or,
like good soldiers, do they find it quite normal that ATPAC decisions are
made behind closed doors by a relatively small officers’ group that just
happens to have periodic meetings with Israeli diplomats and officials?
The troops of the Israel lobby (as of 2006, AIPAC claimed to have 100,000
members) are simply given their marching orders, and, glorying in being
associated with such a powerful and influential organization, off they go.
Yet what are the consequences of this situation for the defining of U.S.
national interests in the Middle East? Our unnaturally close relationship
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.+, Israel has, at the very least, helped bring the reputation of the United
WIttes to a very low state and, simultaneously, abetted the growth of anti-
itiqerican movements in the region. ' .

A rational outside observer, standing above the mﬂuepce of special
. ests, however configured, would not have too much dlfﬁculty figur-
%ntel‘ tw:rhat American national interests are in the Middle East. First and
e c:rl:ost American interest lies in the maintenance of a peaceful, stable,
forg ro—;\merican regional environment that assures uninterrupted ac-
- I;o necessary resources such as oil at reasonable, fair market rates as
Ceslsl as in the carrying on of other commercial and cultural activities of
V;;eutual benefit, Overt or covert policies that erO.de projAmerican fee}if‘lis
by identifying the United States with dict‘atorlal regimes or apartheid-
style behavior can and do lead to hostile actions, such as attacks on Ameli-
ican tourists, businesses, embassies, and consul.at'es and aisovsuch attacks
as occurred on September 11, 2001, Such policies are ob\'qously cm;ln-
terproductive. It is in the national interest that they be: avoided and that
a policy of noncooperation be adopted toward Cf)untries whos.e govern-
ments pursue policies that complicate or make difficult the maintenance
of such a regionally stable and friendly environmen.t. .

No country in the Middle East, be it Iran, Syria, leya‘, or Iraq, has
made the region more dangerous and difficult for American 1r'1ter'ests th.an
Israel, Here is why. First, the immense influence anc'l obstructionist tactlél:s
of organizations and lobbyists whose first loyalty is to Israel h.avehma\_ e
it nearly impossible for the United States to resi?ond to Is'raeh be avior
that undermines a stable and pro-American en\nronmen.t in the.lt region.
Second, almost every peace initiative offered by U.S. afimlnlstrat1ons over
the past forty years has been actively or passively rejected by Issraeli Yet
the Congress and the executive branch have repeatedly been unab eIto
adequately respond and discipline Israel because of th.e power of thfe s-
rael lobby. Third, the lobby also sees to it that Israel dram's resources from
the U.S. Treasury to fund activities that are not onlly agam# U.S.'mterest
(because they stir up hatred against America) bu? in violation of -1nternac—1
tional law (e.g., settlement activities and Ithe building of the ml.sn;med
security wall). Fourth, the United States has repeatedly begn induce
by lobby power to diplomatically protect Tsrael fron? UN cc?ndemnatlon
through the use of its Security Council veto. In doing s0, it onc; more
publicly ties itself to Israeli policies and, thereby, declares its complicity in
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that country’s often illegal and violent behavior, Fifth, as a consequenc
access to the Middle East for U.S. businesses, tourism, cultural endeav()re’
and the like has been increasingly difficult and dangerous. One historiaS)
of the issue has estimated that, as a consequence, “American companien
and the United States economy suffer an estimated $1 billion loss eS
yfaar.”“ Sixth, Islamic fundamentalists, of both the violent and the ngnf
violent variety, have had a field day quite accurately associating our sup-
port of Israel with the suffering of the Palestinians. Seventh, Israel hi
repf:*atedly ignored the limitations placed by law on the use of the militar S
equipment given to it by the United States. It has, at one time or anothez
used such equipment repeatedly in an illegal offensive manner against al],
its neighbors. Thus, Palestinian, Lebanese, Syrian, Jordanian, and Egyp-
tian civilians have, because of Israeli actions, been killed or maimed b
ordinance “made in the USA” Because of the power of the Israeli lobby
Israel suffers no consequences for such violations, but American interesz;
are harmed irreparably. Arguably, the attack of September 11, 2001, is, to
date, the most profound proof that support of Israel has brought ,no,th~
ing but disaster for U.S. interests. Yet, owing to the inordinate power of
this particular special interest faction, policies in direct contravention of
American national interests in the Middle East continue to be pursued.

Is There a National Interest?

The evidence and examples given so far suggest that the notion of a na-
tional interest is at best problematic. Certainly, well-organized interest
groups with strong feelings about how American foreign policy should
operate in a particular part of the world can and often do shape govern-
ment actions. In this way, they effectively privatize foreign policy relative
to their areas of interest. Their parochial interest becomes the so-called
national interest.

Nonetheless, there is truly a vast American literature dealing with the
topic of how Americans should conceive of and pursue their national in-
terest. Authors ranging from Alexis de Tocqueville to Samuel Huntington
have written on the subject, and there is still an ongoing debate as to how
the subject should be understood. Much of the literature, though not all,
organizes itself around a number of schools of thought. These constitute
theoretical approaches to the subject of national interest and work on the
assumption that it is a real phenomenon, shaping the international rela-
tions not only of the United States but of all states. Thus, before we can
draw any definitive conclusions about national interest, we must consider
these arguments.

The School of the Realists

Realists of various shades want a foreign policy that accords with the
facts of human nature as it has supposedly manifested itself through the
ages. According to the realists, it is a basic fact of human nature that, over

127



