Present-day Antisemitism and the Centrality of the Jewish Alibi

By Emanuele OttolengHi

Introduction

Since the beginning of the second Intifadah in ggéptember 2000, Europe has experienced
a dramatic increase in Antisemitic incidehfhese phenomena have quickly spilled over to
other Western countries as well. Though in eacmtguAntisemitism comes with its local
peculiarities and its original historical baggageross boundaries and continents much of
this resurgence is clearly correlated to the ebth #ow of Middle East violencé.The
strongest piece of evidence that something irratiaa happening in the way Western
societies react to Israel's actions, is the unpsdeal unleashing of hostility and hatred

towards Jews that accompanies events in the region.

The phenomenon is so well documented that it isthetpurpose of this essay to recite
statistics and evidenCeThere is also a wealth of literature on the natafecurrent

Antisemitism; how it resembles and differs from tpamnifestations; what causes it; what
role debates over Israel’s actions fulfill withinet context of current Antisemitism; and so
on? It is not the goal here therefore to report a tebthat has been largely and

comprehensively covered by others.

This article will focus on a particular feature tbe current Antisemitism that has been less
commented on. This is the crucial role played byesdews themselves, mostly intellectuals
or academics, who have responded to the latestilassathe Jewish people by excusing it,

justifying it, downplaying it and in effect joininig> The role of Jewish voices in present-day
Antisemitism is one of the critical novelties irethurrent resurgence of anti-Jewish prejudice

and one that has so far earned only scant atteintischolarly writings.

Jewish and lIsraeli intellectuals lending their esido the demonization of Israel and its
supporters cancel out any accusations of Antisemitwhich could otherwise be leveled
against those who support these arguments, sineassumed that a Jew cannot be an
Antisemite. Regardless of whether this is the caseg world where identities matter, a

Jewish or Israeli background to arguments agasrsiel provides a powerful alibi to those



who support, endorse, and articulate the denidsmafel’'s right to exist and undermine the
democratic right of Diaspora Jews to express supfporand attachment to Israel. Israel’s
detractors readily seize upon such Jewish andlisesors of Israel both as evidence of the
validity of the most extreme arguments againstelsrand as a shield against accusations of

Antisemitism.

By citing these Jews, their rhetoric and writinigsael’s detractors can prove that Jews argue
against Israel in much the same way as they do.simmk Jews are presumed to be immune
from Antisemitism, it must therefore follow that athJews say is not Antisemitic. Given
such company, and such similarity of discoursey ttam hardly be accused of Antisemitism,
since they rely on the specifics of such rhetanisuipport of their argument, which usually
appeals to unspecified ‘Jewish values.’ By calldegvish testimony to their defense, Israel’s
detractors proceed then to label their critics assors, intent on silencing free speech.
Denunciations of Antisemitism are thereby neutedias expressions of McCarthyism, and
Jews who shield Israel's detractors from these saimns are exalted as dissidents

courageously fighting a Jewish witch-hunt in theneaof truth and authentic Jewish values.

This line of reasoning validates a number of furtiguments — that Israel’'s supporters are
complicit in the cover up of Israel’s criméshat Antisemitism (including the Holocaust and
its memory) is exploited by Jewish organizations to silenageauine debate about Isrdel;
that constant recourse to the accusation of Aniissmis causing a backlash against J&ws,
since the truth cannot be forever side lined; thaéws spoke out critically against Israel, it
would advance peace (the implication being thatislewgilence, or acquiescence, is an
obstacle to peacé},and combat Antisemitisrif;and that those Jews who ‘break ranks’ with
the ‘hegemonic discourse’ of the mainstream Jewshblishment are not only courageous,
but are also the authentic expression of Judaismthay follow in the footsteps of the

Prophetic tradition of speaking truth unto powar.

This rhetoric is a discourse about saving the Jews themselves. The salvation offered
depends on ending Zionism and all its consequeticksis therefore, for all intents and
purposes, a linguistic mandate to destroy the Jestste, articulated or underwritten by Jews
in the name of Jewish values and for the sakeeof#wish people, and an instrument aimed at
validating the argument that present-day demominati Israel and anti-Zionism is devoid of

Antisemitism. In a world where Antisemitism is unaptable in social and political discourse,



Israeli and/or Jewish intellectuals complying withe calls of Israel's detractors and

demonisers, constitute an alibi for Antisemitism.

None of the people engaged in this kind of rhetsees themselves as Antisemites — they are
proud to define themselves as anti-Zionists andareigsly reject the charge that they are
Antisemitic or ‘self-hating® This essay will show how their writings and public
pronouncements, nevertheless, fulfill the role op@werful alibi against accusations of

Antisemitism.
This argument is developed through five steps:

1. What is the process by which Jews embrace the ulise®f anti-Zionism? | will rely
on Sander Gilman®§ analysis of Jewish self-hatred and argue thatptosess is at
work with Jewish anti-Zionists.

2. What proof is there that Antisemitism and anti-48mn are coterminous? | will make
the case that anti-Zionism, distinct from someasin of specific Israeli actions, is a
form of Antisemitism and that therefore those Jew® proclaim their Jewishness
through their hatred of Israel are indeed adop&ingAntisemitic discourse and are
therefore self-hating.

3. What is the evidence that Jewish and Israeli iat#lials are indeed offering this kind
of discourse? | will show that their discourse stenom a desire to redefine Jewish
identity according to an anti-Zionist view of Jelisistory;

4. How is anti-Zionist discourse received by Israeltractors and how is it turned into
an alibi for Antisemitism? | will show how JewishtaZionist writings and utterances
are used by others as the alibi | described focrij@ggons of Israel that coincide with
old Antisemitic tropes.

5. What is the nature of the language of salvatioreadgred in this dialogue between
Jewish anti-Zionists and Antisemites? | will demoaie that it is a dialogue
essentially advocating a modern, secular variamoaf/ersion for Jews as an answer

to the problem of Antisemitism.

Step One: under standing self-hatred
The label ‘self-hating Jew’ has accompanied theatielover Jewish support and criticism of

Israel ever since the establishment of the Statsratl. In recent years, however, it has been



revived, with defenders of Israel sometimes thrgatime epithet against anti-Zionist Jews and
their targets responding in tone. Before usingldbel, it is important therefore to understand
that it is not just a term of abuse, but the obgctonsiderable scholarship based on an

impressive body of historical evidence.

The psychological and discursive component of Jewedf-hatred was addressed chiefly in
two studies. The first, published in 1935, is aytiec pamphlet published by an Italian exiled
anarchist, Camillo Berneri, who wrote, in Parise thookLe Juif Antisemité’ The second,

more recent and academic study is Sander Gilmkewssh Self-Hatred

Berneri sought to explain self-hating Jews by doeatimg the historical recurrence of this
phenomenon and then explaining it as a typicabacteophyte zeal and a burning desire to
burnish their credentials as new Christians. He tioeed Jewish converts, like Pablo
Cristiani, who led the medieval trials against fr@mud, and Alfonso de Valladolid, who
wrote ferocious anti-Jewish polemics in theé"lgentury. These converted Jews not only
became Catholics but also anti-Jewish and put #rewledge of Judaism at the service of
anti-Jewish causes. The Catholic Church, notedd@grased them as proof of the fallacy of

the Jewish faith. Were they Antisemites? Accordm@erneri,

The Jewish convert and supporter of the Inquisisibould not be considered fundamentally Antisemitiz the
contrary, if one accepts that the Inquisition wiasjts most profound spiritual manifestation, an at love

(eternal punishment being avoided thanks to theoeary suffering of a painful death) then the cotee Jew

is, in a certain sense, showing a sense of attathimdis old coreligionists by causing their peum*)n.18

That love should bequeath such violence may aiesange. Yet, Berneri’'s sarcasm offers an
insight: the self-hater wishes to bring his erstevlasioreligionists to embrace the new truth he
has found and resents them for failing to seehis Tonflicted sentiment of love (I want you to
see the truth!) and hate (how can you not seertie?) informs the relation of the neophyte
with his former community but also with the novebgp of reference — because it is through

the zeal he displays in the pursuit of the newhtthat the sincerity of his conversion is proven.

Sander Gilman concurs: there is nothing novel aqus about Jews joining anti-Jewish

hostility:



To be accepted in society means acquiring theeeéer group’s discourse. This problem did not sulydampear
with the emancipation of the Jews in the eighteestitury. It is a problem inherent in the existeat¢he Jews

in the Diaspora, a problem of exilée?..

History is rich with precedent in this sense. Biilesbefore Jewish emancipation, Jews who
joined their own enemies sought to aid and abegéttoets to destroy the Jewish people, since
emancipation this phenomenon has become more cempdediscussed below, in section

three, it usually manifests itself as an attemptiefectors to redefine Jewishness, rather than

convert to Christianity, in a way that makes itggmable to the reference group.

Gilman explains Jewish self-hatred as a Jewish cotgmtion with self-image — a
preoccupation shared by other minorities. This grapation is made particularly pressing
for a minority living in the midst of a communitigdt negatively depicts it and blames it for
some, if not all the social ilfS. Gilman contends that at some point, the minoripgsception
of self is conditioned by the way the majority peves the minority. Jews, in other words,
come to see themselves as they are viewed by tfgitpamidst which they live. The more
negative the image of the Jew is, and the moreuvieat negatively affects the existence of

the Jew, the more pressure the Jew feels to atitaptiew as a reflection of the truth.

Eventually, some Jews conclude that the stereotyja®d of the Jew is an accurate reflection
of reality — and they embrace it. The conseques@mieffort to distance oneself from it in
order to regain acceptability within society. Thisetamorphosis comes with a price. It
produces, in Gilman’s words, a ‘fragmentation antity’, or ‘a double bind’ that leaves the
Jew, who breaks away with the Jewish people amd jiie dominant group by embracing its
stereotyping of the Jews, caught in no-man’s land.

The outcome of this double bind, according to Gimis the constant effort to recreate a
positive image of the ‘Other’ that is acceptabléh® stereotype and that can be distinguished
from the negative stereotype:

[1ln discovering what the Jew is supposeit to be, some sense of the constantly changingitiefin
of the “true” Jew can be evolved. As Jews rea¢héoworld by altering their sense of identity, what
they wish themselves to be, so they become whagithiep labeling them as Other has determined

them to be. The group labeling the Other is abteassfully to elude their stereotype and the gealit



to which it is supposed to relate, since the Otkacts to the stereotyping as if it were a validoge

prescriptive categories of its identi"@.

To recap in simpler words: the Antisemite createsimage of the Jew. This image has
negative consequences for the Jew’s existence: dpgtortunities, social ostracism,
marginalization, discrimination, a precarious exnste, persecution, annihilation, and so on.
Eventually, some Jews conclude that Antisemitesight in depicting the Jews the way they
do. The stereotype becomes a reality — and thogse &0 reach this conclusion must also
conclude they only have themselves to blame for th&ffering. To extricate themselves
from this position, they abandon Judaism — or theseects of Judaism that the dominant
stereotype considers negative. By doing so, thgyehto gain the respectability and the
privileges they were previously denied on accounbeing Jewish. Having projected upon
themselves the negative image of prejudice, they fnee themselves from it by dumping it
onto other Jews who have not undertaken the pradestgjuration yet. They also develop an
alternative definition of Jewish identity that is teome with the discourse of the dominant
group and that separates them from the ‘bad’ Jaasiely the ones who haven't discarded

yet their old identity.

In the current circumstances, the reference groeywsvisrael as the proverbial and perennial
villain of the piece at best, and as a modern-dagrnation of a Nazi state or of an apartheid
regime at worst. Given such characterization, Jewnsellectuals seek acceptance in the
wider circles of Western opinion-formers by ingasitig themselves through the adoption of
a language about Israel that is disproportionaaly unfairly critical at best, and demonizing
at worst. It is my contention that this thoughtgass occurs among many prominent Jewish
anti-Zionist intellectuals who accept the demonaabf Israel as truth, not prejudice. They
therefore discard Israel from modern Jewish idgmtitd proceed to build a new identity that
is at home with anti-Israel discourse. Having tfarmeed Jewish identity, they thunder
against those Jews who refuse to join them, agrditers of authentic Judaism — one that is

devoid of any connection to the land and the Sihatsrael.

No doubt, such individuals routinely reject the usation of self-hatred. As Gilman explains,
“One of the most successful ways to distance thenation produced by self-doubt was
negative projection. By creating the image of a &weting somewhere in the world who

embodied all the negative qualities feared withieself, one could distance the specter of



self-hatred, at least for the momeft.Gilman, here, is referring to the ‘invention ofeth
Eastern Jew’ among {9Century assimilating Jews. The good Jew who afatiedi into good

German society was keen to show himself differeainfthe Ost Judeneveryone — Jews
included! — disliked.

The phenomenon of negative projection is similatiyork today with anti-Zionist Jews —
they view themselves as ‘good’ Jews who have braleay from their Zionist brethren and
created an alternative — more authentic! — forml@kish identity. This version of being
Jewish in the world is at peace with the dominaeive of society and enables them to loath
the ‘bad’ Jews who have so far failed to see théhtof the evil of Zionism in the world.
Having established themselves as real and good, dbess can also claim that their stance
against Israel, in the name of Jewish values, higlipg Antisemitism at the same time, by

convincing non-Jews that not all Jews support Israe

Step Two: Antisemitism and anti-Zionism

This phenomenon of dissociation and acceptancerajtigice as reality manifests today
mostly under the rubric of anti-Zionism. But isiafibnism synonymous with Antisemitism?
Even the most fervent and virulent critics of I$nagect accusations of Antisemitism; they
argue that their animus is directed at Zionism, Jews as a whole — and frequently offer a
list of Jewish names who support their views asd@we that, so to speak, some of their best
friends are Jewisft More seriously, the argument for separating Antisism from anti-

Zionism goes along these lines:

1. Israel is a betrayal of Judaism and is therefordewish;

2. A growing numbers of Jews have come to recognize th

3. Championing the demise of Israel is therefore aedhat all Jews should embrace in
the name of the authentic values of Judaism; aaicthierefore

4. Anti-Zionism is not Antisemitism.

It might be far-fetched to argue that anti-Zionisrpresses affection for Judaism as a set of
values and for the Jews as a social group; Beliet can be little doubt that anti-Zionism is a
mainstream opinion in today’'s Europe, and many [geapgho do not hesitate to call

themselves anti-Zionists express outrage at themttat they therefore are Antisemites.



Anti-Zionism is a term that is liberally thrown amed these days, and, when used
inaccurately, it may be mistaken to include mergcsm of Israel. It is perhaps helpful to

define what it means — what is it that anti-Ziosisppose? To criticize Israel for specific
policies is not anti-Zionism. Anti-Zionism is thejection of Zionism, which therefore needs

definition. Zionism consists of four crucial claims

(1) Jews are a collective bestowed with the distieatures of aationin the modern, secular sense;

(2) The Diaspora condition—Iliving as a minoritydrile—is defective;

(3) A national project leading to at least natiomaitonomy and at best national sovereignty is theze
desirable; and

(4) This project has a worldly goal, namely theiagément of ‘extensive social results and contirsusacial

developmenf4

As an essentially secular national movement Zionigdvocated the creation of an
independent society, the revival of the Hebrew leage, the growth of a distinctive national
culture and national life, and through the develeptrof an independent Jewish society, the
return of the Jewish people to a condition of ndayd.e. the return of the Jews to history as
‘a people like all peoples’. Accordingly, anti-Zism does not merely consist of criticism of
Israeli policies. It does not even consist of disagient on the whereabouts of the Zionist
project — after all, for much of its early historgjonism included advocates of Jewish
nationalism who did not insist on Palestine as @kelusive and non-negotiable locus of

Jewish self-determination.

Anti-Zionism goes further than criticism of polisielt denies either the right of the Jewish
people to define themselves as a nation, with lad attendant social and political
consequences, or the desirability of such a colle@ndeavor on the part of the Jews. Anti-
Zionism not only opposes the creation and contineadtence of the Jewish state but also
rejects the idea that the Jews are a people asuchsare, at least in principle, entitled to self-
determinatiorf> Even when it recognizes that Jews may be a distinBective, it still
postulates that it is in the Jews’ best interegtetoain a Diaspora community, extolling the
myth of Jewish powerlessness in history as a nmguality and a trait that Jews should do

well to keep, rather than compromising it throulgé pitfalls of statehootf.



Anti-Zionism attacks the expression of Jewish idgrthrough identification with Israel, by
denying that authentic Jewish identity has anydgeto Israel! by denying that the Jews
are a nation, by denying that as a nation theyyethie rights of other nations, or by assuming
that the implementation of that right will invariglyield an immoral outcome, and only in
the last instance by criticizing Israel’s actions merits. Israel’s conduct, even of the worst
kind, is, for anti-Zionists, a symptom of the etriey fight, not its essené® Therefore anti-
Zionists expect Jews to join them in their fightaigt Zionism, for their own intereSt.
Jewish presence in their ranks acts as a shieidsigaccusations of Antisemitism and as an

alibi for it.%°

Thus, the crucial ingredient that makes Anti-Ziomisa cover for Antisemitism is the
postulate according to which Zionism is a betrafalewish valueandinherently evil, while
Anti-Zionism is a Jewish moral obligation to saesvd from themselve¥.Israel is perceived
as evil*? both for its conduct and for its essence as @natiate based on an ethno-religious
identity that Jews, because of their history aralrtlraditions should reject. Anti-Zionism
explains Israel’s policies as a product of its eeseas a Jewish state. What follows is not that

Israel should act differently: it should ceasestisEas a Jewish staf&

Herein therefore lies the nexus between anti-Zmarasd present-day Antisemitism. In so far
as Jews consider Israel as part of their identitg, assumption according to which Israel
should cease to exiat a Jewish statbecause its existence is not just bad for itshimgs,
but also for the Jewish people, engenders hostiiyards those Jews who reject it and a
pressure to conform on Jews which, if unheeded, haay negative consequences for their
career, their self-esteem or even for their physiedl-being.

Step three: Jewish Confessions and the Kaparah Syndrome

A rich literature flourished since the Palestiniatifadah began in October 2000: books with
such titles asProphets’ Outcast’ Wrestling with Ziof® and The Other Israéf abound,
which offer a collection of Jewish voices readyhleak ranks’ and denounce Israel. Some
are more honest than others in offering a rangeesis. Some, like Michael NeumanrnTie
Case Against Isragl’ or Patrick Cockburn’s and Jeoffrey St. Clair@lse Politics of Anti-
Semitisnf are radical polemics which sometimes dangerouslgldr on anti-Semitism.
Despite the vast differences, many Jewish conwilsuto their pages have one thing in

common: they denounce Israel as evil; they accsissell and Zionism of having betrayed



Judaism’s authentic voice; they embrace a narrativeictimization, where the authors
present themselves as victims of a Jewish estafdish that tries to silence them; and in
describing Israel and its policies, they frequentbe vocabulary, imagery and stereotypes
that are dangerously close to the old repertoirdasfsical Antisemitism.

Although exponents of these views freely roam tlegldvto spread them, though they are
hosted in the most influential newspapers and magszget their books published by the
most prestigious publishing houses, while manyhefit enjoy tenure and stature in their own
Israel, they cast themselves as dissidents, fatigvum the footsteps of Judaism’s prophetic
tradition. For example, the English internet sited aorganization, ‘Jews for Justice for
Palestinians’ is peppered with statements of timsl kirom the Talmud and local religious
leaders, who insist that supporting the Palestimianse is alewish moral imperative’
Before them, many other Jewish activists explainbkdir decision to side with the
Palestinians in the name of their Jewish idenatgrifying how the outcome of the conflict
affected their own self-image as Jews and indigatnerefore that their primary concern was
less the Palestinians, and more their understarafitigeir own identity.

As Jerome Segal writes in the introduction to liely Creating a Palestinian State

Because the Jews are representative of all hunféeriag, the story of the Jews is allegorically gtery of the
Palestinians. And in the end, the encounter ofléves and the Palestinians is the encounter of gaaple with
itself at another point in time. For the Jews ohé&d, the Palestinians of today and especiallyRhkestinian
victims of tomorrow’s expulsion are all the Jewigctims of history. And for the Palestinians, thew$ of

Israel are what a suffering people becomes whdreébmes a state. They are in potential Palestirofres

possible futuré’?®

The call for Jews to break ranks and frame theisatiation from Israel in a discourse that
reclaims Jewish authenticity to anti-Zionism anenbishes Israel as a morally bankrupt fraud

has been frequently heard in recent years.

The Italian columnist Barbara Spinelli, spelled this charge in late 2001. Today’s ultra-
nationalist Israel, she wrote, constitutes notHegs than a ‘scandal.” And it is a scandal,
above all, for Jews themselves — since, as everyooas, Jews are the quintessential

victims of modern nationalism (nationalism beingyr fSpinelli as other likeminded



intellectuals, virtually coterminous with Nazisnif)follows, then, that Jews everywhere have

a special duty to speak out against Israel, toagpoé to its victims, and to do so publicly.

‘If one thing is missing in Judaism,” Spinelli wept'this is precisely it: anea culpavis-a-vis
the peoples and individuals who had to pay theepoicblood and exile to allow Israel to

exist.” She called upon world Jewry to undertakehsan act of contrition forthwith:

If the initiative does not come from Jerusalemhbib@d at least begin in the Diaspora, where manysJe
experience a double and contradictory loyalty: talgdsrael and the state to which they belong anelrevthey
vote. A solemmea culpaproclaimed by Jewish communities in the Weststimd by the West, to protect its
ramparts, to invite Israeli leaders to end théégihl occupation, to rebuild a faith not identifiadymore in the
exaltation of a colonial state and the superioatya people: all this would be an important begigniand

beneficial as well for the nation of Isrd@l.

No one can accuse Jewish intellectuals of being tdethese calls. For the most part, those
answering them have been not the long-term, all-aliid haters of Israel, who need no
excuse and waste no pieties in reviling the Jewisite. Our heroes are of a somewhat
different complexion. Not only do they tend to dp@aore circumspectly but, with whatever
degree of disingenuousness, they cloak their litgstl Jewish nationalism (i.e., Israel) in the
mantle of solicitude for, precisely, the good nanfieglews and Judaism. Echoing Spinelli’'s
sentiments in a collection of essays meant to deayexistence of a new anti-Semitism in
Europe after 2000, Michael Neumann claimed thate‘Ttase for Jewish complicity [in
Israel’s crimes] seems much stronger than the foasg@erman complicity [in the Holocaust].
If many Jews spoke out, it would have an enormdiecte’*? If they don’t, Neumann
appeared to suggest, they are worse than thosea@emwho, under Nazi rule, said nothing
against the Final Solution. Neumann’s view is echbg Norman Finkelstein, who, in his
book,the Israel-Palestine Conflict: Image and Realityrote that “The Germans could point
in extenuation to the severity of the penalties §peaking out against the crimes of state.
What excuse dwe have?*?

Making sure that they would stand up and ‘be calinten August 8, 2002, 45 Jewish
intellectuals signed an open letter in the Londd@asrdian in a widely hailed act of public
abjuration, repudiated their right of return to flevish state on account of its allegedly racist
policies** Since the statement’s original publication, ov@rrBore individuals from around

the world joined their ranks. One of the organizetdbsequently explained that what



motivated him to act was the ‘pitiless violence’ lwE ‘blood relatives,’ i.e., the Israeli
people—the “violence,” as he put it, of the “traurped former victim, clinging to past
wounds from generation unto generation.” His goa@swo save his fellow Jews from

themselves.

The publicity attending this and similar initiatssé&y European Jews, abetted in some cases
by their Israeli counterparts, has been extensileere was tremendous excitement in
Europe, in 2002, over the declaration by a hundseskli academics that their government
was planning an imminent ‘full-fledged ethnic cleary’ of the Palestinian people (a charge
that was not withdrawn when the alleged atrocitlethto occur): We are deeply worried”
explained the signatories “by indications that tfugy of war’ could be exploited by the
Israeli government to commit further crimes agaithet Palestinian people, up to FULL
FLEDGED ETHNIC CLEANSING.*

As the number of Israeli signatories mounted tanalf187, an additional group of 800
American scholars, includinghe Israel Lobbg co-author John Mearsheimer, signed a
supporting petition in December 2082Despite the fact that no Palestinians were ethpica
cleansed, no soul searching occurred among theiteak Jewish intellectuals who had
initiated the appeal. Instead, they moved to hagmstures, to celebrate the refusal of a few
hundred Israeli army reservists to serve in thétteies?’ There was even greater excitement
when several European Jewish academics turned apgthe instigators of a movement to
boycott Israeli academic institutioffsWhen critics of the boycott dared suggest that the
boycott may be Antisemitic, the disproportionateoamt of Jewish supporters of the boycott
was always at hand as evidence to the contrary:

Lurking behind the thinking of even well-meaningpopents of the boycott is that it is in some wati-an
Semitic. This ignores the fact that the boycotifissraeli institutions, not individuals (so it widuaffect the tiny
number of Palestinian academics in Israeli insting, but not a Jewish Israeli working in the UK W8).
Second, it ignores the fact that the British Jewdiesmmunity is itself intensely divided over Israbgtween
those who will defend Israel at all costs, anditfeeeasingly vocal critics who insist “not in ouame”. Even a
cursory look at the signatories of the various lodlycalls will show the large number of promineetiksh
figures among them. It really isn’t good enoughattack the messenger as anti-Semitic or a selfitpatew

rather than deal with the message itself, thaelsr@onduct is unacceptabfe.



Jewish politicians also felt the need to join thwic British MP's Gerald Kaufmafi and
Oona King* and South African Minister, Ronnie Kasrils, allled for the boycott of Israeli
commercial products. All three used similar rhetothey were duty-bound, ‘as Jews’ to
denounce Israel. Kasrils, for example, asked ab@ibpposition to Israel in an interview,
said: “As a person who was born Jewish, | am mpaliliged to speak out against what is
being done by the Zionist State of Israel to théeftmian people’® thus suggesting that
those Jews who failed to speak out against Israeé Wwetraying their moral obligations as
Jews. This is a commonplace argument. Shamai Léibovan Israeli former tank
commander, explained his support for Israel divestmby saying that “The call for
divestment reflects true loyalty both to Israelsapeful existence and to the highest Jewish

values.®®
Many others have likewise seen it as their speailficJewish duty to denounce Israel.

To mark Holocaust Memorial Day in January 2005,hamty Lippman issued just suchmea
culpa as Spinelli called for. Lippman is the son of ald¢aust survivor, albeit a convert to
Christianity and an active member of the ChurcEmgland. The somber occasion may have
moved Lippman temporarily to reclaim his patrimand feel entitled to speak on behalf of
the Jewish people. Writing in Great Britain weeklynservative magazin@he Spectator
under the title, ‘How | Became a Jew,” he averieit the ‘little band’ of Holocaust survivors

in Europe,

[H]as a terrible responsibility—to live well in theame of those who did not live and to discourégebuilding
of walls and bulldozing of villages. Even more thtrs, they—and all Jews—need to be the voice of
conscience that will prevent Israel from adoptihg thantle of oppressor, and to reject the labeli-@mite”

for those who speak out against Israel’s poliaiethée occupied territoried’

By Hitler's standards, a Jew for sure; by the stadsl of most Jewish communities though,
he would hardly make it onto the roster. Nevertsgléhe example is telling: for what the
author had to say no less than for the fact tmtaestream publication such #e Spectator

sought him. Apparently for the British conservativeekly, the best way to commemorate
the Holocaust is to have a Jewish convert to ther€@hof England claim to represent the
Jewish people, and then proceed to fulfill his tdésk comparing Israel to Nazism and
lecturing the Jewish people on what the right cofdeonduct vis-a-vis Israel is. This is a call



on Jews to abandon the main trademarks of theigises and ethnic identity, and turn
Jewish identity into a commitment to universal,uda post-national humanism, and a duty

to denounce nationalism.

Similarly responding to the claims of an awakenedish conscience has been Jacqueline
Rose, an academic whose admiration for Edward faichversely proportional to her
knowledge of Zionist history: In her book The Question of ZiofR005) — dedicated to Said
— Rose undertook to save Judaism itself from thisecaf nationalism. “What is it,” she asks,
“about the coming into being of this nation [Isijaahd the [Zionist] movement out of which
it was born, that allowed it—and still allows it—s$tied the burdens of its own history, and
so flagrantly to blind itself?® Zionism, she concluded, has to be seen not afulfiitnent

of an age-old Jewish dream but as the out-and-eayal of Jewish history and the Jewish
heritage, an adoption of all that is, historicadlyd morally, un-Jewish: “[Ijn the ascendant
today is a vision of the Jewish nation that iselidwve—precisely because it has, as it so
fervently desired, made itself master of its owstity—in danger of destroying itseff”"To
save themselves, Jews must discard Israel fromdiagi collective identity.

Can Judaism be saved? Yes, Rose and others assulmituonly by a thorough-going
renunciation of Zionism. As anti-Zionist polemichkichael Neumann writes, referring to Uri
Avnery, Noam Chomsky and other Jewish detractorssiatel, “These vigorous critics of
Israeli excesses are all Jewish. Their focus aelss no evidence of double standards, but of
where they feel their responsibilities I/ "For Neumann, as for Rose, these voices are
needed more than ever today, during the Jews’ “dégkt of the soul”, as Rose calls it,
because, in Neumann’s words, “Israel’'s currentqoedi are themselves a threat to Jews and
Israelis everywhere>® That's why Jews must speak out against Israetjmoes Neumann:
“The case for Jewish complicity [in Israel's crilmasgems much stronger than the case for
German complicity [in the Holocaust]. If many Jesyoke out, it would have an enormous
effect.”®® Presumably, by this Neumann means to imply thattiva Germans were
powerless victims of Hitler. Perhaps he’'d go orsay, as it logically follows, that they were

just ‘obeying orders'.

And so Jews line up to comply, as if condemningdbin the public square were a secular
surrogate to th&idui, the ritual confession of sins recited on the D&tonement. Oxford

historian Avi Shlaim, for example, felt such a neée@ddvertise his Jewish virtuousness in the



press, despite his near-complete estrangementJewish tradition since childhoddIn an
op-ed in the International Herald Tribune, he fiedi his denunciation of Zionism by
appealing to a faith he never felt much connectmn“One of the greatest accolades in
Judaism,” he instructed his readers, “is to hedef shaloma seeker of peace.” That's why
he sincerely believed that “Israel today is thd swemy of the Jew&® namely for having
betrayed the kind of liberal Israel he purportstiti support®® And indeed, one might even
chastise Shlaim for not going as far as other feli@avellers. Haim Bresheeth calls Israel “a
uniquely brutal society®® Canadian pianist, Anton Kuerti reacted to the 22089 Israeli
Cast Lead operation in Gaza by saying “Israel'sabeiur makes me ashamed of being a
Jew, and Canada’s servile support of the UniteteStaosition, that it is all Hamas’s fault,
makes me ashamed of being a Canadiaeborah Maccobi wrote in thdew Statesman
that “it is incumbent on Jews to speak out agdsrstel’s politicide against the Palestinians.
Doing so will help to reduce anti-Semitismi®And Eva Kohner, an emeritus professor from
London, responded to the launch of Operation DéferfShield, in April 2002, by saying that
“I am a survivor of the Holocaust, but, in the pa8tmonths, for the first time in my life, |
am ashamed of being Jewish” after having compaseakl's reaction to a lethal wave of

suicide attacks to Nazi tactiés.

The language of current Antisemitism is deeply bitdd to these Jewish voices and in fact
needs them to make its case. Their eagerness tugen Israel in the most virulent terms
and to call for its destruction offers a powerfilibiato Antisemites. In a post-Auschwitz
world, Antisemitism is a taboo — a red line few el@ao openly cross. But prejudices may
regain some respectability — especially if the otgeof their hatred begin to endorse them
and espouse them. Antisemites rely on Jews to ebniteir prejudice and make it
presentable. As for anti-Israel and anti-Jewishs)eleir rhetoric is coated in a self-image of
heroism. They present themselves as dissentergsomping to be ‘critical Jews’ who reclaim
the authentic tradition of the Prophets of Isrdelthis light, their role as critics of state
powers and dissenting voices in society makes thehrebels but authentic interpreters of
Jewish morality and whistle-blowers on a Jewish mamity that has lost, in its support for

Israel, its moral compass.

Before this claim is elucidated, this article biyeurns to showing how Antisemites exploit

Jewish anti-Zionist discourse.



Step Four: The Jewish Alibi of Modern Antisemitism

Once reassured that not all Jews embrace Zionismiséites solicitously take anti-Zionist
Jews and use them both as a stick to beat all atbers, and as a shield to fend off
accusations of Antisemitism. For example, referringJewish support for Israel, British

historian and columnist, Max Hastings had thisag s

If Israel persists with its current policies, arelvish lobbies around the world continue to expsesiglarity
with repression of the Palestinians, then genuimteSemitism is bound to increase. Herein lies|tibyists’
recklessness. By insisting that those who denotheelsraeli state’s behaviour are enemies of thveishe
people, they seek to impose a grotesque choicelstaeli government’s behaviour to the Palestiniareeds a
despair that finds its only outlet in terrorism. Nioe can ever criticise the Jewish Diaspora foerdisg Israel's

right to exist. But the most important service Wald’s Jews can render to Israel today is to paisuits people

that the only plausible result of their governmsiitthaviour is a terrible loneliness in the wéHd.

Two years later, after Israel had completed ithaiwal from Gaza, its people had elected a
centrist government committed to a two-state sotutwhile the Palestinian people had

elected a Hamas government devoted to Israel’ sudisin, Hastings wrote that,

Younger Europeans, not to mention the rest of tbedyare more sceptical about Israel’s territodkims.
They are less susceptible to moral arguments ateminess for past horrors, which have underpinnesklis
actions for almost 60 years. We may hope that lit weiver become respectable to be anti-Semitic. él@w,
Israel is discovering that it can no longer frighteon-Jews out of opposing its policies merely bgusing them
of anti-Semitisn?’

Another European influential intellectual, formdalian Ambassador to the USSR and
Corriere della Seracolumnist, Sergio Romano, suggested that Jews tecthe Holocaust

and anti-Semitism as tools for political blackmaile equated frequent outcries about the
return of anti-Semitism to the Spanish Inquisiteord said that “There is in the world today a
tribunal of anti-Semitism that apparently sits panantly in session and who can summon

anyone to give account of their words and feeliHgs.

Given that of the many reports on European antii®m — one commissioned by the
French Interior Ministry and written by Jean-Chogte Rufin, one written by the U.S.
Department of State, one drafted by the EuropeanrnJdonitoring Center against Racism,



Anti-Semitism and Xenophobia (EUMC) and severalhmy Anti-Defamation League — only
the ADL might qualify, at least in Romano’s eyes, ‘dewish inquisition’ in charge of
‘ascertaining the index of anti-Semitism’ in Chiast societies, one must ask how all other
institutions and organizations, engaged in momtgpand combating anti-Semitism belong to
this ‘Jewish inquisition’. Unless this language, @s all other examples, is used to
delegitimize any effort to criticize the kind ofatoric Romano and those who agree with him

are intent on propagating.

An open letter signed by 120 scholars of theversita degli Studi di Bologndtaly’'s oldest
university, appeared less concerned about a ‘Jewisfisition’ but more about the
possibility that Antisemitism would be, after alleserved, lest Jews clarified their views of
Israel. In March 2003, the academics declared:

We always considered the Jewish people as anig@st| sensitive, strong people, maybe more thaerst
because it was selected through suffering, persethumiliations throughout the centuries, thtopggroms
and in the end the Nazi death camps. We had mahgobuoates and friends who were Jewish, many
professional colleagues whom we esteemed and ntadgris from Israel to whom we imparted our teag$iin
taking them through their degrees... Many of ustadsisrael, Gaza and the West Bank in the framkvadr
cultural missions or EU programs and therefore directly familiar with the situation there. It i®rf these
reasons that today, in the wake of what is happeinirthe Israeli-Palestinian territory, we feel quetied to
write you because we regrettably feel that oureastand our affection for you, the Jewish peopldauiging
into a painful rage for what you are doing to tlaeBtinian people. And believe us when we saygshanany
other people outside our university, who hold ypaople in high esteem, today feel the same way. rost

realize that today you are doing to the Palest®iahat was done to you for many centuries fast.

Clearly, preference here is expressed for a Jepasiple that are at the mercy of history, not
masters of their own destiny — because such mastegyls a role inversion (from victim to

aggressor) that will naturally trigger Antisemitism

The academic petition had been triggered by nevesgrbup of Israeli soldiers who refused
to serve in Israel’'s army on political grounds. Hoholars appealed to all Israelis to follow
that example and refuse to serve. There have Ineked several such initiatives during the
Second Intifadah: soldiers were followed by airctompilots, then by five high school boys
about to enlist. They were the new great Jewisbdseof the hour. An Israeli academic was

again at hand to extol their heroi$fmOn account of their refusal to join the army, five



youngsters were ‘patriots’ and a ‘beacon of hope’l§rael. Though by all standards in a war
lasting over four years a few hundred reservistasieg to serve on ideological grounds
would be a normal occurrence soliciting no greatantic narrative of heroism, in this case
these objectors joined the traveling circus of Jeinad to condemn Israel in front of nodding
Western audiences and were met with great fanfade naedia hype across the Western
world. Another such romantic moment occurred when ltondon’sGuardian published an

Op-Ed with the headline, “Why | won't serve Shar@hThe author, an Israeli student doing
a degree at Oxford University, gained instant agigbthough when it transpired that, as an
Israeli studying abroad he had not been asked rige s#nce 1998, his boisterous writing

retreated to the confines of Ivy League tutorials.

This morbid fascination with Jews denouncing Istakes many forms. In Great Britain, the
birthplace of parliamentary democracy and studetfates, the possibility that ‘Zionism is
the real enemy of the Jews’ or ‘Zionism is a dartgethe Jewish people’ and not, possibly,
old-fashioned Antisemites, was repeatedly debatedespectable forums—including the
Cambridge Student Union and the prestigious depyaitiety, Intelligence Squared. In both
cases, the line-up of speakers seconding and irgjettie motion was made entirely of
Jews’* London’s prestigious Frontline Club, for its panpsted Avi Shlaim and Shlomo

Sand, the author of a book claiming that the Jewitple do not exist, to engage each in

conversation about their respective scholarly doantions. The event was chaired by
Jacqueline Ros€. Again, for the delight of the audience, Jewisteliettuals were called

upon to argue the evils of Zionism, to undermine taims of nationhood of the Jewish
people, and generally speaking to offer a Jewisimgtof approval for polemics that, if
expressed by a non-Jewish voice, may have beennasiedabeled as Antisemitic.

There is, throughout the rhetoric of the Good Jawunderlying assumption: Zionism and its
political achievements involved a loss of innoceroe the Jewish peopl€. Zionism is
considered to have performed unspeakable crimiésfaunding. Having proceeded to forget
those events or having hidden them beneath a degseionist leaders conjured up in a
‘conspiracy of silence’ to conceal the past. Faatety, a small band of heroic Jewish
scholars—Israel’'s new historians and other posti&is among others—have unveiled the
evidence and exposed the hidden truth for the wiorkkkee. As Laurence Silberstein writes in
his sympathetic work on Post-Zionism, “[E]very w&@l memory entails a national

forgetting. Behind the events that are narratea mation’s myth of beginnings are events that



are eclipsed or “forgottefi® Silbrstein’s central claim is that events were oy ‘forgotten’

in an unconscious act of collective removal, batt tthere was a knowing complicity by the
powers-that-be, with the active help of a subsetvaeademic world. Those who expose this
‘conspiracy of silence’ are not just honest sctglhut also, as enablers of change, a frero.

What is left is for the Jewish people to repent ando the damage done—Jewish Israel, no

less.

Periodic reminders are thus voiced to Jews aboaitperils of siding with Israel; Jews
respond by protesting their bona fide credentialgati-Zionists. Their solicitude is awarded
by recognition that there are good and bad Jewseneenient one, since by introducing this

distinction, the Antisemite can hate Jews and prete be their champion at the same time!

One last question then must be asked: what kintkafs would those who subscribe to this

view wish to see emerge as the standard beardesnash identity?

Step Five: Cleansing Israel of the Original Sin

Exalting the Jew-as-victim offers the right balarioecontempt for the muscular Jew who
fights back — the Zionist Jew, in short. In otheords, those who extol victimhood as
guintessentially Jewish, frequently end up demaogidsrael for being at the opposite polar

end of this model.

Zionism, according to this view, is a perversionJefwish humanism. Marc H. Ellis, for
example, states that “While it is clear that theation and expansion of Israel has been and is
a catastrophe for the Palestinians, the use of pbyelews to displace and denigrate the
Palestinians has also been a severe trauma fosllduatory and the contemporary Jewish
community.® Ellis, in other words, does not only embrace thst{Zionist version of
Israel’'s history as fact, but decries its conseqasnon ‘Jewish history’ and the
‘contemporary Jewish community’, thus suggestingt tithe Jewish return to history as an
independent nation has had a corrupting influemcthe Jews.



Zionism abandoned the historic Jewish passivityhim face of persecution and affirmed a
Jewish right to self-defense. By doing so, it pewish self-preservation above some
supposed morality inherent to victimhood precisdlyhe time when intellectual trends in the
Western world were relinquishing or rejecting itsi@nt warrior culture to replace it with a
worship of victims as the quintessential expressibalefiance. Unwittingly then, Zionism
found itself on the wrong side of history, as farVdestern intellectual trends go at least. As

Anatol Lieven opines:

“For equally valid and legitimate reasons, Westetmope and parts of the liberal intelligentsia leé tUnited
States on one hand and the greater part of thel\wa#wish population on the other drew opposingchesions
from the catastrophe of Nazism... The Western Eunomdites and many U.S. liberal intellectuals esaéint

decided that the correct response to Nazism anhketdideous national conflicts which preceded, edgesd

and accompanied it was to seek to limit, trans@mtiovercome nationalisnd-"

There is no doubt that by its recourse to forcprtiect its right to self-determination, Israel,
a sovereign state, reveals the sometimes impossiblal dilemma of those who seek to
reconcile the amorality of national interest wigwidsh morality. This dilemma is made more
acute by Jewish history — given that historicakyvd were for the most part the victims of
that amorality. But current Antisemitism relies éews to go beyond the moral questioning
of specific actions. The proposition according toich, on the basis of apparently scholarly
and impatrtial research (the claim put forward bpd$s post-Zionist scholars) one can prove
that Zionism engendered a loss of innocence isghdn attempt to judge the consequences
of renewed Jewish sovereignty on the basis of alitypthat views nationalism as evil, but
Jewish nationalism as most evil—so evil in factt thallows some scholars to distort and
even fabricate history to prove their political f@grences. Through the extreme rejection of
the possibility that a Jewish state might ever awbrally (or worse, immorally), Jewish
critics of Zionism express an unbearable senseudf that does not stop at the gates of
historical truth, seeking instead moral solace he tedemptive notion of a return to
innocence through the abandonment of Zionism aadligcarding of its consequences.

The fantasy of political impotence that seeks tdeee this supposedly lost moral innocence
has its own version of the ideal Jew. The ideal d&s no motherland; is a wondering
Marrano and a revolutionary; his/her political Itiyes are progressive and liberal; is fully
assimilated; and yet conscious of a Jewish pastay,oJews are more easily integrated into



the narrative of the modern Western world as tlehetypes of victims, rather than as a
sovereign nation in arms, especially in the cureegg of prosperity, multilateral diplomacy
and constitutional orders that proscribe war. Thig ancontroversial way to express a proud
Jewish identity is through the experience of siriipand victimization from the past, which
the Holocaust has come to embody more than anytblsg, and through the modern
embodiment of the Prophetic tradition — as a dessidntellectuaf? The Jew as a victim and
as a witness of the quintessential, archetypalrexpee of suffering emerges as the positive
Jewish role-model, in sharp contrast to the Jewrshisrael or even Zionist voice, which is
chastised for having betrayed both European vahmelswhat Europe sees as the authentic

Jew.

As it will be shown in this last section, anti-ZishJews and those who exploit them as an
alibi for Antisemitism do not merely wish Israel beehave differently; they object to the
Jewish identity that Zionism has nurtured amongdks Jewish citizens and Diaspora Jews
alike—one that takes pride in the accomplishmehtstaiehood, that strongly embraces the
notion of Jewish peoplehood and that reaffirmshistorical bond between the people and
the land.

Jewish intellectuals, again, are at the forefrdrthis argument.

Consider the following examples.

Writing in April 2010 about a family member perishia the Holocaust, the late historian and
intellectual, Tony Judt pondered about the meaafrigping Jewish:

There is no general-purpose answer to this questiaalways a matter of what it means to be 3avior me—
something quite distinct from what it means for feljow Jews. To outsiders, such concerns are nigsigrA
Protestant who does not believe in the Scriptwé3atholic who abjures the authority of the PopRame, or a
Muslim for whom Muhammad is not the Prophet: thase incoherent categories. But a Jew who rejeets th
authority of the rabbis is still Jewish (even iflpby the rabbis’ own matrilineal definition): wtis to tell him

otherwise?

| reject the authority of the rabbis—all of thenmddfor this | have rabbinical authority on my sideparticipate
in no Jewish community life, nor do | practice Jelwrituals. | don’t make a point of socializing vilews in

particular—and for the most part | haven't marrthdm. | am not a “lapsed” Jew, having never confdro



requirements in the first place. | don't “love lsta(either in the modern sense or in the origigaheric
meaning of loving the Jewish people), and | doaftecif the sentiment is reciprocated. But when&rgrone
asks me whether or not | am Jewish, | unhesitatinggpond in the affirmative and would be ashanteda

otherwise®®

Of a similar mind was his Cambridge-based Marxdteague, historian Eric Hobsbawm,
who, in his seminal workNations and Nationalismstatedthat “People can identify
themselves as Jews even though they share nedhgiom, language, culture, tradition,
historical background, blood-group patterns norattitude to the Jewish stat&"While
descriptively this may occasionally be true, it e@s that Hobsbawm’s statement is
prescriptive as well. From denying that Jewish idgrhas any connection to ‘religion,
language, tradition, historical background’ or evean attitude to the Jewish state’ to
lamenting the insistence by fellow Jews about aliggonto those elements, the journey is
short.

In a London Review of Booksssay published in 2005 where he deplored botellsr
creation and Jewish religion because in his vieeythre both obstacles to full Jewish
integration in modern Western societies, Hobsbawadiptably went further:

The paradox of the era since 1945 is that the gseatagedy in Jewish history has had two utteiffeint
consequences. On the one hand, it has concensrataloistantial minority of the global Jewish pogalain one
nation-state: Israel, which was itself once updimee a product of Jewish emancipation and of th&sioa to
enter the same world as the rest of humanity. dtdhaunk the diaspora, dramatically so in the Igtaiegions.
On the other hand, in most parts of the world is lieen followed by an era of almost unlimited publi
acceptance of Jews, by the virtual disappearandbeofinti-semitism and discrimination of my youdind by
unparalleled and unprecedented Jewish achievemdin¢ ifields of culture, intellect and public affaiThere is
no historic precedent for the triumph of thafklarungin the post-Holocaust diaspora. Neverthelessethes
those who wish to withdraw from it into the old seggtion of religious ultra-Orthodoxy and the new

segregation of a separate ethnic-genetic state-cmityn If they were to succeed | do not think itlviie good

either for the Jews or for the wor?a.

The rejection of a Jewish identity based on anghint the most universal abstract values
leads to conclude that Israel (as well as Jewikgioa) is such a burden to Jews, that they
may as well discard it for their own sake. Withdbgremises, the journey to writings where
Jewish intellectuals actively advocate a radicalingfe in Jewish identity that forever discards

Israel from its core is a short one.



In an essay published in the Jewish magaZzinkkun Marxist scholar, Bertel Ollman
recounted how, on his way into the operating robenrealized that, had he not survived the
surgery, he would have died a Jew. The prospecswamsettling that, once healed, he wrote
his, ‘Letter of resignation from the Jewish peopiehere he did just that: he resigned. The
reasons were Zionism, Israel, and the supportotips enjoy from other Jews. Ollman
might yet reconsider, but for that to happen, Jewsld have to embrace his own version of

Jewish identity. Paraphrasing a Lenny Bruce jokesdid,

“Noam Chomsky, Mordechai Vanunu and Edward SaidJeseish. Elie Wiesel igoyish So, too, all ‘Jewish’

neo-cons. Socialism and communism are Jewish. 8taard Zionism are veryoyisi. And, who knows, if this

reading of Judaism were to take hold, | may oneagmfy for readmission to the Jewish peo%?e.

Said was not Jewish, though he was the darling afiyranti-Zionist Jewish intellectuals.
Vanunu is a convert to Anglicanism and his aliematgoes as far as refusing to speak
Hebrew — his mother tongue. The only Halachic JéWkman’s trinity is Chomsky, who
gualifies more for his anti-Israel venom than fos devotion to his ancestry’s traditions.
What makes Chomsky, Vanunu and Said ‘authentic’sJeiven? For Ollman, it's their
adherence to a political orthodoxy: being Jewisha¢éx)being a certain type of progressive

intellectual.

Oliman may sound outlandish. But he is not alore. dvery Jewish intellectual who rejects
any premise for Jewish identity that is not firmiyoted in universal, progressive, liberal
values, there is an Antisemite who applauds thdimeas of Jews to abandon anything that

makes their Jewish identity distinctive.

The notion that a retreat to religious and natiadahtity is bad both for the Jews and the
world is widespread. Italy’s foremost historian,rgg@ Romano, celebrated, in his book
Lettera a un Amico ebre¢A Letter to a Jewish Friend), the image of théeliectual,

cosmopolitan, stateless, Marrano Jew who harbdeegtisism for Zionism as the expression

of authentic Judaism:

They were not Zionists and were not at all atthdby a country of which they could not share eittier

political phislophy or the predictable religiousmmav-mindedness. They knew that in Israel, had ttteysen it



as their homeland, they would have to live with &k&hkenazi Jews from the Shtetl or with Sepharews]

from Arab countries — archaic characters in a wahedy had no familiarity with and for which theyltfe

considerable discomfo?t?

For Romano, Baruch Spinoza is the archetypal Jelké® because Spinoza in his view was,
intellectually, a Marrano. What does Romano meathbydea of a Marrano Jew?

They came into the world from Jewish parents oremlirnarriages and were conscious of a blood link ttie
great tribe they were born into. But they could hetfully Jewish. Many... were attracted to Chaisily for
esthetical reasons. Others saw baptism as a wayf the small spiritual Ghetto of Jewish traditioigt others,
put their hopes in the emancipation offered byliberal State or the socialist revolution... The otthng in

common in their intellectual curriculum was probahl certain tendency to transgress, to provoketarioke

unpredictabléa.8

This tendency, Romano goes on, is reflected irege€tion of any automatic loyalty and the
desire to escape the ‘totalitarian’ pressures egeonh their conscience by the two worlds of
which [the Marrano Jew] represents the boundaryiglity was the intellectual condition
which they felt most at ease witf1t is difficult to comprehend how this idealizedage of
Jews is nothing more than a prejudice toward li&aBkews who, across the centuries, sought
to survive on the basis of a Jewish identity thdgspite being flexible and dynamic,
nevertheless was grounded in a religious traditiotgnguage, a cultural heritage, a shared
ancestry, and an emotional bond with the Land rafels

By making authentic Jewishness conditional upon Wreaking of all these links, many
intellectuals effectively are only prepared to gtcé&ews if they conform to the ‘non-Jewish
Jew’ described, extolled and embodied by Isaac $&er and many others after hifrfSuch
Jews have nothing Jewish to speak for. They arglet@l Jews — born Jewish but with no
bond remaining with their origins. To exalt thempasitive and authentic representatives of
Jewish identity appears to suggest that adheremaal tother elements that traditionally
constitute Jewish identity are not only unnecessargxpress Jewishness but are actually a
negative trait that Jews would do well to shedtfeir own sake. Not a conversion, but not

far from it. As Dennis Praeger and Joseph Telusb&mmented,



These people do not feel rooted in anything Jewisligious or national; their Jewish identity catsiof little
more than having been born Jews, and they affirneraf Judaism’s components. They remain Jews byevir

of having not converted to another religin.

Romano’s grotesque contrast between the cosmopdka and the stereotyped Israelis finds
an echo in Eric Hobsbawm'’s regret for the dangea dkwish retreat back to religion and

nationalism. Again they are not alone.

Italian columnist, Guido Ceronetti, for examplesoented Mordechai Vanunu’s release
from prison, in 2004, by exalting him as a novein8pa, defining him as a ‘true Jew’. For
Ceronetti, the essence of being Jewish is to bdes® and without a homeland, to be
wandering and spiritually restless, cosmopolitad devoid of loyalties — to a nation or even

a faith?

The late Prime minister of Ireland, Justin Keatexgpressed similar, if more strident views.
In November 2005, he published a controversiatlerin the monthly Irish magazin&he
Dubliner. His opening statement was that “I have reachedctnclusion that the Zionists
have absolutely no right in what they call Isrdledt they have built their state not beside but
on top of the Palestinian people, and that therebm no peace as long as contemporary

Israel retains its present form.”

He then went on to say that,

“Jews have made an immense contribution to citibza developing as they were between the greairesipf
Mesopotamia and the Nile, with both of which thedhntimate contact, and by which they wanted toichv
being swallowed. They developed a religion and #hosbased on independence, liberty and democmacy t
which we all owe a debt. That religion is basedtentwin concepts of Law and Righteousness, whishired
over the millennia extraordinary contributions tdtare and morality. All admirable. In Israel/Pdlas, where

are they now? Zionists have betrayed all of this| #hat is a tragedy not just for Jews, but fooalls.”®®

Keating's article triggered an acrimonious contrgsye The State of Israel demanded an
apology from the serving Irish Prime minister — wiefused to oblige. Writing in the next

issue of the magazine, Keating defended his posityoadding that



Zionism is a blind alley. Entering it, Zionists aloloned Righteousness and the Rule of Law. The defeh
Israel endangers all that is best, most noble aidable for all mankind in the Jewish traditionarh anti-

Zionist because | am pro-Jewigh.

Keating, at least, did not go so far as others hisnview, apparently, Jews are allowed to
retain their traditions, but only practice thenperpetual exile. Still, despite the fact that this
type of rhetoric falls short of calling for a coms®n, some Jewish intellectuals appear to be
ahead of the game, as their anti-Zionist languagenbued with the salvific language of

Christianity.

If one pays close attention to the discourse aldawish identity that pits anti-Zionist
intellectuals and their Israel-hating supporteraiast pro-Israel Jews, one discovers that the
Jew-as-victim they extol is the idealization of @eence and represents, with his
unconditional rejection of violence even when confing extermination, a primeval moral
condition that precedes original sin. In polititgt sin is the use of power and the sometimes
impossible moral choices and dilemmas that powsrashels of governments and states.

The notion that Zionism entailed a loss of innoegnehich only its abandonment can ever
restore, is central to current Antisemitism becatiseables those who call for the demise of
Israel to claim that such demise will save the Jewsich like baptism or the Inquisition’s
fire did once. The abrupt descent from heaven kas loescribed, in the acrimonious debate
over Israel’'s new historiographical school andwtgtings, as an ‘original sin.” As Benny

Morris put it,

How one perceives 1948 bears heavily on how oneepears the whole Zionist/Israeli experience. lakdr the
haven of a much-persecuted people, was born puteiramocent, then it is worthy of the grace, materia
assistance, and political support showered upby ihe West over the past forty years — and woothyore of

the same in years to come. If, on the other hasrdel was born tarnished, besmirched by origimal thien it

was no more deserving of that grace and assisthnoewere its neighbo?sS.

Morris subsequently attributed this theologicaimeto others and while his former fellow
traveller Avi Shlaim denied that the term had eween used® he quickly ridiculed the
notion that Israel’s creation might have equallgméan immaculate conception'—another
Catholic theological concept closely correlatedte notion of sifi! Yet, it was the same



Shlaim who, more recently, expanded the vocabuwafghristian salvation by deriding Israel
on the grounds that the Jewish state wished to batte ‘thirty pieces of silver’ and ‘the

crown of thorns’, a clear reference to Judas aadPssiort®

How does Israel restore its supposedly lost innce@rBy a process of political and moral
rehabilitation that will save Jews from the evilhérent to Zionism. The argument that the
Jewish state was born in sin, is central to thisonoof rehabilitation. The use of terms
borrowed from Christian theology leave little doalstto what subtext informs this discourse,
reflecting as it does a vision of Israel that firethoes in the very theology from which it

borrows its terminology.

Giving up Israel's Jewish nature becomes a meaiasidoess the charge of ‘original sin’. If
the injustice Israel is charged with is inherenthe project that led to its creation—as the
notion of original sin suggests— there is only ovenedy for addressing that injustice.
Original sin is a distinctive Christian theologicabncept. According to the Catholic
Encyclopaedia “Original sin may be taken to medi:te sin that Adam committed; (2) a
consequence of this first sin, the hereditary stéth which we are born on account of our
origin or descent from Adan?” This same theology traditionally postulated tha only
salvation from original sin could be provided byptem—for Jews, it meant conversion to
Christianity. If at the individual level a Jew céwe saved from the original sin through

baptism and conversion, what would be the baptignivalent for Israel?

Present anti-Semitism does not demand baptism @meecsion to Jews as individuals. But it
surmises that Israel was born in sin. If its bisths characterized by original sin, only an act
equivalent to baptism will save Israel from eterdamnation. Ridding Israel of its Jewish
nature provides that equivalent: by ceasing to éagish, the state of the Jews rather than
Jews as individuals will be granted forgiveness saidation, and will be redeemed from the
kind of damnation that a pre-baptism condition wiohhve guaranteed. Washing away the
stain of the original sin will restore a primevabnclition of innocence that somehow
characterized Jews prior to Israel’s establishmiéntill also free the Jewish spirit from the
burden of Jewish power and release the potentidghé®oJews to act as ‘prophets’ in the world
again, by being the voice of conscience for théonatamidst which they dwelf? If Zionism

entails a loss of innocence, paradise will be waerathrough conversion to the new



dominant ethos of the age, the new baptism fontulsisrael that needs to be saved from

itself.

New historians are not alone in using this highhyarged Christological language of
salvation. For example, in 2000, Bernard Avishagdithe term ‘atonement’ in a review of
two books by new historians. He was illustratingatvtool Israel should deploy to confront
its past and achieve peace. The tool was postghaniOne reads Morris and Shlaim,
presumably, to find reasons to encourage Israalildes to approach peace-making with
pragmatic humility and even an openness to atonetfein 2005, Avishai doubled down in

a Harper's Magazine essay entitled “Saving Israel from itséff In thinking the
‘unthinkable’ in theNew York Review of Bogkée late Tony Judt explained European anti-
Semitism as the result of the Ariel Sharon’s midgdi policies. The Jews, once again, had
only themselves to blame for their own misforturtés.then advocated an end to Zionism to
be replaced by a bi-national state — the only wagave the Jews from themselves. For Judt,
their suffering would be relieved through a simplg of self-effacing, a veritable spiritual
and intellectuaAuto da Fé&or the modern times. As Judt wrote,

In a world where nations and peoples increasingtgriningle and intermarry at will; where culturaida
national impediments to communication have all boffapsed; where more and more of us have multiple
elective identities and would feel falsely consteal if we had to answer to just one of them; inhsaiavorld
Israel is truly an anachronism. And not just ancamenism but a dysfunctional one. In today’'s “clash
cultures” between open, pluralist democracies aafligerently intolerant, faith-driven ethno-statdsrael

actually risks falling into the wrong camp.

To convert Israel from a Jewish state to a binati@me would not be easy, though not quite as isiptesas it

sounds: the process has already begun de factat ®ould cause far less disruption to most Jewd Arabs
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than its religious and nationalist foes will claim.

Judt was a scholar of nationalism—and one who tadlusions about the viability of its
alternatives. In his celebrated boadk,grand illusion: An Essay on Eurgpéudt celebrated
the nation-state, “the only remaining, as well las best-adapted, source of collective and
communal identification®* As for Europe, he summarily dismissed the Europsffort to

paper over national identities as a pipedream:



From Spain to Lithuania the transition from pasptesent is being recalibrated in the name of adpean”
idea that is itself a historical and illusory pratiu But what will not necessarily follow is aniily remotely

resembling continental political homogeneity angranational stability*

For Israel alone, Judt chose the opposite stand#wete, for reasons that defy reason, Judt
assumes that the “only remaining, as well as baégpt@d, source of collective and communal
identification” is an “anachronism” and that thesbway forward is a “conversion” to a non-
existent alternative identity, binationalism. The&enothing logical in singling Israel out the
way Judt did—and besides, Judt's use of the tewwnversion’ is no coincidence. That is

what anti-Zionism advocacy is truly about. Conbe Jews.

Conclusion

The process by which the Jewish alibi for curremitigemitism is created requires the
creation of a dichotomy whereby the negative sakge of the Zionist Jew is contrasted with
the righteous alternative of the anti-Zionist Jelhovweombats Zionism and its manifestations
in the name of authentic Jewish values. Centraéhi®odichotomy is the idea that dispersion
and statelessness is the authentic, natural anchidlescondition of Jewish existence in the
world. Jewish voices are drafted to defend andralgtipromote this view, so as to shield its

proponents from accusations of Antisemitism.

Despite Israel’s centrality to Jewish communal tdgnJews are targeted for their attachment
to and support for Israel and are asked to relsigtihem in exchange for legitimacy. This
demand, far from being seen as anti-Semitic, israigsly pursued in certain quarters in the
name of a liberal vision that rejects nationalisnd aeligion as foundations of a collective
identity. Guided by a post-national, secular andiffg vision of international politics — a
‘brotherhood of mankind’ worldview — those who adate anti-Zionism pose an intolerable
dilemma to most Jews: either discard an importamhponent of their identity, or face
isolation, harassment and, in time, possible disation. Once again, Jews seem out of step
with the dominant ethos of society, and for thisyttare chastised and under pressure to

conform.

There is little doubt that if this is Antisemitism s vastly at variance with past form of anti-
Jewish hatred. Regardless, it still bears manyrtaaks of the ancient hatred—because of its

recourse to old Antisemitic stereotypes and tropesause of its double standards towards



the Jews and because of its effort to force an anmalde choice on the Jews—embrace an

identity others tailored for them, or face the aansgences.
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