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European-Israeli Relations: Between
Confusion and Change? reassesses the
current interactions between Europe
and Israel. It is a sequel to Israel and
Europe: An Expanding Abyss? which
was published in spring 2005.

By the end of 2004 the European Union
was on the way to greater integration. Its
proposed constitution was expected to
be ratified. It was anticipated that this
would lead to a more powerful Europe.

After the rejection in 2005 of its
constitution by France and the Netherlands
and the rise in Muslim intimidation and
terrorism, the EU has lost part of its self-
assuredness and finds itself in a period of
confusion and Europessimism.

In Israel, the disengagement from Gaza,
the breakup of the political scene, and the
armed confrontation in Lebanon have
introduced new uncertainties about the
future. Also affecting European-Israeli
relations are the deepening quagmire
in Iraq, the emergence of an explicitly
genocidal anti-Semitic regime in Iran, and
a Hamas government in the Palestinian
territories that has backtracked on
previous Palestinian commitments.

The developments of the past two
years have made an Israeli-European
dialogue more possible and potentially
useful to both sides. That is why Israel
should invest efforts in it. Another
important action Israel should take is to
organize its friends in Europe.

In the second part of the book, fifteen
interviewees from Europe and Israel
discuss European-Israeli relationships
in several areas.
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Manfred Gerstenfeld

European-Israeli Relations: Between
Confusion and Change?

Where do the relations between Europe and Israel stand and how will
they develop? In a preceding book, Israel and Europe: An Expanding
Abyss? 1 wondered whether Europe’s political attitude would also
impact relations in areas such as trade, science, culture, and sport.

Since then less than two years have passed. In the dynamics of
contemporary world politics, realities, perceptions, interactions, and
prospects evolve rapidly. This not only pertains to the Middle East
but to Europe as well. Hence it is difficult to assess whether shifts in
European-Israeli relations are permanent or short-term.

Forecasting has become even more uncertain in a globalizing
environment. How does one mitigate this uncertainty in a book that
photographs a situation at a given moment in time but also analyzes
an evolving relationship? One helpful approach is to identify some key
issues that can serve as indicators for following important changes in
the future.

Besides change, political dynamics often create confusion. For
many years a key Israeli claim against Europe has concerned the
latter’s frequent double political standards toward Israel. This
accusation is based on comparisons with how Europe judges itself,
how it acts toward Israel’s enemies, and how it regards third parties.
Several interviews in this book provide insights on these major aspects
of European-Israeli relations.

This book was concluded shortly after the end of the war in Lebanon
in summer 2006, and there is now even greater uncertainty about
current interactions. The Lebanon confrontation adds several new
sensors for those following the European-Israeli relationship. These
include how the European attitude toward Hizballah will evolve and
how the UN troops in Lebanon will function: will they defuse tensions
in the area or add further strain to the European-Israeli relationship?

11
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In addition to existing sensors such as how Europe’s attitude toward
Hamas evolves, these may become powerful indicators of the course of
the relationship.

In the background hovers an even more complex question: to
what extent does Europe’s behavior toward Israel manifest problems
in Europe’s own identity and values? Although this introduction and
some interviewees occasionally refer to this issue, the subject in its
entirety is beyond the scope of this book.

Has the Abyss Widened?

The preceding book was completed at the end of 2004. A rapid way
to understand part of the dynamics of European-Israeli relations is
to read it with the knowledge and perspectives of 2006. This sheds
light on how the views of the two protagonists have changed while the
global and Middle Eastern environments have mutated.

The title of the previous book begs the question of whether the abyss
between Israel and Europe has widened since that time. This invites
another question: what indicators should be used for this purpose?
Although some were mentioned above, it may well be that confusion
will become a dominant aspect of the changes in political discourse. If
S0, it may make assessing the “state of the abyss” extremely difficult.

The following pages describe the main recent political changes in
Israel and Europe and analyze their possible significance for the future
oftherelationship. Some attentionis alsogiven tomajor transformations
in other societies that influence the Israeli-European interactions.

1. DEVELOPMENTS IN ISRAEL

One major development since the beginning of 2005 has been Israel’s
unilateral withdrawal from the Gaza Strip, including the destruction
of its Jewish villages and the dislocation of their Jewish population.
As time passes and in particular after the armed confrontation in
Lebanon, it appears that Israel has again given up territories in return
for less hostile publicity for a limited period. This seems another
example of Israel’s de facto policy of the past decades: trading territory
for time. The future will tell whether that is indeed the case.
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Both the social and economic costs of the disengagement were
substantial. Moreover, for over a year since it was carried out, many
more Qassam rockets than before have been fired at Israel from the
Gaza Strip.

Now, in addition to the civilians of Sderot, those of Ashkelon are
also in the rockets’ range. Meanwhile the Palestinian terrorists are
building up their infrastructure for the next battle. Israel’s head of
domestic intelligence Yuval Diskin said that in the year since the
disengagement and the transfer of control of the Egypt-Gaza border
to Egypt, large quantities of weaponry have been smuggled into Gaza
from Sinai.! Egypt has been ineffective in controlling this border on its
side.

There has, however, been a sharp decline in Palestinian suicide
and other bombings. Some Palestinian organizations have largely
maintained a ceasefire while others have continued their attacks.
Israel has reacted with incursions into Gaza that have substantially
diminished the number of rockets fired.

Ze’ev Schiff of Haaretz, probably Israel’s most prominent military
commentator, supported the withdrawal from Gaza. In an article a few
months after it had occurred, however, he wrote that escalation in the
Gaza area was inevitable. In the war against the rockets, a number of
the government’s assessments have proved wrong. These include the
assumption that the Palestinian Authority would take action on the
ground against the rocket launchings. Schiff adds that the Egyptians
have not kept their promise to take action against the Qassams.2

The Breakup of the Israeli Political Landscape

The unilateral withdrawal from Gaza had major domestic
consequences. One was the breakup of the Israeli political landscape
and new elections. If one had rather arbitrarily to decide when the
new election campaign started, 7 August 2005 is a good choice. On that
day the then finance minister Benjamin Netanyahu resigned from the
cabinet over the upcoming disengagement. This move clarified his
intention to battle then-prime minister Ariel Sharon for the Likud
leadership and if successful to replace him as prime minister.
Immediately rumors began that, if defeated, Sharon might leave
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the Likud and start his own party. Poll data were very positive for him
whether he stayed in or left the Likud. The battle within the party
initially focused on whether to advance the primaries for the Likud
leadership. Sharon won the vote on this at the end of September.

At the beginning of November, Netanyahu and several other Likud
members voted against ministerial appointments proposed by Sharon.
A few days later Amir Peretz surprisingly defeated Shimon Peres in
the elections for Labor Party chairman. Under Peretz’s leadership
later that month Labor left the government, which triggered new
elections. On 21 November, Sharon asked President Moshe Katsav to
dissolve the Knesset.

That same day Sharon announced that he was leaving the Likud
to form a new centrist party, taking about one-third of its Knesset
members with him. Subsequently, Peres and two other Labor MKs
joined this new party, Kadima.

The Elections

Kadima held a comfortable lead in the polls throughout the entire
campaign. Sharon first suffered a stroke in December and was totally
incapacitated by a second one in early January 2006. His deputy,
Ehud Olmert, took over. Toward the end of January, the terrorist
organization Hamas won the elections in the Palestinian Authority.
Many wonder how much Israel’s disengagement contributed to their
success by fostering the perception in Palestinian circles that tenacity
would help them prevail without making concessions.

On 28 March, the Israeli elections were held. Of the 120 Knesset
seats, Kadima obtained 29 and the Labor Party 19. The major loser of
the elections, the Likud, received only 12 seats.

Thereafter Olmert repeatedly declared that his government would
undertake a further disengagement on the West Bank. On 12 July
2006, unprovoked attacks by Hizballah from Lebanon led to sharp
Israeli reactions and an armed confrontation that would end in a
ceasefire on 18 August.

There was no all-out winner in this conflict. Judgment of the
outcome is heavily influenced by prior expectations and the criteria
for measuring success. Assessments of who won may also evolve over
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time. The conflict raised many questions that cannot yet be answered.
Perceptions vary as to what the war achieved. Many in Israel
have sharply criticized both the political and military leadership’s
performance during the war. This has also created uncertainty about
the coalition government’s survival.

As for relations with the European Union, Israel had expected
a lastingly improved understanding of its position after its
disengagement from Gaza. That did not materialize.

2. CHANGES IN THE EUROPEAN UNION

Some significant political changes in Europe result from democratic
elections. Governments as well as prime ministers come and go, gain
or lose strength. These developments influence Europe’s positions
including those on the Middle East.

In Europe’s larger countries, one important change has been the
election of the Christian Democrat Angela Merkel as chancellor of
Germany and the departure from politics of her predecessor, the Social
Democrat Gerhard Schrioder. The two major German parties now
govern together. Interviewee Josef Joffe, editor of the German weekly
Die Zeit, defines Schroder’s attitude toward Israel as “aloofness or
almost coldness.” Nevertheless, he has supported Israel on important
matters. Already in her early days, Merkel gave very positive signals
both to Israel and the Jewish people.

Another important political change took place in Italy where the
Forza Italia-led right-of-center coalition was defeated by a left-of-
center one. Former prime minister Silvio Berlusconi was especially
friendly to Israel, and so was Deputy Prime Minister and Foreign
Minister Gianfranco Fini. Interviewee Giuliano Ferrara, editor of the
daily Il Foglio, observes: “As leader of a postfascist party [Fini] needed
Israeli legitimization.” The new Italian prime minister, Romano
Prodi, has an ambiguous attitude toward Israel. The largest party in
his coalition, the DS (Democrats of the Left), is mainly composed of
former communists. Their sympathies have traditionally been with
the Palestinians.

In the United Kingdom, Labour Party leader and Prime Minister
Tony Blair, a strong supporter of Israel in the Lebanon conflict, has
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maintained his post despite increasing criticism in his party. His
authority has, however, been eroded by difficult internal battles within
the party on domestic policies, and his image has been damaged by the
development of the Iraq war and a variety of scandals concerning his
associates and party. His departure from office is now expected in the
first half of 2007.

In France, after the defeat of the European Constitution in May
2005, Prime Minister Jean Pierre Raffarin was replaced by Dominique
de Villepin. The latter’s popularity declined rapidly. President Jacques
Chirac also has a low status in French public opinion and is unlikely
to run again in the 2007 presidential elections.

The Rejected EU Constitution

Other events have been even more important for Europe’s future.
Several also indirectly affect its behavior toward Israel. By the end of
2004 the EU was a near-continent on the way to greater integration.
Its proposed constitution had been prepared after long discussions
and was expected to be ratified. This was supposed to lead to a more
unified and powerful Europe.

In May and June 2005, however, 55 percent of French voters
and 62 percent of Dutch voters, respectively, rejected the proposed
constitution. This occurred despite the overwhelming support for
the proposal by the government and most opposition parties in both
countries. It was an indicator of the gap that had developed between
the political classes and the population.

The rejection of the constitution by two of the EU’s founding
members has weakened the Union’s overall status. All indications
are that the majority of voters in the two countries still oppose such
a constitution unless it is substantially changed. New efforts to pass
a revised proposal will have to wait several years. Meanwhile the
EU finds itself in a period of confusion and Europessimism. Some
observers even wonder whether Europe’s good years might be over.
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Turkey and the EU

The constitution’s defeat reflects mixed attitudes toward the EU itself.
Polls also indicate that many Europeans consider the EU inefficient.

There have been several consequences of the constitution’s defeat.
France’s status in the EU was harmed. Other developments there,
such as the autumn 2005 riots in which much property was burned,
and intermittent lower-level violence since then, have enhanced the
impression that France, rather than being the leader of the EU, will
become a country beset with problems.

Another important result of the constitution’s rejection is that
voices against Turkey becoming a full member of the EU have become
louder and more frequent.? One consistent opponent of Turkey’s
entry has been interviewee Frits Bolkestein, a former Dutch EU
commissioner. He gives three reasons for his position. First, Turkey
is too big, too poor, and too different from the EU. Second, if Turkey
becomes a member it will be followed by additional countries. And
finally, all polls show a majority of Europeans opposing Turkish
membership.

Europe’s Muslim Minorities

Other European developments may influence future attitudes toward
Israel. Over the past two years European awareness has increased
that parts of its Muslim minorities pose a threat to their societies,
which takes different forms in different countries. Terrorism is the
most noxious and visible one.

The London suicide bombings in July 2005 highlighted new aspects
of this issue. Like the 11 March 2004 attacks in Madrid, they targeted
civilians at random. Yet they differed in that they were not executed by
immigrants but by Muslims born in Britain—with the exception of one
who came as a baby—and from seemingly integrated families. Several
had visited Muslim countries, however, and apparently had absorbed
their influence. The number of British murdered in one day in London
exceeded that of Israelis killed by Palestinian terrorists in the whole
of 2005.

Although the London attacks were the most blatant case of
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European Islamist terrorism, there were other related developments
as well. The November 2004 murder of the Dutch media maker Theo
van Gogh in the Netherlands was followed by more than a hundred
attacks mainly against Muslim institutions and individuals.

In the Netherlands several politicians and intellectuals need
permanent protection because of the murderous threats of extreme
Muslims. A number of dissenting Muslims in the EU have been attacked
or are regularly threatened by other Muslims. There is constant news
in Europe about suspected terrorists. Court cases against terrorism
suspects are also underway in several countries. Interviewee Rafael
Bardaji of the Spanish FAES think-tank notes that the perpetrators
of the Madrid bombings had many contacts with religious leaders and
other Muslims abroad.

How Violent Will Some Europeans Become?

Many Europeans are beginning to understand that it is very difficult
to protect oneself against Islamist terrorism. Even increased ethnic
profiling—opposed by many—is no longer a safeguard as terrorist
organizations try to recruit converts. For instance, a female Belgian
Muslim convert carried out a suicide bombing in Iraq at the end of
2005.4 At the same time, there are indications of a rise in right-wing
violence and possible terrorism from this direction.

The key question is less how many Europeans will get killed in
terrorist attacks, but rather how many Europeans will get alarmed or
even violent. One among many questions here is whether a harsher
European perception of parts of the Muslim world will influence the
European narrative of the Middle East and, in particular, the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict.

The problematic aspects of radical minorities in the European
Muslim communities take many forms. These go far beyond the small
but dangerous group of potential terrorists and other active radicals.
The number of sympathizers with these is significant. A YouGov poll
for the Daily Telegraph after the London suicide bombings found 6
percent of British Muslims saying these were fully justified.

Only 73 percent said they would inform the police if they knew
of someone planning a terrorist attack,’ meaning that at least three
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hundred thousand adults would not. In comparison, when terrorists
of the Red Army faction were active in Germany, it was commonly
estimated that only a few thousand people would not inform the
authorities if they knew their hiding places.

Also problematic regarding the Muslim minorities are the
substantial numbers who reject the basic values of European culture,
however diluted these may be. Not surprisingly, then, parts of the
second and third generations of the immigrants refuse to integrate.
Some do not even properly learn the language of the country in which
they apparently wish to continue living. They thereby set themselves
apart from almost all other citizens.

Given the large numbers of Muslims in Europe—an estimated six
million in France alone—these problems cannot be ignored. Under
any circumstances it would have been difficult to integrate in a few
decades so many foreigners whose culture is so alien to that of Europe.
Perhaps the best indicator of how remote the perceptions of many
European Muslims are from both European ones and reality concerns
the ethnicity of the attackers on 11 September 2001.

Fifty-six percent of British Muslims do not think Arabs carried out
the attack, and only 17 percent think they did. The respective figures
for France are 46 percent and 48 percent; for Germany, 44 percent and
35 percent; and for Spanish Muslims, 35 percent and 33 percent.¢

European Xenophobia

It is not only because of their attitude toward the dominant culture
that parts of the Muslim communities in Europe are difficult to
integrate. Another impediment is the substantial, deeply rooted
European xenophobia, whose most continuous visible manifestation
over the centuries has been anti-Semitism.

Negative perceptions of Islam and Muslims in Europe are
gradually increasing. A June 2006 Pew Global Attitudes Survey found
that 82 percent of Germans are concerned about the rise of Islamic
extremism in their country, as are 77 percent of the British, 76 percent
of the French, and 66 percent of the Spanish regarding their respective
countries.’

In May 2006, researchers of the Allensbach Institute reported that
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German perceptions of Islam have substantially hardened in recent
times. This study found that 83 percent of respondents associated
Islam with fanaticism (compared to 75 percent in 2004). Seventy-one
percent saw it as intolerant (66 percent in 2004), 62 percent saw it as
backward (49 percent in 2004), and 60 percent saw it as undemocratic
(52 percent in 2004). Only 8 percent of the survey participants viewed
Islam as a peaceful religion.s

By the end of August 2006, a YouGov poll for the Daily Telegraph
found that 53 percent of those surveyed in Britain felt themselves
threatened by Islam. Five years earlier the figure had been 32
percent. Only 16 percent believed that “practically all British Muslims
are peaceful, law-abiding citizens who deplore terrorist acts as much
as anyone else,” compared to 23 percent a year before. When asked
whether they believed that “a large proportion of British Muslims feel
no sense of loyalty to this country and are prepared to condone or even
carry out acts of terrorism,” 18 percent said yes compared to 10 percent
a year earlier.?

For many reasons, Europe has no solution for the minority-related
problems of its own creation. One is Europe’s identity vacuum. Another
is the related decline in European self-confidence and increase in
confusion.

The Ahmadinejad Affair

Recent years have offered much additional proof of Europe’s political
weakness. A typical case concerned the actions of Iranian president
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. With the election of the then mayor of
Teheran in June 2005 as the country’s president, Iran took an even
more radical turn.

Iran represents multiple threats to all humanity. Exporting
terrorism is one. Its planned development of nuclear weapons is the
most universally threatening. As so often, Israel and the Jews have
become an indicator of the intentions of those who pose major dangers
to many others.

At a conference called “World without Zionism” at the Interior
Ministry in Teheran on 26 October 2005, Ahmadinejad quoted
Ayatollah Khomeini, the founder of the radically fundamentalist
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Iranian government: “This regime that is occupying Quds [Jerusalem]
must be eliminated from the pages of history.” Ahmadinejad added: “We
must understand the depth of the disgrace imposed on us by the enemy,
until our holy hatred expands continuously and strikes like a wave.”

Ahmadinejad also told the hundreds of students present to shout
the slogan: “Death to Israel.” Other speakers at that event were
terrorist leaders Hassan Nasrallah of Hizballah and Khaled Mash’al
of Hamas.10

Noticing Genocidal Calls

Whereas previous genocidal statements by Iranian authorities had
gone largely unnoticed, the many European and other Western
condemnations in the Ahmadinejad case indicated that there is now
awareness of the danger of such calls.!

Reactions, however, remained almost exclusively verbal. Not a
single Western country recalled its ambassador from Iran. European
spokesmen often claim that human rights are a prime value that
defines European identity. The reactions to the Iranian genocidal
statements do not bear this out.

The only country where the reaction was more substantial was
Italy, where a torchlight protest march took place on 3 November near
the Iranian embassy in Rome. Senior politicians from all government
and opposition parties, with the exception of the Rifondazione
communist party, took part in the demonstration.:2

Ferrara, who organized this unique initiative, says he felt it
“a political, cultural, and civil duty to organize a protest against
Ahmadinejad’s call for genocide. I wanted this demonstration to have
a simple goal: to proclaim that we uphold Israel’s right to exist and
object to a head of state who denies this.”

Yet Ferrara’s initiative was not followed elsewhere. If there were
demonstrations at all, they were minor ones organized by Jews. The
lesson seems clear: whatever murderous statements are made by major
actors in the Muslim world against the Jews or Israel, the reactions
of the West, and in particular the Europeans, will remain feeble. The
reasons are probably multiple, including oil and trade interests as well
as general apathy.
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Blair was one of the few exceptions. When visiting Israel in
September 2006, he said: “I think for a president of a country to say
they want to wipe another country off the face of the earth and at the
same time he’s trying to acquire a nuclear weapons capability—if we
don’t get worried about that future historians will raise a few questions
about us and our judgment.”!3

Gold for Chocolate

Ahmadinejad further tested the European attitude. Having gotten
away without much problem with his repeated calls for genocide against
Israel, he attacked the Jews by denying the Holocaust. Once again
there were only verbal condemnations from the West. Ahmadinejad
then said the matter should be investigated and started to promote
a Holocaust deniers’ conference in Teheran. He also proclaimed that
the Palestinians were the real victims of the Holocaust. Although
several Holocaust deniers visited Teheran, Ahmadinejad has not so far
succeeded in organizing a conference.

Ahmadinejad likely realizes by now that the West, and particularly
Europe, is either incapable or unwilling to go beyond words. He may
regard the genocide calls and Holocaust denial as useful tests. He
could well conclude that little will happen if Iran goes ahead with
its nuclear development program, officially for energy purposes, most
probably for military ones.

This issue concerns Europe directly because Iran is also developing
missiles that can reach parts of its territory. A state with a jihadi
government without any scruples may pose a more dangerous threat
to Europe than did the fading Soviet Union in the last decade of its
existence.

Even if many European governments and their officials have
difficulty understanding the worldview and mindset of radical
Muslims, they recognize that a terrorism-promoting state developing
a nuclear bomb constitutes a problem. Yet they apparently have not
learned the World War II lessons that appeasement permits the
aggressor to grow incrementally stronger until finally action must be
taken from a weakened position.

As Iran went ahead with its nuclear development, Europe was
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unable to accomplish much more than drawn-out proposals for
negotiations. The European soft-power concept produced no results.
In May 2006, several European countries mentioned the possibility of
offering Iran a light-water reactor if it ceased uranium enrichment.
Ahmadinejad’s reaction was to mock Europe, saying: “How dare you
tell our people to give up its gold in return for chocolate.”4

So far Ahmadinejad seems to have read Europe well. Negotiations
have led nowhere and by mid-October 2006 the West had not yet
managed to obtain a condemnation of Iran in the UN Security Council.
France has proposed to continue discussions with Iran. As a further
provocation Ahmadinejad proposed to hold a television debate on
world affairs with President Bush.!s

Ahmadinejad’s Travels

Ahmadinejad can conclude from his first year in office that he has
been successful internationally. Far from being a leper, he has been
welcomed with honors in several countries. China, a member of the
Security Council, was happy to receive him. When visiting Indonesia
he asserted Iran’s right to nuclear energy and claimed that Israel
would be destroyed. Thousands of students cheered him.

The high point of his international activity was the invitation to
address dozens of heads of state at the opening of the seventh African
Union Conference in Gambia in late June 2006. In July, President
Hugo Chavez of Venezuela embraced him in Teheran. Chavez became
an ally, accusing Israel of behaving like Nazis in Lebanon and
subsequently breaking off diplomatic relations with Israel.

Germany was saved the embarrassment of deciding whether to
let Ahmadinejad visit during the football World Cup. He had said he
would only come if Iran reached the second round, which it did not.
In September 2006, he attacked the United States at the General
Assembly of the United Nations.

Whatever the West achieves in terms of peacefully halting Iran’s
nuclear development is far more likely to be America’s accomplishment
than Europe’s. A very useful indicator of the development of Europe’s
willpower will be its future attitude toward Iran.
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The Mohammed-Cartoon Affair

There were other recent indications of Europe’s current mindset.
Especially revealing was the Mohammed-cartoon controversy. In
September 2005, the Danish daily Jyllands-posten published twelve
cartoons with the Prophet Mohammed as the subject. The paper
reacted to the fact that a Danish author could not find anybody to
illustrate his biography of Mohammed.!¢ The Arab ambassadors in
Copenhagen protested. A debate began in Denmark, but it faded
rapidly and the matter seemed closed.

The cartoon conflict was rekindled when several Danish imams
toured the Arab world to agitate against Denmark. A small Norwegian
Christian paper, Magazinet, reprinted the cartoons on 10 January 2006.
On 26 January, Saudi Arabia recalled its ambassador from Denmark
and Arabs launched a widespread boycott of Danish products. Early in
February, various European papers published some of the cartoons to
underline their support for freedom of the press.!’

Throughout February the cartoons sparked violence in many
Muslim and several other countries. Several European embassies
and missions were burned down or attacked. For many weeks Danish
citizens had to be apprehensive even when visiting non-Arab Muslim
countries.

It now appears that the Western world has been the loser in this
conflict. The logical reaction of the EU would have been to condemn the
anti-European violence in Muslim countries and stress that Europe
upholds freedom of the press. It could also have said unofficially that
the Muslim world was full of the most vicious hate propaganda and
should clean its own house before complaining about others.

The cartoon controversy could have been an occasion for Europe to
show its strength. The EU, however, showed its weakness by issuing a
statement expressing its regrets that Muslims had found the cartoons
offensive.!8 The cartoon controversy became a further indicator of how
European countries struggle to define their identity and values, how
difficult it is for them to show solidarity with each other, and how
easily they can be intimidated.
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Noting Internal and External Weakness

This European weakness was noted both abroad and internally.
Seeing that the Europeans were on the defensive, the organized
Muslim world decided to push for more. The world body of Muslim
states, the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC) expressed its
dissatisfaction with the EU’s statement.!®

Patrick Sookhdeo, adviser to the British army, said most British
Muslim clerics believed that the British government, which was
very critical of the countries in which the cartoons were published,
had capitulated to Islam. They believed, he added, that in future, if a
spokesman for British Muslims threatened violence to other religious
groups, the British government would cave in again.2

The Mohammed-cartoon controversy had nothing to do with Israel
or the Jews. Yet they were almost inevitably drawn into this conflict
between many Muslims and the West. One major aspect of this was
when Western media started to contrast Muslim sensitivity about the
caricatures with the stream of far more offensive anti-Semitic cartoons
published in Muslim media. A number of demonstrations in the
Muslim world against Western countries included Israel as a target.2!

Terrorist Organizations

The EU’s attitude toward terrorist organizations is yet another
indicator of its willpower, or lack of it. When in January 2006 Hamas
won democratic elections in the Palestinian Authority, the EU decided
it would not have relations with it. Some breaches of this position
came rapidly in Sweden and, outside the EU, in Norway. After Israel’s
incursions into Gaza in response to rocket fire, the EU stance became
somewhat confused. Later, for some time the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict was overshadowed by the Lebanon war.

An additional test for the EU will come if the Hamas regime is
replaced by a Palestinian unity government. Will the EU be willing
to dilute demands that the Palestinian government must renounce
violence, recognize Israel, and accept previous agreements between
Israel and the Palestinians?

Although Hamas is on the EU’s list of terrorist organizations,
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Hizballah is not. In March 2005, the European Parliament adopted
a resolution stating there was abundant evidence that Hizballah was
a terrorist organization, and European ministers should list it as such.
This has not happened. Interviewee Rijk van Dam, a Dutch former EU
parliamentarian, says that three EU member states oppose putting
Hizballah on this list: France, Spain, and Ireland.

Markus Kotzur, a German international law professor, asserted
that Hizballah meets 100 percent the criteria for a terror organization
under international law. He suggests that the organization fails to
appear on the EU’s terrorist-organizations list solely on “political,
diplomatic and tactical grounds.”?

At a public meeting in Brussels expressing solidarity with Israel,
Jehudi Kinar, Israel’s ambassador to Belgium accused the European
governments “who during two years had not the courage to include
Hizballah on the list of terror organizations despite the clear links
between this organization and terrorist acts such as the bombing .
against a Jewish community center in Buenos Aires in 1994.”23

Future trends in EU attitudes toward Hamas and Hizballah will
be further indicators of the evolvement of Europe’s mindset.

The Truth Emerges

With time more proof emerges of the EU’s dubious behavior in the
Middle East. There is much evidence that Israeli accusations about
the Palestinian abuse of EU funds for corruption and terrorism were
correct. Arafat received major monies from the EU that were intended
for the Palestinian people. As Van Dam observes, allegations of misuse
have also been confirmed by Palestinian sources.

Interviewee Efraim Halevy, former Israeli ambassador to the EU,
relates how he was in EU Commission vice-president Manuel Marin’s
office when the latter received a call from the German foreign minister
complaining that some funds for the Palestinians had been transferred
to the PA’s general account rather than to Arafat’s private one.

Yet another indication of the EU’s ambivalence toward terrorism
was its treatment of Arafat’s death and its aftermath. Former
Israeli diplomat Freddy Eytan wrote about the honor Chirac paid to
Arafat’s mortal remains: “Chirac went far beyond the requirements
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of protocol. It would be difficult to find in modern times another head
of a democratic country who paid such homage to a warrior chief of
a virtual state.” Eytan added: “Jacques Chirac bowed before Arafat’s
remains.... When watching this major homage of France to Arafat,
one could ask on what field of honor this so-called Palestinian hero
had fallen? The only thing lacking was for the president of the French
Republic to confer on Arafat the Legion of Honor.”2

Arafat and the Palestinian movement he headed have been leading
innovators of terrorism. The Palestinians have for decades made
a major contribution to terrorism’s worldwide expansion. Arafat was
a war criminal by any standards. He authorized payments to suicide
bombers who killed Israeli civilians. Chirac and many other European
leaders gave homage to the man who fostered terrorism more than
anybody else. UN secretary-general Kofi Annan went even further,
laying a wreath on Arafat’s grave on his way to the opening of a new
- Holocaust museum in Israel.?s

During the Lebanon war, Chirac called the U.S. opposition to his
proposed terms for a ceasefire resolution “immoral.” Halevy recalls
that Chirac admired the late president of Syria, Hafez Assad, a mass
murderer whose victims included tens of thousands of Syrian civilians.
This introduction of the term morality into the Lebanon-war discourse
was a further expression of the French president’s ambiguous
mindset.

The Lebanon War

Analyzing the EU’s attitude toward the Lebanon war requires first
recalling how it started. Hizballah attacked Israel on 12 July, killing
three Israeli soldiers and abducting two others. Five more soldiers
were killed in the effort to free the two who were captured. Hizballah
also fired Katyusha rockets at Israel from Lebanon. On 13 July Israel
reacted massively, among other things bombing Beirut’s international
airport.

In the 2006 conflict, Israel was the victim of an unprovoked attack.
It had international legitimacy on its side and, therefore, expected
unqualified support from Western allies. Israel had withdrawn from
Lebanon in 2000 under Prime Minister Ehud Barak. The Lebanese
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army had failed to take over the positions Israel had left despite
repeated UN resolutions calling on it to do so. Moreover, from the
standpoint of the United Nations, Israel had no territorial conflict with
Lebanon. (The new Hizballah claim to the Shebaa Farms in the Golan
Heights was dismissed by the UN secretary-general.)

Furthermore, Hizballah, which initiated the July crisis, was
a faction in the elected Lebanese government. That government
had done very little while Hizballah collected massive quantities
of weapons on Lebanese territory. As a result Hizballah militarily
controlled southern Lebanon after Israel’s withdrawal.

Double Standards

The EU’s stance during the Lebanon war also has to be measured
against its own ambitions. The EU has for many years announced
that it wants to be a global political actor with a common foreign
and security policy. This large part of a continent with 450 million
inhabitants wishes to be a counterweight to the United States and
its preponderant role on the world scene. The Lebanese summer
confrontation provided a major occasion to show that the EU could
rapidly act to stop a conflict in its early stages by proposing a solution
to which it would make a major contribution.

With the United States heavily preoccupied with Iraq and
Afghanistan, this was an important opportunity for the EU. Lebanon
is a territory where Europe, and particularly France, has a major
interest. Thus, several circumstances were conducive to an important
European role in dealing with the conflict.

On 13 July, Finland, which held the EU’s rotating presidency,
issued a statement on the EU’s behalf: “The European Union is greatly
concerned about the disproportionate use of force by Israel in Lebanon
in response to attacks by Hizballah on Israel. The presidency deplores
the loss of civilian lives and the destruction of civilian infrastructure.
The imposition of an air and sea blockade on Lebanon cannot be
justified.”6 Even if several later declarations by heads of state,
particularly Blair, did not support this one-sided attitude, the Finnish
announcement was made in the EU’s name.

In the narrative about Hizballah’s provocation and Israel’s reaction
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in this war, the expression “disproportionate use of force” would become
a standard charge against Israel for many armchair politicians and
commentators. It was a case of how double standards are applied to
Israel by requiring behavior of it that is not expected of any other
democratic nation. The European Monitoring Centre on Racism and
Xenophobia’s (EUMC) working definition of anti-Semitism cites such
biased statements as an example of this type of racism.2’

Puncturing Hypocrisy

The British author Frederic Forsyth punctured the European hypocrisy
when he wrote:

certain of our politicians, seeking easy populism and the cheapest
round of applause in modern history, have called the Israeli
response “disproportionate.”...Why did the accusers not mention
Serbia?... In 1999 five Nato air forces—US, British, French, Italian
and German—began to plaster Yugoslavia, effectively the tiny and
defenceless province of Serbia. We were not at war with the Serbs,
we had no reason to hate them, they had not attacked us and no
Serbian rockets were falling on us.

But we practically bombed them back to the Stone Age. We took
out every bridge we could see. We trashed their TV station,
army barracks, airfields and motorways. We were not fighting
for our lives and no terrorists were skulking among the civilian
population but we hit apartment blocks and factories anyway.
There were civilian casualties. We did not do it for 25 days but for
73. We bombed this little country economically back 30 years by
converting its infrastructure into rubble.... In all those 73 days of
bombing Serbia I never heard one British moralist use the word
“disproportionate.”s

There is a further perspective on proportionality. Ahmadinejad and
other radical Muslim leaders have frequently said they are willing to
sacrifice many millions of Muslim lives in order to eliminate Israel. As
there are about two hundred times more Muslims than Israelis, the
support for proportionality is tantamount to an indirect encouragement
for the planned genocide by the Iranians and their allies.
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Equivalence between Democracy and Terrorists

The Finnish statement did not even place the EU in an even-handed,
“the truth is in the middle” position between an attacked democracy
and the attacking terrorists. Subsequently there were many more
European claims of moral equivalence between Israel’s and Hizballah’s
actions.

Spanish socialist prime minister José Luis Zapatero demonstrated
how statements by European politicians in effect help terrorists. He
said: “From my point of view, Israel is wrong. One thing is self-defense,
and the other is to launch a counteroffensive consisting of a general
attack in Lebanon and Gaza that is just going to further escalate
violence in the area.”? This was yet another extreme expression of
a leading European appeaser. Zapatero had withdrawn the Spanish
troops from Iraq after he surprisingly won the national election that
was held a few days after the Madrid bombings.

At a rally during the Lebanon war, Zapatero was photographed
with a keffiyeh that had been put on his head by a member of a Fatah
youth group. This headdress symbolizes the radical anti-Israeli Left.
Zapatero later said he did not regret posing for the photo and would do
it again. Abraham Foxman, national director of the Anti-Defamation
League in the United States, remarked: “the Spanish prime minister
wears his anti-Israel bias on his sleeve.”30

On 2 August, the Finnish presidency announced that the EU would
not put Hizballah on its list of terrorist organizations. Earlier that
day it had also said it considered Israel’s decision to step up military
actions against Hizballah unacceptable.3!

Those Israeli leaders who had thought Israel’s unilateral
withdrawal from Gaza, despite all resulting internal problems, had
made a structural contribution to a better understanding of Israel’s
positions in Europe were once again proved wrong.

The Countries Close to Israel

As noted, the EU was far from united during the Lebanon war.
Closest to Israel in their declared positions were the governments of
Germany, Britain, and the Czech Republic. Blair said in a speech in
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Los Angeles that reactionary Islam had seized its opportunity first
in Gaza, then in Lebanon: “They knew what would happen. Their
terrorism would provoke massive retaliation by Israel. Within days,
the world would forget the original provocation and be shocked by the
retaliation.”?

Blair held out well despite the many critical voices in his
government. These included complaints that the British position was
bad for getting Muslim votes in the UK. The Observer quoted a Blairite
minister among the cabinet critics as saying: “He also completely
understands the effect on the Muslim community—both in terms of
losing Muslim voters hand over fist and the wider issue of community
cohesion.”33

One can only speculate that Blair, close to the end of his political
career, is more interested in publicly identifying profound threats to his
country and the Western world than in promoting short-term political
goals. The Labour Party’s discussion, however, revealed another
indicator worth following: to what extent Muslim parliamentarians
and concerns about Muslim voters in various countries will influence
" attitudes toward Israel.

Pretensions and Capabilities

The discrepancy between the EU’s pretensions and its capabilities to
play a major role gradually became clear during the war. It even had
difficulty reaching an agreement on the proposed procedure toward a
ceasefire.3* Nor could it decide expeditiously what it would contribute
to the solution of the problem. The divisions of opinion between EU
member states made a strong united position impossible for many
weeks.

The Lebanese war was more than a litmus test for Europe’s
capabilities. It was also a chance for Europe to show that it stood
behind Israel when it was threatened by a terrorist group with
genocidal aims. Yet the EU’s position remained lukewarm at best.

When the United Nations reached its decision about a multinational
force, it soon became known that this force would not undertake one
major task required to bring peace to the area, the disarming of
Hizballah. Nor is it clear that it will be able to prevent a new flow of
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arms to Hizballah from Syria. The best one can hope from the force is
some mitigation of the terrorist problem.

How the UN force will function may also determine whether it
will be an additional source of friction between Europe and Israel.
Interviewee Rory Miller, for instance, points out that tensions in the
past between the Irish contingent of UNIFIL and the Israel Defense
Forces (IDF) have damaged relations between the two countries.

Hesitations

The process of composing the international force demonstrated the
EU’s hesitations. It would have been reasonable to assume that its
member states would rapidly provide most of the soldiers required
for the force. Reactions, however, were slow as long as the ceasefire
seemed fragile. In particular, France’s offer—despite presenting itself
as the EU’s political leader in the days preceding the ceasefire—was
far below expectations. The European lead thus passed to Italy,
which promised 2,500 soldiers. France followed with great hesitation,
initially offering only two hundred troops toward an expected UN force
of fifteen thousand.

Former British defense minister Michael Portillo scathingly
attacked the French. He recalled that the French general Philippe
Morillon had pledged, on behalf of the United Nations, forces to protect
Srebrenica in the former Yugoslavia without having the resources to
do so.

Portillo wrote that he and the other NATO defense ministers “found
a word to describe the French habit of making impressive statements
with no means to put them into effect. We called it ‘grandstanding.”
Regarding the UN Lebanon force, he added: “Late last week, after
wasting valuable time since hostilities ended nearly two weeks ago,
President Chirac gave way. Having attracted the world’s scorn he
raised his country’s offer to 2,000.735

By the end of August, even Chirac admitted that Europe had been
more than necessarily passive during the Lebanon conflict. He said
that on several occasions he had recommended that Javier Solana, the
EU’s representative for foreign affairs, should be given a mandate to
act on behalf of the EU member states, as is the case with the Iranian
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nuclear issue. But the idea was not accepted because of disagreements
between the member states on the Lebanese crisis.36

The next day, the French minister for European affairs, Catherine
Colonna, extended the negative judgment to the overall functioning of
the EU. She said it suffered from a malaise of listlessness and general
fatigue that did not augur well for its capacity to respond to people’s
needs. Colonna added that the EU was in fact twenty-five states living
side by side, aiming at difficult compromises rather than searching for
a common interest.’’

Iran’s Role of “Regional Stabilization”

At the end of July, French foreign minister Philippe Douste-Blazy
made the most bizarre statement during the war by a government
minister of an EU country. Before going to meet the Iranian foreign
minister, he called Iran “a great country, a great people and a great
civilization which is respected and which plays a role of stabilization
in the region.”8

He thus referred to a country that promotes genocide, murder,
Holocaust denial, and was arming terrorists. The reaction of an
anonymous Israeli senior diplomat was: “What planet is he on? It’s not
Planet Earth if he thinks Iran is a stabilizing force.”® In 1995, Chirac
had finally, fifty years after the end of World War II, admitted that it
was France that had helped Germany collect the Jews in the Paris
cycling stadium from where they were sent to their deaths. He said
France had incurred an unforgivable debt.4 Yet, in 2006, a minister of
democratic France praised another genocidal state.

A few days later, Douste-Blazy was forced to react to Ahmadinejad’s
statement that the solution to violence in the Middle East was “the
elimination of the Zionist regime.” On France-Inter radio, Douste-
Blazy stated: “I totally condemn these words.” He added that they were
“absolutely unacceptable on anyone’s part, especially from a head of state.”
The crisis had presented an opportunity for Iran to “show that it can play
a positive and stabilizing role in the region,” but Ahmadinejad’s statement
“confirmed that this is not the case.” 4 Douste-Blazy thus condemned his
own earlier judgment.
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European Civil Society

European civil society reached other new extreme lows concerning
Israel. Two among many examples will have to suffice. On 25 July, Sir
Peter Tapsell, a British Conservative MP, compared Israel’s behavior
in Lebanon to that of the Nazi atrocities in the Jewish quarter of
Warsaw.42

This comparison illuminates nothing about Israel’s acts in the
Lebanon war. The Jews in Warsaw never declared that they aimed to
eliminate Germany from the earth nor acquired weapons to attack it.
The opposite was true.

Hizballah, part of the Lebanese government, wants to eradicate
Israel. In this it resembles Nazi Germany. Tapsell’s remark is revealing
mainly about himself, as it was not Hizballah that reminded him of
the Nazis. Why did he not look closer to home at the bombing by the
British Royal Air Force (RAF) and the United States Army Air Forces
(USAAF) of Dresden, a city which did not represent any military
interest, from 13-15 February 1945? An estimated 25,000-35,000
civilians were killed in the city. Of the 220,000 apartments in Dresden,
175,000 were destroyed or damaged.

The other example comes from outside the EU. Norway is a country
with a long history of anti-Semitism. In its latest anti-Israeli mutation,
this anti-Semitism is also rife among large parts of Norway’s left-
wing elite. Cartoons about Israel in the country’s major papers often
resemble Nazi ones.*

A well-known writer, Jostein Gaarder, wrote in Norway’s leading
daily Aftenposten:

It is time to learn a new lesson: we no longer recognize the state of
Israel. We could not recognize the South African apartheid regime,
nor did we recognize the Afghan Taliban regime. Then there were
many who did not recognize Saddam Hussein’s Iraq or the Serbs’
ethnic cleansing. We must now get used to the idea: the state of
Israel in its current form is history.... The state of Israel has raped
the recognition of the world and shall have no peace until it lays
down its arms.4

Thus Gaarder, a pseudo-humanist, became a de facto supporter of
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Ahmadinejad.

No Unequivocal Support, No Pressure

The basic EU attitude toward Israel has been well characterized by an
American observer. Jeffrey Gedmin, president of the Aspen Institute
in Berlin, said: “The typical European approach to Israel is to wait
until Israel reacts to an attack and then criticize it.” He added: “One
would expect the Europeans to say at least once: “This is what we
would do. Our proposal is credible for a number of sound reasons. We
will support it in the following ways. If you accept it and it fails, we
will protect you by taking a number of major actions.’ On that front,
however, the Europeans are totally absent.”s

Gedmin’s assertion showed itself accurate again. When the Israelis
accidentally bombed Lebanese civilians on 30 July in Kafr Kana, the
Europeans strongly condemned the act that same day. Once more there
were no European suggestions of how to better handle the situation.
For instance, how should Israel fight an enemy that intentionally
locates its rockets among civilians in a country where the government
is incompetent and unwilling to deal with this matter?

Interviewee Oded Eran, Israeli ambassador to the EU, describes
the EU position during the war: “Although there has not been
unequivocal support for Israel’s battle against Hizballah, nor has
there been significant pressure on Israel to end the military campaign
in a way that would leave it exposed to similar threats in the future.”

This at-best neutral position has to be seen against the background
of ongoing hostile declarations by the EU. Eran points out: “every
month statements critical of Israel keep coming out of the monthly
meetings of the EU foreign ministers. These are written by mid-level
diplomats of the member states. It rarely happens that they are not
automatically approved by the ministers.”

These statements have by now acquired an almost ritual character.
They can only strengthen the perception among Israeli observers that
the EU’s attitude toward Israel is not determined by what it does
but what it is. This is another indicator for the European-Israeli
relationship that will have to be analyzed in greater detail as matters
evolve.
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Belgium and the Sharon Court Case

Interviewee Irit Kohn, former head of the International Department
of the Israeli Ministry of Justice, discusses a case study of the double
standards applied by one EU member state to Israel. She analyzes the
development of the Belgian court case against Ariel Sharon concerning
the Sabra and Shatilah massacres by Christian militias in 1982.

Kohn notes that under American pressure the Belgian parliament
decided to change key elements in its laws concerning universal
jurisdiction. At the time there was a major effort in the Belgian
parliament to retain the original complaint against Sharon, while
excluding others in similar situations from prosecution.

She observes: “That, however, would have proved that the entire
motivation of the process against Sharon was political. It would
also have shown that the Belgian parliament could legislate against
a particular country, which would have publicly revealed their one-
sidedness toward Israel. In the end they also understood that such a
move would not hold up judicially.”

The EU and Terrorism

The EU’s political position on the Middle East must also be analyzed
in the context of its domestic problems. Although far less than Israel,
it is confronted with terrorism against civilians. Yet its position toward
various terrorist organizations—and not just the anti-Israeli ones—has
been ambiguous. As noted, the EU did not put Hizballah on its list of
terrorist organizations as it did with Hamas. Van Dam mentions that
a European Parliament resolution in March 2005 labeled Hizballah
a terrorist organization and called upon the European ministers to
include it on the list of these organizations.

This stillhasnot happened.Van Dam adds that,though the meetings
of the EU diplomats who discussed the list are secret, it is known that
twenty-two of the twenty-five members agreed to put Hizballah on the
list. The three opponents were France, Spain, and Ireland.

After the Lebanese confrontation the situation has only become
more complicated and confused. Massimo D’Alema, Italy’s foreign
minister, does not consider Hizballah a terrorist organization
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notwithstanding that for years it has massively and specifically

targeted civilians. D’Alema is also president of the Democrats of the

Left and was a key figure in its predecessor, the Communist Party.
D’Alema said:

An organization that has 35 members of parliament and three
ministers cannot be described solely as a terrorist group. Hizballah
is not considered a terrorist group by the European Union, nor in
my personal view. Hizballah is a military organization, but also a
force that participates in elections. The paradox is that we support
Siniora, a democratic leader, and Siniora lauds Hizballah as the
defender of the Lebanese homeland. It is important to understand
the complexity of the situation, because if you have a simplistic
view of the enemy, you deal with him incorrectly.46

These remarks raise the question of why the EU does not hold Lebanon
responsible for anything Hizballah does even though it is a member of
the Lebanese government. D’Alema’s statements may presage further
confused EU policies in the Middle East.

Francesco Cossiga, a former president and one of Italy’s elder
statesmen, launched several attacks on the Italian government and
D’Alema in particular. While visiting Israel he said Hizballah was a
terrorist movement that was fanatic and inspired by Islamic extremism.
Nevertheless, several members of the Italian government erroneously
viewed it as a legitimate political party. Cossiga added: “It is nowadays
dangerous to be pro-Israeli in Italy.”+

A few days later he went further: “Except for Prodi, who is trying
to act as a mediator, Giuliano Amato, Rutelli and Emma Bonino, the
general stance of the Italian government is against Israel because
anti-Israelism is the mask of anti-Semitism.” Cossiga observed:

Minister D’Alema is the leading representative of the pro-Arab
and anti-Israeli approach. He does so for a number of reasons: for
a relapse into old communist anti-Semitism and also because this
way he can become the unifying element of the left.... Moreover
most former communists like him believe that, now that the myth
of the Soviet revolution is over the new myth may be represented
by the Islamic Revolution.4
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Media Bias

Beyond European governments’ attitudes, the almost classic anti-
Israeli behavior of part of Europe’s elites also came to the fore during
the Lebanon war. After the ceasefire, French sociologist Shmuel Trigano
analyzed international bias against Israel in an article in the daily
Libération. He went through a long list of examples to demonstrate
how biased many journalists are. Trigano wrote that for weeks he had
been looking in the French papers for condemnation of a bombardment
by Sri Lanka’s army in its fight against Tamil terrorists. Forty-three
schoolchildren had been killed and sixty wounded. He compared this
absence of criticism with the many media attacks on Israel after the
Kafr Kana bombing, where far fewer children were killed.

Trigano noted that this did not indicate that Arab Muslim dead
were considered more precious than others. If that were so, the French
media would have given ongoing attention to the mass murders of
Arabs by other Arabs in Iraq. The true issue, Trigano pointed out,
was that the media were only interested in what Israel did, or more
precisely, the Jews.

Trigano recalled how Reuters had doctored a photograph of
Beirut in flames and how US News & World Report had shown a
Hizballah terrorist in front of what seemed a downed Israeli plane
in flames. When one looked closer at the picture, it turned out it was
a burning garbage dump. He also mentioned that French television
never showed Hizballah’s bunkers, which were placed in the midst of
civilian housing. Thus the press managed to conceal the organization’s
character as a fascist militia, its provocations, and its explicit firing at
the Israeli civilian population.#

Interviewee Nidra Poller, an American journalist living in Paris,
says the French media are government-influenced in a subtle manner.
French journalists’ difficulty in finding work creates a powerful
incentive to stay in line: “That line is left-wing orientation, Third
Worldist, anti-American, and anti-Zionist.”
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Amnesty and Hizballah

European and other human rights organizations have often demonized
Israel during and since the Lebanon war. Harvard law expert Alan
Dershowitz heavily criticized Amnesty International’s announcement
that Israel was guilty of war crimes for “widespread attacks against
public civilian infrastructure, including power plants, bridges, main
roads, seaports and Beirut’s international airport.”

Dershowitz noted that Amnesty was wrong about the law as
Israel committed no war crimes by attacking parts of the civilian
infrastructure in Lebanon. He added:

In fact, through restraint, Israel was able to minimize the number
of civilian casualties in Lebanon, despite Hizballah’s best efforts to
embed itself in population centers and to use civilians as human
shields. The total number of innocent Muslim civilians killed by
Israeli weapons during a month of ferocious defensive warfare
was a fraction of the number of innocent Muslims killed by other
Muslims during that same period in Iraq, Sudan, Afghanistan,
Algeria, and other areas of Muslim-on-Muslim civil strife. Yet
the deaths caused by Muslims received a fraction of the attention
devoted to alleged Israeli “crimes.”

He concluded that: “if attacking the civilian infrastructure is a war
crime, then modern warfare is entirely impermissible, and terrorists
have a free hand in attacking democracies and hiding from retaliation
among civilians. Terrorists become de facto immune from any
consequences for their atrocities.”0

International Law

Israel’s enemies frequently use dubious or inverted interpretations of
international law. In an analysis of several international law issues
in the armed Lebanese confrontation, Dr. Robbie Sabel, former legal
adviser to the Israeli foreign minister (also an interviewee), wrote:

Once armed conflict develops, a State is not, however, limited to
responding only to measures chosen by its opponent. A State that
takes aggressive armed action against another State, or permits
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its territory to be used for that purpose, cannot dictate the terms
of the subsequent armed conflict. An aggressor State risks that its
armed forces will be dealt a blow disproportionate to the attack it
made.

Sabel concluded that:

Hizballah is part of the Lebanese Government and acts of Hizballah
can well be considered to be those of the Lebanese Government,
notwithstanding that the Christian elements in the government
have categorically disassociated themselves from the Hizballah
attack.... some elements of the Lebanese army have collaborated
with Hizballah while as to the Lebanese government as such, at
the very least it can be affirmed that they have taken no measures
to prevent Hizballah activity.

Sabel added:

Even if Lebanon could prove that it had done all within its power
to prevent Hizballah activities but failed, this would not negate
Israel’s right to take military action against Hizballah and its
support mechanism. If a State fails to prevent armed bands in
its territory from attacking a neighboring state, the neighboring
State, subject‘_to the attack, is entitled to the right of self-defense
against those armed bands.s!

Reminders from Terrorists

The EU’s behavior during the Lebanon war accentuated problems
that had been exposed over many years regarding two related political
issues. One is the EU’s timidity toward the more extreme forces in the
Muslim world. The other is its mindset about Muslim terrorism in the
EU. The latter problem is manifested, for instance, in the EU’s proposal
to replace the expression “Islamic terrorism” in its discussions by the
misrepresentation “terrorism that abusively invokes Islam.”s2 Thus
the EU has started to make theological judgments about the nature of
contemporary Islam’s teachings.

Toward the war’s end, however, Europe was repeatedly reminded
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that the far from insignificant circles in the Muslim world that promote
mass murder and violence are also present within the EU’s borders.
And so are hundreds of thousands of those who sympathize with them
to varying degrees.

On 31 July, terrorists attempted to blow up two regional trains
in Germany. In the following weeks several suspects, all Muslims,
were arrested in Germany and Lebanon.s Articles also appeared in
the German press saying that Hizballah members were among the
6,200 people repatriated from Lebanon to Germany at the beginning
of August. The Interior Ministry denied this. The minister, Wolfgang
Schéduble, however, mentioned that Hizballah has nine hundred
members in Germany.54

Planning to Blow Up Planes

On 11 August, it was announced that a group of terrorist suspects had
been arrested in the United Kingdom. They were reported to have
planned to blow up a number of U.S.-bound planes over the Atlantic.
All the suspects were British-born Muslims. Soon it became known
that the British authorities were searching for additional suspects,
and more were arrested in the coming weeks. Peter Clarke, head of
the Metropolitan Police antiterrorist branch, said thousands of British
Muslims were being watched by the police and MI5 under suspicion of
possible terrorist involvement.ss

Some claim that the overwhelming majority of British Muslims
are moderates who publicly dissociate themselves completely from the
criminals who speak in the name of their religion. The disclosures and
Muslim reactions to them were a reminder of how doubtful such views
are. After the arrests of the terrorist suspects, thirty-eight British
Muslim organizations, three of the four Muslim MPs, and three of the
four Muslim peers wrote an open letter to Blair. Their main message
was that Britain’s policy regarding Iraq and Israel had increased the
pool of terrorist recruits. The letter asked Blair to change his policy
toward Iraq and Israel and said nothing about the major terrorism
inciters in the Arab and Muslim world.s6

At the beginning of September a number of Muslims were arrested
in an immigrant district of Odense, Denmark’s third largest city.
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Chemical substances were found that, investigators said, could be
used to make bombs.57

By now there have been many indications that worldwide Muslim
terrorism, however much of a problem for Israel and the Jews, is
equally one for Western society at large. The London suicide bombings
of 5 July 2005 were a dramatic case. Fifty-two civilians were killed at
random and many others wounded. Yet it often seems that, five years
after September 11, only a minority of European politicians have
understood the terrorist threat in any depth.

It is also untrue that radical Muslims are the sole terrorist
problem in the EU. At the beginning of September, a group of far-
Right militants, mainly soldiers, were arrested in Belgium who were
aiming to perpetrate terror attacks. Police sources said this was the
first time they had discovered an extreme-Right group that was so well
organized and armed.58

Appeasers Losing Ground

In August 2006, during both the Lebanon war and the British
terrorism debate, the European public discourse kept moving between
two poles. On the one hand were those who claim that terrorism can be
diminished by accommodating the perceived grievances of the Muslims.
On the other were those who consider that the jihad preachers, the
violent anti-Western incitement from the Middle East, and the radical
Islamic ideology in general will influence many Muslims to various
degrees irrespective of what the West does.

These two schools of thought will continue to struggle in Europe
as inevitably more terrorist plots are discovered and several may
even succeed. Some are not sure who will win the ideological struggle.
Developments of the last year or two, however, indicate that the more
terrorist threats are revealed, the more likely are the appeasers to
lose ground. This is also borne out by a number of the aforementioned
polls.

This battle of ideas also relates to European narratives on the
Middle East conflict. The appeasers—one might also call them
accommodationists—keep insisting that Muslim terrorism and the
other problems caused by parts of Europe’s Muslim communities
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will disappear if the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is resolved. It is not
difficult to demonstrate that this is untrue. Many problems caused
by parts of the Muslim minorities in the EU will not be influenced by
whatever happens in the Middle East.

The more terrorist plans are discovered or executed, the more
the false narrative that there is a fundamental difference between
Islamism and Islam will be exposed. Many Muslims who are not
Islamists sympathize with some of their goals instead of fervently
condemning them. In between strong Muslim opponents of violence
and the extreme promoters of jihad there are many shades among
Muslims all over the world including Europe.

False Concepts

The European learning process is hampered by false concepts spread
among large parts of its population. The African-European insider-
outsider Ayaan Hirsi Ali is a sharp observer of Europeans’ underlying
thoughts. This former Dutch parliamentarian of Somali origin left for
the United States in spring 2006 after her life had been made almost
unbearable by ongoing Muslim threats.

She puts it succinctly in her interview in this book:

Colored people, Muslims, and other non-Western immigrants are
not victims. They are individuals, like me, who have come to the
Netherlands in search of a better life. It is my responsibility to
improve my life, and I am not asking the authorities to do it for
me. I request only to live in an environment of peace and security.
The socialist worldview is different. Those who are not white and
Christian, and do not share the ideas of Christian civilization, are
victims by definition.

Joffe provides another perspective: “Why do people so strongly condemn
Israel, but not Arab terrorism? Because Israel is ‘one of us,” and the
Arabs are...what?: savages we cannot hold to the same rules?”
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Pseudo-Humanitarian Racists

Few realize the danger underlying these pseudo-humanitarian views.
Implicit in the attitude of substantial parts of the European Left
that Arabs, Muslims, and other colored people are not responsible for
their deeds is a profound racism. Humanity is seen as divided into
responsible people, the whites, and others who are much less so or not
at all. The racist character of this attitude is highlighted by the fact
that one major difference between humans and animals is that the
former can be held responsible for their deeds and the latter cannot.

Many Europeans will always support the weak. They have long
lost the ability to discern between perpetrators and victims, democrats
and terrorists. Many Westerners who talk about social justice do not
distinguish between the weak or poor, and criminals. That makes them
de facto allies of the latter.

During the first Iraq war there was a sudden sympathy for Israel
in Europe. As the Scud missiles came flying, the Israelis did not react.
They sat and waited with gas masks on their faces in sealed rooms.
That was how many Europeans like them: as potential victims.

Robert Kagan wrote in his analysis of America and Europe:
“Europeans speak with great confidence of the superiority of their
global understanding, the wisdom they have to offer other nations
about conflict resolution, and their way of addressing international
problems.”®

This European myth is dangerous for many and particularly for
Israel.

The Lebanon war has also underlined how much Israel has become
a test case for Europe’s problems. The unwillingness to respond other
than verbally to Ahmadinejad’s provocations and the mixed reactions
to Arab terrorist organizations are all signs of Europe’s structural
weakness. The EU’s attitude toward Israel is an indicator of its
problems. In complex environments such as the European one, such
litmus tests help to analyze the intricate issue of the state of Europe.
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Sweden and Ireland

Sweden is among the European countries most critical of Israel. Under
Social Democratic rule it has long applied discriminatory policies
toward Israel. Moshe Yegar, former Israeli ambassador to Sweden,
already analyzed this a decade ago. He wrote: “Sweden’s policy toward
Israel was hostile for a long period of time before the [first] Intifada,
and the latter merely served as an excuse for further attacks on
Israel.”s0 A key figure in promoting hatred of Israel was the late Social
Democrat prime minister Olof Palme.

Sweden is one of several European countries that have only
very partly come to terms with their massive collaboration with the
Germans during the war. One Swedish inquiry commission concluded
that the moral questions involved in wartime Sweden’s business
relations with Nazi Germany were never raised in parliamentary or
government discussions.6!

Sweden’s record in dealing with its own war criminals since
World War II is deplorable. It never prosecuted any of its volunteers
for Germany’s Nazi forces during the war. The country also became a
haven for Baltic war criminals.52

Often those who misbehave toward Israel and the Jews show poor
judgment on other matters. Palme, who compared Israel’s behavior
to that of the Nazis, did not have the common sense to walk with a
bodyguard and was murdered.

Another Swedish Social Democrat with a heavy anti-Israeli
bias is former foreign minister Laila Freivalds. In a visit to Israel,
she criticized it while remaining silent about the widespread anti-
Semitism in her own country.$3 There are many other known anti-
Israeli incidents concerning Freivalds.

Later, Freivalds’s own failures elsewhere would shed further light
on her judging others—i.e., Israel—harshly in difficult situations.
Freivalds was unable to deal adequately with the Swedish victims of
the tsunami in Thailand in December 2004. Later she had to resign
after lying about her knowledge of her ministry’s effort to silence a
Swedish website that had shown the Mohammed cartoons.

Again, analyzing Swedish attitudes toward Israel brings many
other matters to light. There is seldom a single element of anti-Israeli
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or anti-Jewish behavior. Collaboration with the Nazis, a haven for war
criminals, extreme anti-Israeli positions, neglecting anti-Semitism:
these are all manifestations of a state of mind that will have many
negative consequences, and not only in areas concerning Israel.

Interviewee Zvi Mazel, a former Israeli ambassador to Sweden,
relates how he developed a critical attitude toward Sweden in view of the
discriminatory sentiments and hostility toward Israel he encountered
in large parts of the society’s left-wing elite. In the September 2006
parliamentary elections, a Center-Right coalition defeated the ruling
Social Democrats. This is likely to improve Swedish-Israeli relations.

Another EU country where anti-Israelism is widespread is
Ireland. Miller says: “Among the 166 members of the Dail—the Irish
parliament’s lower house—and the sixty members of the Senate, not
one name springs to mind as a regular defender of Israel. There are
either those who do not care or pro-Palestinians.”

Anti-Semitism

Recent developments in the European-Israeli relationship must
include an analysis of the substantial European anti-Semitism. When
in 2000 the so-far largest postwar wave of European anti-Semitism
began, this time focusing on Israel, it became clear that it was driven
by three distinct forces.

The strengthening of right-wing anti-Semitism was not novel.
The violence of this tendency was already familiar. Despite Germany’s
defeat it had continued to manifest itself at lower intensity since
the war. Recently, both physical attacks on Jews and desecrations of
Jewish cemeteries have increased. Society, always inclined to fight the
last war instead of the coming one, was willing to confront neo-Nazis
who were considered marginal. It became clear, however, that they
were not only relics of the past but perhaps also harbingers of part of
Europe’s future. This is implied by the electoral support for extreme
right-wing parties in some countries.

The other main violent anti-Semitic force in Europe, that of
Muslim radicals and hooligans, often verbally supported by religious
preachers, was totally misinterpreted by many politicians. It was
considered a fallout of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, leading to
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another misinterpretation: that if this conflict ended, all problems
caused by substantial parts of Europe’s Muslim minority would cease.
A much better interpretation was that these forces only used the Jews
as an intermediary target for a much more ambitious one: the white
Europeans.

This emerged clearly in the Netherlands. In 2003, amid the many
verbal threats and occasional physical attacks on Jews by Dutch
Muslims, some Amsterdam Jews told Dutch newspapers that the day
was not far when a Dutch Jew would be murdered by a Dutch Muslim.
They were right about the basic issue and wrong about the victim. On
2 November 2004, the radical Muslim Mohammed Bouyeri killed the
Dutch media maker Theo van Gogh.

The Extreme Left and Human Rights Organizations

The third major anti-Semitic force plays key roles in society’s elite
or has allies there. The extreme Left, and some of the mainstream
Left, are usually cleverer than others in their anti-Semitic attacks.
They know that words can accomplish much of what violence aims
to achieve. They use Nazi- and communist-style semantics against
Israel, compare it to an apartheid state, present distorted television
images, and so on.

Several major human rights organizations focus their criticism on
Israel instead of on countries that are severe human rights violators.
They pay major attention to Palestinians killed in Israeli military
actions while downplaying suicide bombers and other murderers of
Israeli civilians. Far fewer of these organizations’ documents report on
the thousands if not hundreds of thousands of people killed elsewhere,
often by Arabs or other Muslims.

Whereas Nazism had to be defeated in an extremely bloody war, the
other totalitarian evil, communism, crumbled by itself. That prevented
Western society from weeding out communism’s ideology and most
extreme adherents. These people and ideas have now permeated many
of its major institutions.
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Great Britain

An important question about contemporary European anti-Semitism
is whether Britain has replaced France as the major country where
anti-Semitism thrives. There are several indications for this. The
number of reported anti-Semitic incidents in the UK in 2005 was close
to that of France, where the Jewish population is twice as large as the
at-most three hundred thousand British Jews. Even if the data are not
fully comparable they are significant.

The Community Security Trust, the defense body of British Jewry,
reported 455 anti-Semitic incidents in 2005. This was 14 percent lower
than the 532 in the record-year 2004. The difference can, however, be
explained by the fact that in 2004 two individuals created sixty of the
incidents.

Two thousand five was the second year in a row where there
were more violent attacks on Jewish people than acts against Jewish
property. One particularly violent incident was in Manchester where a
Jewish religious student was stabbed by a man who ran after him with
a knife. Another was an attack on a Jew in London by fifteen youths,
who thereafter threw a liquid on him and tried to set him on fire.

The report documents that two categories of perpetrators stand
out in particular: right-wing whites and Asian youth, the latter
probably largely Muslims. Among well-known individuals involved in
anti-Semitic acts was the socialist mayor of London Ken Livingstone,
who compared a Jewish journalist to a concentration-camp guard.s

The All-Party Parliamentary Inquiry

In September 2006, a report on UK anti-Semitism was published that
had been prepared for the All-Party Parliamentary Group against
Antisemitism. The Inquiry Commission consisted of fourteen senior
MPs and was chaired by MP Denis MacShane, a former Labour
minister for Europe.

The report drew valuable conclusions and made many
recommendations. It expressed concern that only a minority of police
forces in the UK have the ability to record anti-Semitic incidents. It
recommended that there should be an annual report on anti-Semitism
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to Parliament. It asked the Crown Prosecution Service to investigate
the reasons for the low number of prosecutions of anti-Semitism.

The report stated explicitly that Jewish people and institutions
were being targeted under the pretext of anger over Israeli policies. It
pointed out that while in the past the far Right posed a greater threat
to Jews than at present, there was no room for complacency. The
report gave extensive attention to Islamist and left-wing anti-
Semitism. It mentioned that the campaign of George Galloway’s
Respect Party during the 2005 general election was marred by “anti-
Semitic campaigning on the part of some of its supporters.”

The report recommended that university authorities should record
all examples of students reporting anti-Semitic behavior. It concluded
that Jewish students feel disproportionately threatened in British
universities and that the response of academic authorities has been at
best “patchy.” It asserted that: “calls to boycott contact with academics
working in Israel are an assault on academic freedom and intellectual
exchange.”ss

Anti-Semitism and Anti-Israelism

As elsewhere, anti-Semitism and anti-Israelism flourish jointly in
the UK. On 29 May 2006, NATFHE, one of the two British university
teachers unions voted to boycott Israeli academics who do not condemn
so-called Israeli “apartheid” policies. The majority of those voting were
from the Left. Not a word was said about Palestinian universities
where academics promote genocide, murder, and racism, and student
movements compete in elections over which has killed more Jews,
mainly civilians.

Both the Anglican church and the Church of Scotland have voted
in favor of anti-Israeli measures. They take these positions in an
atmosphere of regular attacks on Israel from many quarters. Several
articles of a former Guardian correspondent in Israel could be taught
at journalism schools as examples of how extreme propagandists can
masquerade as reporters.

Gerald Steinberg heads the NGO Monitor published by the
Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs. He mentions how the leading UK
charity Christian Aid constantly blames Israel for Palestinian suffering
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while barely mentioning Palestinian terrorism. This organization has
an annual budget of $150 million.

George Galloway, the only member of Parliament from the Respect
Party, is also a defender of Saddam Hussein. The many other anti-
Israeli parliamentarians come mainly from Labour and the Liberal
Democrats. The British Foreign Office regularly condemns Israel
when a Palestinian civilian is killed in attacks on terrorists. It remains
silent about the many civilians killed by the coalition forces in Iraq, of
which Britain is part and for which it thus has coresponsibility.

By now it also has become clear that Chris Patten, when he was
a British commissioner in the EU, was a key figure in stonewalling
detailed investigations of how EU money was diverted for Palestinian
terrorism and corruption. Van Dam relates several details of this in
his interview.

This is a worrisome but not a full picture. There are also many
positive aspects in the country. Former Israeli ambassador Zvi Shtauber
says that he considers the British government, with the exception of
the German one, the most pro-Israeli in Western Europe.66

Jewish Community Leadership

The British Jewish community tries to fight anti-Semitism by classic
methods—except onrrare occasions when it calls, for instance, for public
rallies—such as trying to get support from the judicial system, close
collaboration with the police in security matters, maintaining good
contacts with politicians, and keeping a low profile. Also significant is
that, Britain not having been under German occupation during World
War II, the conclusions drawn from the Holocaust are far weaker than
elsewhere in Europe.

Such defense policies can nowadays only provide very partial
answers to the many challenges. Compared to its counterpart in
France, the British Jewish leadership seems unimaginative. The
recent problems, however, are unlikely to go away. Whether they like
it or not, British Jews will have to change tactics against the anti-
Semites and expose them far more aggressively.

Substantial anti-Semitism and anti-Israelism are usually
indicators of countries in trouble. The major enemies of the Jews
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are also those of British civil society. The extreme Right is still
relatively weak but strikes out violently at many groups. A significant
percentage of British Muslims want to replace British law with sharia.
The extreme Left and parts of the moderate Left undermine society in
many ways. Parts of the human rights lobby have become functional
allies of potential terrorists and other murderers by trying to block
antiterrorism laws.

This takes place in a general environment that is often criminal-
friendly. Ken MacDonald QC, director of public prosecutions in the
UK, in May 2006 attacked the legal establishment for its patronizing
attitude toward crime victims in the UK, where some criminal lawyers
think only the rights of the defendants matter. He added that the
treatment of victims and witnesses was appalling and also said there
might be a rise in vigilantism unless courts are seen to be providing
justice.6?

Germany

Germany remains a case by itself because of its genocidal past. The
more taboos against the Holocaust fall, the more questions arise about
whether Germany has managed to build a lasting new democratic
identity in which its criminal past has been confronted in a cathartic
way.

American political scientist Andrei Markovits claims this process
of self-identity formation has been abandoned

in favor of unruffled wishful thinking in which Auschwitz is little
more than a minor disturbance. The taboo-violations of the last
few years increasingly signal an end to the grace period for Jews,
an acceptance of latent anti-Semitism, a defensive mentality about
historical memory, and the revival of an uninhibited, unbroken
identification with the German nation. The German Left, for its
part, has long since become an enthusiastic participant in the
trend.c8

As mentioned in my previous book, in 2004 the University of Bielefeld
undertook a major survey of over 2,600 Germans. Thirty-two percent
of those interviewed agreed or largely agreed with the statement:
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“Because of Israel’s policies, I have increasing antipathy toward
Jews.” Sixty-eight percent agreed that: “Israel undertakes a war of
destruction against the Palestinians.” Fifty-one percent shared the
opinion: “The way the state of Israel acts toward the Palestinians is
in principle no different from the Nazis’ behavior in the Third Reich
toward the Jews.”6?

Charlotte Knobloch, the newly elected leader of the Central
Council of German Jews has complained several times about what
she calls “the anti-mood against Israel and the Jews.” Among the
politicians she mentioned as supporting this mood are the left-
wing Social Democratic minister of development aid Heidemarie
Wieczorek-Zeul and Left Party leader Oskar Lafontaine. In one
variant of moral equivalence, the latter claimed that the Germans
not only have a moral debt toward the Jews but also toward the
Palestinians.

Knobloch said she had never before seen such an anti-mood against
the Jews in Germany. She stated that this attitude has permeated all
layers of society. As another example, she noted that a senior German
official, Herman Schifer, had in the presence of Buchenwald survivors
at the opening of the Weimar Festival spoken only about the Germans
who had been expelled after the war.7

Once again the attitudes toward the Jews probably express more
profound problems in German society. According to a poll conducted in
2005 for the Statistische Bundesamt (National Bureau of Statistics),
only 71 percent of inhabitants of former West Germany considered
democracy the best way of running a state compared to 80 percent
who said so in 2000. In the former East Germany, only 38 percent
preferred democracy in 2005 compared to 49 percent in 2000. Three
out of four polled there considered that socialism was a good concept
that, however, had been poorly implemented (by the communists). In
West Germany, 46 percent espoused this view.”!
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The Berlin Declaration; the EUMC Definition of Anti-
Semitism

A frequent claim of anti-Israelis and anti-Zionists is that they are
not anti-Semites. Nevertheless, their motifs and methods are often
mutations of earlier anti-Semitic ones. Researchers at Yale University
analyzed an Anti-Defamation League survey of five hundred citizens
in each of ten European countries. They found that anti-Israeli
sentiment “consistently predicts the probability that an individual is
anti-Semitic, with the likelihood of measured anti-Semitism increasing
with the extent of anti-Israel sentiment observed.””2

On the more positive side, after years of reluctance many
European governments are starting to understand that anti-Israelism
and anti-Semitism greatly overlap. In April 2004, the Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) adopted the Berlin
Declaration. This document recognized the new direction from which
anti-Semitism comes, particularly the demonization of Israel and
Zionism. Despite the support of many governments, the question
remains to what extent the declaration’s words will translate into
deeds.

The EUMC in its 2004 report on anti-Semitism had noted the
lack of a common definition of the term. It requested a small group of
Jewish NGOs to prepare one. Subsequently this detailed text has often
been referred to.”

The EUMC working definition reads:

Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be
expressed as hatred toward Jews. Rhetorical and physical
manifestations of antisemitism are directed toward Jewish or
non-Jewish individuals and/or their property, toward dJewish
community institutions and religious facilities.

In addition, such manifestations could also target the state of
Israel, conceived as a Jewish collectivity. Antisemitism frequently
charges Jews with conspiring to harm humanity, and it is often
used to blame Jews for "why things go wrong." It is expressed in
speech, writing, visual forms and action, and employs sinister
stereotypes and negative character traits.
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The text gives a number of examples of anti-Semitism targeting Jews
or Israel.

This is gradually becoming the accepted definition of contemporary
anti-Semitism. So, for instance, the Report of the British All-Party
Parliamentary Inquiry into Antisemitism recommended that “the
EUMC Working Definition of anti-Semitism is adopted and promoted
by the Government and law enforcement agencies.”’

3. RELEVANT DEVELOPMENTS ELSEWHERE

Several developments outside Europe and Israel over the past two
years are also relevant to Israeli-European interaction. Some of these
concern Palestinians. Positive predictions about them have again not
materialized. As mentioned earlier, terror has continued since the
disengagement. Palestinian president Mahmoud Abbas has not fought
it, and the present Hamas-led government does not accept previous
Palestinian commitments to Israel.

In August 2006, Ghazi Hamad, spokesman for the Hamas-
controlled Palestinian Authority, wrote that the Palestinian armed
groups should be blamed for the crisis in Gaza rather than Israel.
Describing the situation in Gaza City as “unimaginable chaos,”
he added: “Gaza is suffering under the yoke of anarchy and the
swords of thugs,”‘and said that “the culture of life” there before
the Israeli disengagement had turned into a “nightmare and
intolerable burden.””s The article drew some attention because
it is so rare to find a Palestinian, in a responsible position, who
does not blame all his society’s plight on Israel and shows some
introspection.

The developments in the Iraq war have many implications for
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The West now realizes that attacking
primarily civilian targets is not a specific Palestinian trait. Such
atrocities have been much more frequent in Iraq and elsewhere in
Muslim societies.

Nowadays suicide bombing emanates predominantly from parts
of Muslim culture. Its main victims from a global perspective are
Muslims, with Westerners and Israelis a distant second. Civilians in
Iraq and Afghanistan are the main targets, but Muslim terror attacks
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or foiled attempts have also come to other Arab countries including
Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Yemen, Morocco, Syria, and Tunisia.

Western countries, especially the United States, Britain, Spain, and
some others, have had to face the realities of this asymmetric warfare.
Like Israel, they have not found foolproof counteractions. Also relevant
is that Western treatment of enemy prisoners is far harsher than in
the Israeli case. All this pales, however, compared to the widespread
cruel behavior of Arab regimes and terrorist groups.

Another important consideration is that if Western troops were to
leave Iraq, most likely a new terrorist state would emerge. This should
give pause to those who want to weaken Israel and strengthen the
Palestinians, particularly as the latter have been prime exporters of
international terrorism.

4. EUROPEAN-ISRAELI INTERACTIONS

When assessing how European-Israeli interactions have changed over
the past eighteen months, two important matters stand out. The first
is that European political pressure on Israel has diminished somewhat
since the unilateral withdrawal from Gaza. That also happened in the
past when Israel gave up territory in exchange for no lasting gains—
for instance, after the Wye agreements.

A second significant change is that Europe now has a small
involvement in the Gaza area, with Europeans monitoring the border
between Gaza and Egypt. On one occasion their positions were
occupied by Palestinian militants and the European soldiers had to
flee. They thus acquired some additional experience with the nature of
Palestinian civil society.

Eran points to an additional factor that concerns more the
packaging of European attitudes than their contents. He says: “One
notices a growing realism in the EU that their megaphone diplomacy
is counterproductive to any constructive role they want to play in the
Middle East.”

Regarding changes in European-Israeli political relations, another
substantial issue merits attention. The European narrative and the
European semantics concerning the Middle East and Israel have been
negatively influenced for decades by Arab and other incitement. The



56 European-Israeli Relations: Between Confusion and Change?

foundations of this narrative were mainly fallacies. Recent events
increasingly expose this fact.

Israeli-Palestinian Peace Solves Everything?

A few examples illustrate the point. One basic concept that has been
promoted by Arabs and Muslims worldwide as well as their Western
friends is that if there were Israeli-Palestinian peace, the West’s
problems with the Muslim world would disappear.

Yet the four Muslim suicide bombers in London as well as the
suspects captured in July 2005 before they could blow themselves up
did not act out of anger over Israeli actions. They were driven by their
abysmal hatred of the Western world.

Another example already mentioned: in the autumn 2005 riots
in France about ten thousand cars were torched. Assuming that the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict had been solved, would one French car less
have been set ablaze? Would the hooligans and criminals have burned
one less shop?

Would fewer European embassies have been attacked and less
people been killed in the Mohammed-cartoon riots if there had been
peace between Israel and the Palestinians? And would the Muslim
world’s reaction to the words of Pope Benedict XVI about Islam and
the Prophet Mohammed in September 2006 have been more benign if
there had been such a peace?

Joffe points out that the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict also would not lead the Saudi government to become more
democratic, nor would it reform Wahhabite thinking.

Are Arab Rhetoric and Violence Different?

The second collapsing component of the European narrative on the
Middle East is that Arab and Muslim violent rhetoric differs from
their real intentions. In the past, for example, many EU politicians
have suggested that Arab and Muslim threats against Israel should
not be taken at face value.

Those British who assisted the wounded after the July 2005
suicide attack in London by young Muslims probably have a different
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view. So do those who collected the remnants of those who were killed,
some of whom were Muslims. They understand the reality of extremist
pronouncements much better than many politicians. There is no gap
between the rhetoric of extreme Muslims and their intentions.

A third fallacy known as “land for peace”—this one mainly promoted
by the Israeli Left—is that peace between Israel and the Palestinians
could be achieved by exchanging it for territory conquered in the Six
Day War. But actual territorial concessions to the Palestinians have
probably distanced peace by making Arabs think that time works in
their favor.

Can Europeans Solve the Problems of Others?

A fourth element of the crumbling European narrative about Israel
concerns many European politicians’ harsh criticisms of Israeli
policies. Thus they claimed, again inspired by voices from the Israeli
Left, that Israel had to be saved from itself by dictates from the wise
Europeans.

Since the terrorist attacks of the last few years in Europe,
more and more Europeans have come to the conclusion that many
European countries have an unsolvable problem with substantial
parts of the mainly Muslim minorities that cannot be integrated in the
foreseeable decades. This problem is of Europe’s own making through
its immigration and absorption policies. If Europe could not see that
these policies were creating problems for itself, how wise can it be in
analyzing others’ problems about which it understands even less?

Yet another failing element of the European narrative, already
mentioned, derives again from its left wing. It says that the colored are
always victims, and as such are always right. European postcolonial
guilt feelings also foster this sympathy for the underdog.

The French philosopher André Taguieffis among the few Europeans
who saw at an early stage that a distinction must be made between real
victims and criminals. He also recognized the dangers of blind pacifism,
which places the aggressor and his victim at the same moral level and
thereby turns legitimate self-defense into a crime. Future violence
will lead more and more people to understand that a functioning civil
society requires that criminals remain as weak as possible.’6
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The Abyss Remains

The EU votes in the United Nations demonstrate that the major
political abyss between Europe and Israel remains. Again, in 2005,
European countries voted to condemn Israel in a series of resolutions
in the General Assembly—a recurrence of this classic annual
manifestation of Europe’s bias against Israel.

Major EU-Israeli political disagreements also remain. Some of these
concern the legality of Israeli settlements and of Israeli neighborhoods
in East Jerusalem. Ruth Lapidoth, former legal adviser to the Israeli
Foreign Ministry, discusses these in an interview hereinafter.

Amid the reigning confusion, however, there are some indications
of a change. As noted, after the disengagement from Gaza, Israel
agreed to give Europe a small role in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict by
stationing monitors on the Gaza-Sinai border. This may be considered
a test case. Now a bigger test has emerged with the UN force in
Lebanon. If Europe performs well there, it will create some confidence
in Israel, which over the past decades has had no reason to believe in
Europe’s political impartiality. A failure of the UN force is likely to
further increase Israel’s distrust of Europe.

Robbie Sabel considers that one way to improve Israeli-European
relations is that Israel should aim to become a full member of the
Council of Europe. He says Israel should strive in general to join clubs
of democratic states. If Israel were to be accepted by the Council of
Europe, it would be another step by Europe to close the abyss that
many of its political positions create.

Former Spanish prime minister José Maria Aznar goes further
than Sabel, actively promoting the enlargement of NATO membership
to include Japan, Australia, and Israel. In his interview, Bardaji
explains Aznar’s reasoning.

Israel and Jews: Indicators of Europe’s Troubles

As time passes, it becomes clearer that many problems faced by Israel
and the Jews are indicators of much wider ones in Europe and other
parts of the West. Looking at a small identifiable subgroup that has
historically been a convenient victim of European tensions may give
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sharper and different insights on certain problems of a confused
Western society.

This has become most clear in France.”” The autumn 2005 riots
were directed at white French society at large. Almost all the rioters
were North African or West African Muslims. The fallacy that there
is only one type of racism, that of whites against the colored, could
no longer be maintained. During the turmoil several rioters told the
media they were driven by anti-French and antiwhite feelings.

This minority racism had already manifested itself several years
earlier, often against the Jews in France. What France experienced
in autumn 2005 parts of the Jewish community, who lived close to
Muslim communities, had gone through since late 2000. The socialist
government closed its eyes to the many attacks on Jews by Muslim
and right-wing racists. The authorities often called it hooliganism and
denied its specific anti-Semitic character.

The Jospin government, supported by Chirac, thought it would
protect social peace by making no significant efforts to uphold the
Jews’ civil rights. Foreign Minister Hubert Védrine said while Jews
were being attacked in January 2002: “One should not necessarily
be shocked that young Frenchmen originating from the immigration
would have compassion for the Palestinians and are excited by what is
happening [in the Middle East].”?s

The socialist leaders did not understand that the violence initially
aimed at the Jews as a vulnerable substitute for the prime target of
resentment, the white French majority. In autumn 2005, those who
were willing could see better see the real factors behind the unrest in
part of the Muslim community.

Other Indicators

There are many other matters where studying the Jewish community
yields insight into current or prospective developments in Europe. The
motif of the Jew as a canary in the mine will likely become increasingly
useful as the situation in Europe becomes more confused. This does
not mean the Jews are a universal litmus test for what will happen in
Europe at large. They are far from being the only such indicator, yet
are probably as good a one as any.
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Slowly, an increasing number of Europeans are starting to
understand that the forces attacking Israel are also those undermining
the fundamentals of European society. Often these forces act alone and
often they march together, such as the extreme Left and Muslim radicals.
If they succeed, the society they create will not be an improvement.

They will, however, partly destroy what has been achieved.
European leaders would do well to attend more systematically to the
damage caused to their countries by radical Muslims, the extreme
Left, and the extreme Right, and to consider what measures to take.

5. CONCLUSION

Israel can draw several important lessons from the EU’s current
mindset and internal divisions, which the Lebanon war has further
highlighted. The main lesson is that even in situations of great danger
to Israel, Europe will remain broadly neutral.

Another is that a continent that has created many problems for
itself and cannot adequately deal with them is also a very bad guide to
tell Israel and others how to solve their own problems. Europe’s role in
the Lebanon conflict yet again demonstrates the great gap between its
pretensions and reality.

At the end of 2004 when Israel and Europe: An Expanding Abyss?
was concluded, there was a clear gulf between Europe and Israel. The
question then was: how will Israel interact politically with a possibly
increasingly hostile Europe? This abyss today continues to exist, but
the uncertainty about Europe’s future has greatly intensified. Haze
covers part of the precipice.

What many Israelis see today in Europe are indications that
confusion may be partly overtaking hostility. This leads to the difficult
question: how should Israel deal with a confused and changing
Europe?

New Assessments

Confused and changing situations require new assessments. As
far as Europe is concerned, the starting point could be that Israel
has much more experience with the ideology and practice of violent
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Muslim tendencies than Europe has so far. European Jews also have
more experience with the problems caused by part of the European
Muslim community than does society at large. The latter is only at the
beginning of its learning curve. One logical question, then, is what can
Europe learn from Israel—and the Jews—in this area?

A second question for Europeans to ask is: what methods has
the European extreme Left used in its attacks against Israel and the
Jews? The answer should be: the same methods it will further develop
to undermine Western society. That makes studying them particularly
worthwhile.

As far as Israel is concerned, the situation is even more complex.
As a small nation with many problems, Israel lacks both leadership
and resources to profoundly assess the complex situation in the EU.
Yet it needs to be done; one needs to understand as much as one can.
This includes trying to identify weak signals of the future and monitor
whether they are intensifying.

One important action Israel should take in any scenario is to try
and organize its friends in Europe. A first step was the establishment
of the European Friends of Israel, which unites hundreds of
parliamentarians in European countries.”

At this juncture, there is another important conclusion Israel
should draw. Over the past two years, under the influence of a new
bout of Europessimism and increasing domestic threats, the EU has
lost part of its self-assuredness. An Israeli-European dialogue has
become more possible and can be useful to both sides. That is why
Israel should invest efforts in it.
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Frits Bolkestein

Israel, the European Commission,
Europe, and the Netherlands*

“During my commissionership, all matters concerning foreign policy
were in the hands of the Italian president Romano Prodi and the
British commissioner for international relations Chris Patten. Israel
was not a much-debated topic in the Commission. Patten occasionally
put it on our agenda.

“EU positions on the Middle East were largely determined by the
heads of state of the large members. These more or less said to the
Commission, ‘Don’t touch the issue, we deal with it.”

Frits Bolkestein was during 1999-2004 the commissioner
responsible for the European Union’s internal market, taxation, and
customs union. Before that he had been the leader of the Netherlands’
Liberal Party, VVD, and its defense minister. In 2005, he became
professor on the intellectual background to political developments at
both Leiden University and the Technical University of Delft.

Helping the Palestinians

“Occasionally, the EU assistance to the Palestinians came up in the
Commission. One matter I recall was that the harbor in Gaza was to
be built, but Israel opposed this. I remember this specifically because
Dutchmen are always interested in big waterworks.

“Another snippet I recall is that Chris Patten in a full Commission
meeting once said that one could oppose aspects of Israel’s foreign
policy without being an anti-Semite. I replied: ‘That is true, but it is
also true that anti-Semites sometimes dress up as anti-Israelis.”

Bolkestein says this was a short exchange without personal
undertones.

“On another matter, if my memory is correct, when there were
inquiries on the issue of Palestinian misuse of EU funds, Patten
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