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Three evaluations (May, 2005) of the anti-academic, anti-Semitic boycott of two Israeli universities that have been promoted by the Executive of the British Association of University Teachers)
BRITS BURNING BOOKS
Walter Reich
New York Sun, May 10, 2005
   Seventy-two years ago today, Nazi-inspired German university students burned the books of Jews and other "un-German" authors in Berlin. And now the British academic establishment has embraced a modern form of book-burning, one that is in some ways even more radical, as its weapon of choice against the Jewish state. Awakening to the fact that their guild has been hijacked by a jihad aimed at eliminating Israel, some dissenting British academics are rushing to douse the torch their fellow professors in the U.K. have lit. But the pyre has been built, the dissenters may be unsuccessful in dousing that torch, and there's no telling where the flames, once set, will spread--or what else, as Heinrich Heine famously warned, will then burn.
   Meeting last month, Britain's Association of University Teachers, which represents 49,000 of that country’s academics, voted to boycott their Israeli colleagues at two universities, Haifa and Bar-Ilan, and to consider boycotting those at a third, the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. The boycott is so sweeping that it amounts to a book burning, only worse. Whereas in traditional book burnings, finished books were set alight, with other copies surviving elsewhere, the British form of the art is designed to abort the writing of books in the first place by preventing the research on the basis of which future books and papers, scientific and scholarly, would be written.
   In the cases of the targeted institutions, the boycott…means that the British academics are not to visit the targeted institutions, lecture or work with their scientists or other academics, invite those colleagues to lecture or to work with them in Britain, review papers by them for publication in scientific or scholarly journals, evaluate the merits of applications for funding by Israeli colleagues at those universities, or cooperate with those colleagues in any other way.
   One of the boycotted universities, Haifa, was accused of having suppressed a thesis about a massacre of Palestinians during Israel's War of Independence in 1948. But it turns out that the university's assessment that the thesis was based on fabricated or distorted information was correct, the student himself having admitted in court to falsifying his story. The allegations against the other Israeli universities, claiming injustices against Palestinians, are equally unsubstantiated or tenuous. The boycott vote was pushed through quickly by its organizers, with little discussion. Attempts to raise objections were blocked. 
   The most obvious question is why the British academics never even considered declaring a boycott against academics in any of the countries that are the truly massive violators of academic freedom and human rights in the world. Why no boycott against academics in China, which regularly jails and sometimes kills political dissidents…? Why no boycott against academics in Russia, which has leveled cities in Chechnya, "disappearing" men, and raping women?… Why no boycotts against academics in many Arab and Muslim countries where academic freedom either doesn’t exist or is under constant attack, such as Syria, Egypt, and Iran? Why no boycott against academics in Saudi Arabia, which in recent weeks arrested 40 Pakistanis for secretly practicing Christianity in that theocracy that forbids the practice of any religion other than Islam?…
   The answer to all these questions was made evident at the convention at which the boycott vote was taken. The vote wasn't based on principle. It was based, rather, on politics. The true goal of the boycott’s organizers-the elimination of Israel--was made clear by the behavior and statements of its backers. Its main British organizer, standing outside the conference hall draped in a Palestinian flag, condemned Israel as a "colonial apartheid state, more insidious than South Africa," and called for the "removal of this regime." …
   By voting for the boycott, British academics, most of them without realizing it, bought into the strategy, espoused by Palestinians and their supporters with increasing frequency and stridency, of claiming that Israel is an apartheid state, just as South Africa was, and that it's therefore illegitimate and should be eliminated and replaced by another state, Palestine…  In reality, there's simply no comparison between South Africa and Israel. During its apartheid era, South Africa was run by a small white minority that oppressed its black majority. Israel, on the other hand, is 80% Jewish and gives its Arab minority full civil rights, including the right to vote and to be members of the country’s parliament. It also welcomes its Arab citizens into its universities. In fact, the student body of one of the universities being boycotted, Haifa, is 20% Arab--the same percentage as in the general Israeli population. Moreover, Israel is about to do something in Gaza that no country has ever done before: Totally and even forcibly extract and evict its citizens from homes and land in which they’ve lived for decades…
   That some of the motivations in the British academic community for boycotting Israeli universities probably also stem from the kinds of anti-Semitic sentiments that have stained public discourse in that country in recent years makes the boycott especially dismaying. Fortunately, some British academics, recognizing the assault on fairness, core academic values, and the prospects for peace that their professional organization has just perpetrated, are trying to reverse its decision. Thirty members of the organization’s executive council have petitioned it to hold a special meeting to reconsider its decision to boycott Israel, and the meeting has been set for May 26. Whether or not these protesting academics succeed in reversing the original decision will depend on the ability of their colleagues to recognize that they and their profession have been hijacked by political forces that, at least until now, have been smarter than they are. But if the boycott isn’t reversed, this modern form of book-burning will proceed in earnest, and will be used as a model for the other academic campaigns that have been established to delegitimize, and thereby eliminate, the Jewish state.  The Nazi-inspired university students who burned Jewish and "un-German" books in Berlin on May 10, 1933, would have been pleased.
(Walter Reich is the Yitzhak Rabin Memorial Professor of International Affairs, Ethics and Human Behavior, and Professor of Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences, at the George Washington University.)
WAR BY OTHER MEANS
Gerald M. Steinberg
Jerusalem Post,  May 22, 2005
   When the council of the Association of University Teachers (AUT) in the UK meets…to reconsider the boycott of Bar Ilan and Haifa Universities adopted last month, there is a good chance it will retreat…  But a tactical defeat of the boycott this time should not be confused with a strategic change–the extremists who are waging the political dimension of the war against Israel lost an earlier round, but kept trying… 
   To win this wider political war, the sources of the incitement and hatred directed against Israel need to be understood and defeated. In the case of the AUT boycott, its main proponents–Susan Blackwell and Steven Rose–are obsessed anti-Israel campaigners. Their claims regarding Bar Ilan and Haifa Universities were simply hooks on which to hang the wider campaign to label Israel "an apartheid state."  This political assault, which accompanied the Palestinian terrorism that ended the Oslo process, was outlined at the UN's 2001 Durban conference on racism. According to the logic of this movement, just as terror and boycotts in the case of South Africa were justified, the actions of "Palestinian victims of Israeli occupation" can be perceived in the same way. But South Africa was unique, and in no way comparable to the ethnic and religious conflicts in Northern Ireland, the Balkans, Sri Lanka and the Middle East…
   Boycotts are a major part of this offensive, and the powerful heads of activist NGOs…are driving the process. [T]hese NGOs only use the rhetoric of human rights, humanitarian claims and charity to justify terror and promote demonization.  The link is particularly direct in this case–the AUT boycott resolution specifically repeats the accusations of the PNGO–the Palestinian Non-Governmental Organization. 
   The PNGO has indeed played a central role in the assault on Israel's legitimacy and the right of the Jewish people to self-determination. This goal is reflected in many activities that PNGO supports, such as the December 2004 conference at the School of Oriental & African Studies, London on "Resisting Israeli Apartheid Strategies & Principles."… PNGO…and its constituent members (real and virtual) receive funding from the British Department for International Development, parallel groups in Europe and Canada, and from private sources such as the Ford Foundation. 
   BADIL, which focuses on refugee claims, uses money from the Canadian International Development Agency, Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation and the Swiss Foreign Ministry for anti-Israel incitement rather than humanitarian assistance… Another branch–the Grassroots International Protection for the Palestinian People (GIPP)–uses its resources to repeat demands for a "civilian boycott of all official Israeli organizations and institutions," expulsion of Israel from "intergovernmental organizations," and demands that foreign states refuse entry to Israeli officials.  Their reports use demonizing terms such as "colonization," "the Judeaization of Jerusalem," "ghettoize," "land grab" and "apartheid" as often as possible. 
   Slogans of hatred and rejectionism that create support for boycotts are also promoted by the major international NGOs. For the past two years, Christian Aid has focused its main Christmas campaign around themes such as "Child of Bethlehem" and "Peace Under Siege," which highlighted Palestinian victimization at the hands of Israel, while essentially ignoring Palestinian terror…
  The evidence–for those who care to look–is clear.  Now that their eyes have been opened, if the members of the Association of University Teachers act morally to unconditionally repeal the academic boycott, they would be setting an important example in halting this assault. 
(Gerald M. Steinberg is director of the Program on Conflict Management at Bar Ilan University, and the editor of www.ngo-monitor.org)
 

CAUT BY SURPRISE
Sara R. Horowitz
Canadian Jewish News, May 26, 2005
     …Many readers may not know of the Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT), the Canadian counterpart of the AUT in Britain. The CAUT was founded in 1951 to represent the interests of the academic staff at Canadian institutions of higher education, and to defend academic freedom… As a professor at York University…CAUT represents me. 
   Since the AUT decision to boycott Israeli faculty members, a number of professional and international organizations have come out strongly against the resolution. The Association for Jewish Studies (AJS)–the international society representing professors and researchers in all areas of Jewish studies–has forcefully and publicly condemned the action of the AUT… As vice-president of the AJS and co-author of its statement, and as a Canadian professor represented by the CAUT, I forwarded a copy to the CAUT president, asking that she pass it along to members of the executive committee for their endorsement. Much to my surprise, within moments of receiving my e-mail, my request was refused. The CAUT, I was informed, “will not interfere in the deliberations of our international counterpart.” 
   By contrast, the American Association of University Professors (AAUP)…issued a strongly worded statement of its own, deploring the AUT boycott of Israeli faculty as damaging to the free exchange of ideas. The AAUP found particularly deplorable the AUT’s willingness to exclude from their ban any Israeli professor who condemned Israeli policy. Because such an exclusion “requires compliance with a political or ideological test in order for an academic relationship to continue,” the AAUP noted, it “deepens the injury to academic freedom rather than mitigates it.”…
   As a Canadian professor, it grieves me that the union representing me and my colleagues falls short of the organization representing American professors. The CAUT calls academic freedom “the life blood of the modern university.”… According to the organization’s policy statement on academic freedom, “academic staff must enjoy freedom of thought, conscience, religion, expression, assembly and association.”… The CAUT refusal to consider criticizing the AUT boycott of faculty at Bar Ilan and Haifa is particularly surprising in view of CAUT’s earlier praise for the leadership of the University of Haifa and Hebrew University for “continuing teaching and research on their campuses even in the aftermath of suicide bombings and political unrest.” In a 2003 statement deploring the closure of Palestinian universities in Hebron as a response to suicide bombing, the CAUT asserted its belief that “the exploration of all ideas–even revolutionary ideas–is vital to the achievements of peace.” Affirmations such as this ring hollow, at best, when viewed alongside CAUT’s silence regarding the action of their British counterpart. 
   Under pressure from some of its members, the AUT will meet to reconsider its April vote to boycott Israeli professors. Should they overturn that vote, as many hope they will, CAUT’s response will be moot. But whatever the outcome of the AUT meeting, the silence of the Canadian professors’ organization discredits it as an honest broker and genuine advocate for academic freedom.
 

