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Preface to the 1989 Edition

One day in early December 1982, I was called to the Republican cloak-
room, an area just off the floor of the House of Representatives where
Congressmen may receive telephone calls, have a light lunch, or watch
television. The House was engaged in the post-election *‘lame duck’
session, finishing up legislative business which had been put off by cam-
paign pressures. Waiting on the phone was a prominent citizen I had
known and admired for years. He expressed his regret at my defeat at
the polls the previous month, then made the surprising suggestion that
I write a book about Israel’s lobby. He even suggested the title.

That telephone call started me down a fascinating trail that absorbed
most of my time and energies for the next two years and culminated in
this volume. The journey elicited great support from many people and
entailed, from others, many frustrations. The magnitude and diversity
of cooperation I received were surprising. The frustrations were not.
Although there were many dark moments when I harbored evil thoughts
about my friend for luring me into writing this book, there were rewards
aplenty, and now I wish I could thank him by name in this space for
making the suggestion. I cannot, for I promised him anonymity.

I can name only one of the five people who contributed the most
in the preparation of my manuscript — Robert W. Wichser, a good friend
and for fourteen years director of my Washington staff, who perished
in flood waters in December 1985. While the other four are enthusiastic
about the text and convinced the book meets a long-standing need, they
unanimously asked that their names not be mentioned in these acknowledg-
ments. Recognizing the Israeli lobby’s potential for malice, they agreed
that such mention might jeopardize their careers. One said bluntly, ‘‘In
helping you, I’'m taking a big chance. If this gets out, I will be fired
from my job.’’ Others who helped expressed similar concern. Much of
the information provided here is volunteered by career government offi~
cials who want the public to be aware of how the lobby functions but
insist that their own names be withheld. These requirements tell a lot
about the sensitivity of the subject matter.

Happily, I can acknowledge by name several people who provided
yeoman support. I am especially indebted to Washington journalist Donald
Neff, former Middle East correspondent for Time magazine and author
of Warriors at Suez and Warriors for Jerusalem, and George W. Weller,
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former foreign correspondent for the Chicago Daily News who now lives
in Rome, for their extensive and valuable suggestions on organization
and style. If you detect a professional touch here and there, credit these
gentlemen. My gratitude also extends to a number of my former col-
leagues in Congress and many citizens around the United States and else-
where who provided both encouragement and cooperation, especially
former Senator James Abourezk.

I must also thank the word processor to which I was glued for eighteen
months. The attachment was so constant that my wife, Lucille, occa-
sionally described herself—without really complaining—as a Wang
widow. In fact, when she first learned that I was thinking of writing this
book, she offered to live on beans and water if need be to see the project
to completion.

The Spartan diet was unnecessary, thanks to a grant provided by
Sangamon State University, Springfield, Illinois, and funded by the Ameri-
can Middle East Peace Research Institute, a nonprofit organization based
in Boston, Massachusetts. The grant covered most of the expenses I
encountered in the preparation of the text. During this period I also
received helpful income by speaking at chapter meetings of the American-
Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee.

My quest for a publisher began in March 1983 and was predictably
long and frustrating. Declining to represent me, New York literary agent
Alexander Wylie forecast with prophetic vision that no major U.S. pub-
lisher would accept my book. He wrote, ‘‘It’s a sad state of affairs.”’
Bruce Lee of William Morrow and Company called my manuscript ‘‘out-
standing,”’ but his company concluded that publishing it ‘‘would cause
trouble in the house and outside’’ and decided against ‘‘taking the heat.’’
Robert Loomis of Random House called it an ‘‘important book’’ but
reported that the firm’s leadership decided the theme was *‘too sensi-
tive.”” Twenty other publishers also said no.

In July 1984, veteran publisher Lawrence Hill agreed to take the
gamble. When he died in March 1988, I lost a friend, and the cause
of human rights lost an able advocate. He would rejoice, I am sure, that
this book now appears in a new updated edition.

The response since publication of the first edition in June 1985 has
been substantial. Despite informal but effective attempts to curtail its sale
in the early months, They Dare to Speak Out became a best seller—nine
weeks, for example, among the Washington Post top ten. Thanks in great
measure to the enthusiasm of readers themselves, over 70,000 copies
have been sold. Scores of readers made bulk purchases for distribution
to their friends, business associates, and public libraries. It elicited reviews
in fifty-two periodicals, invitations to appear on over eighty television
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and radio programs, including NBC’s ‘“Today Show’’ and PBS’s ‘‘Late
Night America,’’ and lectures on twenty-five campuses.

In another heartening response, more than eight hundred readers have
taken the trouble to locate me by telephone or mail. Most of them, con-
cerned over the damage being done by Israel’s lobby, ask, ‘“Where do
we go from here?”’

Many, I hope, will support the Council for the National Interest,
Post Office Box 53048, Washington DC 20009, the newly-formed
citizens’ lobby mentioned in the last chapter of this new edition. Other
worthy groups include the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Commit-
tee, Suite 500, 4201 Connecticut Avenue NW, Washington DC 20008;
the Arab American Institute, Suite 501, 918 16th Street NW, Washing-
ton DC 20006; the National Association of Arab Americans, 2033 M
Street NW, Washington DC 20036; The American Educational Trust,
1900 18th St. NW, Washington DC 20009, toll-free 1-800-368-5788;
and the National Council on U.S.-Arab Relations, Suite 515, 1735 Eye
Street NW, Washington DC 20006.

To keep up to date on Middle East developments, I suggest the
monthly Washington Report on Middle East Affairs, Box 53062, Washing-
ton DC 20009; the monthly Israeli Foreign Affairs, Box 19580,
Sacramento CA 95819; the fortnightly Middle East International, Suite
306, 1700 17th Street NW, Washington DC 20009; the quarterly Arab
American Affairs, Suite 411, 1730 M Street NW, Washington DC 20036;
the quarterly Journal of Palestine Studies, Georgetown Station, Post Office
Box 25301, Washington DC 20007.

Paul Findley

1040 West College

Jacksonville, IL 62650
June 1, 1989






Introduction

A Middle West Congressman
Meets the Middle East

“How did a Congressman from the corn-hog heartland of America get
entangled in Middle East politics?” people ask. Like most rural Con-
gressmen, I had no ethnic constituencies who lobbied me on their
foreign interests. As expected, I joined the Agriculture Committee
and worked mainly on issues like farming, budget and welfare reform.

Newly appointed in 1972 to the subcommittee on Europe and the
Middle East, I had represented the Springfield, Illinois, area for 12
years without attracting much attention at home or abroad.

Eight short years later, my involvement in Middle East politics
would bring me infamy among many U.S. Jews, notoriety in Israel and
applause throughout the Arab world. By 1980, in urban centers of pro-
Israel activism—far from the local Jews in central Illinois who knew
and trusted me, I found myself in the most expensive Congressional
campaign in state history. Thanks to a flow of hostile dollars from both
coasts and nearby Chicago, I became “the number one enemy of Is-
rael” and my re-election campaign the principal target of Israel’s lobby.

Prodded by a professor at Illinois College, I had already begun to
doubt the wisdom of United States policy in the Middle East when I
first joined the subcommittee. For the most part, I kept these doubts
private, but not because I feared the political consequences. In fact, I
naively assumed I could question our policy anywhere without getting
into trouble. I did not realize how deeply the roots of Israeli interests
had penetrated U.S. institutions.

Congressmen generally heard only the Israeli case. Arab Ameri-
can lobbies, fledgling forces even today, were nonexistent. Arab em-
bassies, which even today hire public relations experts only with
reluctance, then showed little interest in lobbying. Even if a Congress-

1
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man had wanted to hear the Arab viewpoint, he would have had
difficulty finding an Arab spokesman to explain it.

My personal involvement with Middle East politics started with a
constituent problem that had no direct connection with the Arab-Israeli
conflict. It began in the spring of 1973 when a letter arrived from Mrs.
Evans Franklin, a constituent who wrote neighborhood news for a
rural weekly newspaper I once edited. In this letter, she pleaded for my
help in securing the release of her son, Ed, from a faraway prison. He
had been convicted of espionage and sentenced to five years’ solitary
imprisonment in Aden, the capital of the Marxist People’s Democratic
Republic of (South) Yemen. After reading her plea, I had to consult a
map. I knew only that Aden once had been a major British base.

Had it not been for a series of cancelled airline flights, his mother
told me, Franklin would never have set foot in Aden. Returning from
Ethiopia to his teaching post in Kuwait, he was rerouted through Aden
and then delayed again by the cancellation of his departing flight. His
luck worsened. A camera buff and unaware of local restrictions, he
photographed a prohibited area. The Adenese were still nervous about
blonde-haired visitors, remembering the commando raid the British
had conducted shortly after they left Aden six years earlier. When
Franklin snapped the pictures, he was immediately arrested, kept in an
interrogation center for months, and finally brought to trial, convicted
and sentenced. My efforts to secure his release proceeded for the most
part without aid from the State Department. Our government had had
no relations, diplomatic or otherwise, with Aden since a 1969 coup
moved the regime dramatically to the left. This meant the State Depart-
ment could do nothing directly. I asked a friend in the Egyptian embassy
in Washington to help. Franklin’s parents, people of modest means
living in a rural crossroads village, sent a request to Salim Rubyai Ali,
South Yemen’s president, seeking executive clemency. I sent a similar
request. Our government asked the British to intervene through their
embassy in Aden. There was no response to any of these initiatives.

In December 1973 1 visited Abdallah Ashtal, Aden’s ambassador
to the United Nations in New York, to ask if I could go personally to
Aden and make a plea for Franklin’s release. Ashtal, a short, hand-
some, youthful diplomat who was taking evening graduate courses at
New York University, promised a prompt answer. A message came
back two weeks later that I would be welcome.

If I decided to go, I would have to travel alone. I would be the first
Congressman—House or Senate—to visit Aden since the Republic was
established in 1967 and the first United States official to visit there
since diplomatic relations were severed in the wake of the coup two
years later. Although this was an exciting prospect, it also caused me
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some foreboding. Moreover, 1 had no authority as an envoy. South
Yemen, sometimes called the Cuba of the Arab world, was regarded by
our State Department as the most radical of the Arab states. A State
Department friend did nothing to relieve my concern when he told me
that Aden’s foreign minister got his job “because he killed more oppo-
nents than any other candidate.”

Troubling questions came to mind. How would I be received? 1
discussed the trip with Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., assistant secretary of
state for Near East and South Asia affairs. I asked him, “If they lock
me up, what will you do first?” He smiled and said, “Look for another
Congressman to come get you out!”

Still, I was probably the only person able to help. Franklin’s
mother told me, “I doubt if Ed can survive five years in a Yemen jail.”
My wife, Lucille, expressed deep concern over the prospects of the
trip but agreed that I had little choice but to go.

I also thought the trip might be an opportunity to open the door to
better relations with a vital but little-known part of the world. With the
imminent reopening of the Suez Canal, better relations with Aden
could be important to United States interests in the Indian Ocean.
After all, Aden, along with French-held Djibouti, was a guardian of a
world-famous and vitally important strait, the gateway to the Suez
Canal. If the Soviets, already present with aid missions and military
advisers, succeeded in dominating the Aden government, they could
effectively control the canal from the south. It was obvious that, be-
yond the release of Franklin, the United States needed good relations.

I decided that I must go. The trip was set for late March 1974,

From Middle East scholars, I learned that Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger, who was soon to begin shuttle negotiations between
Israel and Egypt, was held in high esteem in Aden. I asked him for a
letter that I could take with me which would be as explicit as possible
about United States-Aden relations. A personal letter arrived three
days before I left. In it, Kissinger said he welcomed my “humanitarian
mission” to Aden and added: “Should the occasion arise, you may wish
to inform those officials whom you meet of our continuing commitment
to work for an equitable and lasting Middle East peace and of our
desire to strengthen our ties with the Arab world.”

The letter was addressed to me, not to the Aden government. It
was a diplomatic “feeler.” I hoped it would convince any officials I met
that the United States wanted to establish normal relations.

A good traveler always brings gifts. At the suggestion of an Egyp-
tian friend, I secured scholarships from three colleges in lllinois to
present to South Yemeni students. I also located and had specially
bound two Arabic language translations of Carl Sandburg’s biography
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of Lincoln, The Prairie Years. In addition, I also carried two small
busts of Lincoln—my most celebrated constituent—hoping he would
be known even in Aden.

I left Washington early enough to visit Syria before heading south
to Aden. Syria had not had normal diplomatic relations with the United
States since the 1967 war with Israel, and despite its growing impor-
tance, no member of the House of Representatives had visited there for
five years. To my surprise, President Hafez Assad of Syria agreed to
receive me without advance appointment. Perhaps he was intrigued
with the presence of a United States Congressman who said he had an
open mind about Middle East issues.

Assad received me in the spacious second-floor reception room of
his offices. A tall, thickset man with a prominent forehead and a warm,
quiet manner, Assad made his points forcefully but without a hint of
hostility. While sipping small cups of rich Syrian coffee, he voiced his
pain over United States support of Israel’s actions: “We are bitter
about the guns and ammunition you provide to Israel, and why not?
But bitterness is not hostility. In fact, we have very warm feelings
about the American people. Despite the war, the Syrian people like
Americans and have for years.”

While sympathizing, I took the initiative, urging him to restore full
diplomatic relations and to take a page from the public relations book
of the Israelis. I suggested that he come to the United States and take
his case directly to the American people over television.

Assad responded, “Perhaps we have made some mistakes. We
should have better public relations. I agree with what you say and
recommend, but I don’t know when I can come to the United States.”

As I rose to leave, Assad said, “You have my mandate to invite
members of your Congress to visit Syria as soon as possible. They will
be most welcome. We want those who are critical as well as those who
are friends to come.”

While I later extended Assad’s invitation personally to many of
my colleagues and, in a detailed official report, to all of them, few
accepted. The first Congressional group did not arrive until 1978, four
years later.

After my interview with Assad, I was driven late at night from
Damascus to Beirut for the flight to Aden. As our car approached the
Syria-Lebaron border, I could hear the sound of Israel’s shelling of
Lebanon’s Mt. Hermon, a sobering reminder that seven years after the
1967 war the fighting still continued.

In 1974, Beirut was still the “Paris of the Middle East,” a western-
like city with a lively night life and bustling commerce. A new Holiday
Inn had just opened near the harbor. Every street seemed to boast two
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international banks, at least three bookstores and a dozen restaurants.
A year later the Holiday Inn became a battleground between Phalangist
militia, backed by Israel, and the Lebanese left coalition, including
Palestinians, helped by various Arab governments and by Moscow. Its
walls were ripped open by shells, its rooftop pavilion littered with the
bodies of fallen snipers. The vicious civil war, which began in 1975, had
turned Beirut into a city of rubble.

But even in 1974, the Palestinians in the refugee camps did not
share the prosperity of the city. I passed the hovels of Sabra and
Shatila, where, nine years later, the massacre of hundreds of Palestin-
ian civilians would shock the world. My embassy escort said, “These
miserable camps haven’t improved in 20 years.”

I also passed the Tel Zaatar refugee camp, whose wretched inhabi-
tants would soon suffer a fate even more cruel. A year later that camp
was besieged for 45 days by rightist “Christian” militias, armed and
advised by Israel’s Labor government. Fifteen thousand Palestinians
died, many of them after the camp surrendered. Virtually every adult
male survivor was executed. That slaughter was little noted by the
world press. Hardly anyone, save the Palestinians, remembers it.

At that time, the spring of 1974, 1 had no premonition of the
tragedies to follow. I boarded the Aden-bound plane at Beirut with just
one person’s tragedy on my mind—that of Ed Franklin.

Mission in Aden

In Aden, to my surprise and pleasure, I was met by a delegation of
five youthful officials, three of them cabinet ministers. Mine was the
only gray hair in sight that night. The group had stayed up until 2 A.M.
to meet the plane. “Welcome. We have your quarters ready,” said the
government’s chief of protocol. Good news! This meant, I felt, that I
would not be stuck off in a hotel room. My quarters turned out to be a
rambling old building which years ago, in imperial days, was the resi-
dence of the British air commander. A tree-shaded terrace—a rarity in
Aden—looked over the great harbor, a strategic prize ever since white
men first rounded the Cape of Good Hope in the sixteenth century.
Blackbirds chattered overhead.

I received permission to visit Franklin at 7:15 that first night. I
found him under guard in an apartment on the second floor of a small
modern building. When I entered, he was standing by a couch in the
livingroom. We had never seen each other before.

“I presume you are Congressman Findley.”

Despite the emotion of the occasion, I smiled, sensing how Dr.
Livingston must have felt years before in Africa.
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After 16 months of confinement, Franklin was thin, almost gaunt.
His trousers were several sizes too big, his blonde hair was neatly
combed, his face cleanly shaved and he was surprisingly well tanned.
He looked much older than his 34 years.

We were able to talk alone. I said, “You're thin, but you look
well.” He answered, “I'm very glad you came, and I feel pretty well.
Much better now that you’re here. A few days ago when I used a
mirror for the first time in months, I was shocked at how I look.” He
said he had got the tan from daily exercise in the prison yard, adding
that he had been transferred to the flat two days before, obviously
because authorities did not want me to see the prison.

“Here is a box of food items your family asked me to deliver.”
When I said that, his face, which until then had displayed no emotion,
fell. “I guess this means I am not going home with you.”

I said, “I don’t know.”

Franklin changed the subject. “I had to leave my Bible at the
prison. I hated to, because I like to read it every day.”

I said, “Many people have been praying for you.”

He responded, “Yes, I knew at once, even before I got word in
letters from home. I could feel it.”

Franklin told me he had not been physically abused but said the
food was terrible and some of the rules bothered him. “I am not al-
lowed to have a pen and paper. I like to write. I once wrote poetry on a
sack, but then my pencil was discovered and taken from me. I don’t
know why.” Still, he seemed to hold no grudge against his captors. “I
like the Arab world. Maybe someday when the American embassy is
reopened, I could even get a job here.”

I assured him: “I’ll do my very best to secure your release, or at
least shorten your term. That’s why I'm here, and I'll try to see you
again before I leave. I'll also try to get approval for you to have pencil
and paper.”

On the way back to my quarters, I passed on Franklin’s request for
writing materials to my escort officer, who answered simply, “I will
report your request.” I spent Friday, a Moslem day of worship, touring
the nearby desolate countryside. The main tourist attraction is an an-
cient, massive stone well built to store the area’s scarce rainfall. That
evening the British consul, a compassionate man who had occasionally
delivered reading material to Franklin, joined me for dinner. The Brit-
ish long ago understood the importance of maintaining diplomatic rela-
tions even with hostile regimes and, shortly after their stormy
departure from Aden, they had established an embassy there.

Saturday morning Foreign Minister M. J. Motie came to my quar-
ters for a long discussion of United States—-Yemen relations. The plight
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of the Palestinians under Israeli occupation was at the top of his
agenda, Franklin at the top of mine. He charged, “The United States is
helping Saudi Arabia foment subversion along Yemen’s borders.” I told
him I was troubled by this charge, was unaware of such activity and I
hoped to help improve relations. Motie responded, “While the past is
not good, the present looks better, but we need a substantial sign of
friendship. For example, we need aid in buying wheat.”

After the discussion, I spent a long and fruitless afternoon trying
to fill a shopping list my family had sent with me. The bazaar had little
but cheap Japanese radios and a few trinkets. It had even fewer shop-
pers. I returned to the guest house, finding, to my astonishment, an
assortment of gifts, each neatly wrapped—among them a jambia, the
traditional curved Yemeni dagger, and a large ceremonial pipe. The
gifts were accompanied by a card: “With the compliments of the presi-
dent.”

Were these gifts merely sweeteners to take the place of Franklin on
my homeward journey? Or were they a harbinger of success? I dared
not believe the latter. I had received no hint that the government would
even shorten Franklin’s sentence, but, at least, it acceded to his re-
quest for paper and pencil.

My second visit with Franklin was more relaxed than the first. He
accepted the pencils and paper I brought him with the comment, *I
hope I won’t need them except for tonight.” I responded that I had no
reason to hope he would be able to leave with me, but, strictly on my
own hunch, felt that he would be released soon.

I met with President Ali the night before my scheduled departure
inside the heavily guarded compound where the president both lived
and had his offices. 1 was ushered into a long reception hall adorned
with blue flowered carpeting and gold drapes down three sides. The
fourth side opened into a large courtyard. Two rows of ceiling fans
whirred overhead. In the center of this large hall was a lonely group of
gold-upholstered sofas and chairs.

By the time I reached the circle of furniture, President Ali, the
foreign minister of Aden and an interpreter were walking through the
same door I had entered. I needed no introduction. 1 had seen Ali's
picture many places around Aden, but frankly it did him little justice.
He was a tall, well-built man of 40. His black hair had a touch of gray.
His skin was dark, his bearing dignified. He was soft-spoken, and two
gold teeth glistened when he smiled.

After exchanging greetings, I thanked him for his hospitality and
for the gifts. Then I launched into my own presentation of gifts: first,
the Lincoln book and bust, then the scholarships.

What he was waiting for, of course, was the letter from Kissinger
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which would indicate the weight the United States gave my mission.
When I handed it to him, I tried to broaden its importance.

“Perhaps your excellency will permit me to explain,” I said. This
letter presents formally the desire of the U.S. to re-establish diplomatic
relations. This is important. QOur government needs these relations in
order to understand Aden’s policies and problems. The president of
the United States and the secretary of state are limited in foreign pol-
icy. They can do only whatever the Congress will support, so it is also
important for Congressmen to gain a better understanding of Aden’s
situation and of the Arab world in general.”

Ali responded: “Aden is the shining example of the Republic.
Other areas of our country are quite different. The people are much
poorer.” I gulped. I had seen only Aden, Ali’s “shining example” which
struck me as very poor, so I could only guess at conditions elsewhere.

While I took notes, Ali told me that the anti-poverty efforts of his
government were handicapped by *subversion” from neighboring
states. He said, bluntly, “The belief is held by the people of our country
that all suffering, all damage caused by subversives, is really the work
of the United States government. All military equipment we capture is
United States equipment.” Some of it, he said, was outside this build-
ing for me to examine.

I interjected that this information was not known in the United
States, underscoring the need for diplomatic relations, so this sort of
injury would stop. He nodded. “I favor relations with the United
States, but they must relate to grievances now seen by my people.” He
added, “Aden does not wish to be isolated from the United States.”

Ali thanked me for the gifts, indicating the interview was over. 1
sensed this was my long-awaited opportunity, my chance to launch into
an appeal for Franklin.

It was not needed. Ali interrupted by saying simply, “Regarding
the prisoner, as soon as I heard of your interest in him, I saw to it that
he received preferential treatment. I have carefully considered your
request and your desire that he be released. I have decided to grant
your request. When you want him, you may have him.”

I could scarcely believe what I had heard. “When you want him,
you may have him.” I was so overcome with joy I half-stumbled leav-
ing the room. Franklin was free. In fact, he was waiting at my quarters
when I returned. We were on the plane at 6 o’clock the next morning,
headed for Beirut, New York and then St. Louis—where a joyous
family welcomed Franklin home.

I am convinced the main reason for Franklin’s release was the
decision by the government to probe ever so cautiously for better
relations with the United States. Caution was necessary, because there
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were those in both nations who did not wish to see relations improved.
Ali was the least Marxist of a three-man ruling junta. In the State
Department, even some “Arabists,” still resentful over the Yemeni ex-
pulsion of the United States presence years before, rejected Aden as
nothing but a “training ground for PLO terrorists.” Others, such as
Kissinger, felt differently. Ed Franklin had provided the opportunity to
begin the probing.

But the United States government fiddled, hedged and delayed
three years. Jimmy Carter replaced Gerald R. Ford in the White
House, and Cyrus Vance became secretary of state. Our government
turned down Aden’s request to buy wheat on credit, then refused to
consider a bid to buy three used airliners. The United States kept
putting off even preliminary talks. At a second meeting with me in
September 1977—this time in New York where he addressed the United
Nations—Ali restated his desire for renewed relations with the United
States and suggested that I report our discussion to Secretary of State
Cyrus Vance. I did so, and after my report, Vance and Foreign Minister
Motie of South Yemen agreed to exploratory talks. To me, this ap-
peared like a momentous breakthrough. The talks were to begin in
Aden in just a few weeks, shortly after New Year’s Day. Sadly, pro-
crastination took over.

No precise date for the meetings had been set when I returned to
the Middle East with a number of other Congressmen in January 1978.
I altered my own itinerary long enough for a side trip to Aden. Before I
left the group, we met with Secretary of State Vance, whose travels
happened to cross ours, and with Saudi Arabia’s Crown Prince Fahd—
a large, impressive man who spoke eloquent English and was to be-
come the Saudi monarch. Fahd spoke approvingly of my efforts in
Aden and asked me to tell officials in Aden that Saudi Arabia was ready
to resume sending them economic aid.

“It’s a Good Omen”

When I arrived, the scene in Aden had improved. South Yemen
had already exchanged ambassadors with its former arch-enemy, Saudi
Arabia—even though the two nations still had disputes over territory.
Aden had also just agreed to diplomatic relations with Jordan. The
local radio station no longer harangued American and Saudi “imperial-
ists.” This time my wife, Lucille, accompanied me. We were assigned
to the same guest house I had used before, where the principal change
was the presence of a well-stocked refrigerator.

President Ali received us in the same spacious hall, along with an
honor guard. Although he avoided comment on Saudi Arabia’s offer of
aid, Ali spoke of Crown Prince Fahd with great warmth.



10 They Dare to Speak Out

Then he added, “We are looking forward to the expected arrival of
the diplomatic delegation from the United States before the end of the
month.” I am sure my face fell. I knew the delegation was not coming
that month. In fact, the mission had been delayed indefinitely. A few
days before, Vance had told me the bad news but had not explained why.
When I expressed the hope that Ali had been notified of the delay,
Vance had replied, “We will take care of it.” But, unfortunately, no one
did.

Ali was left waiting, day by day, for a group that did not arrive. I
did not feel free to tell him of the change, so I listened and tried to look
hopeful. I knew the delay would strengthen his critics who opposed
reconciliation with the United States.

I changed the subject: “Some of our strategists say you have let
the Soviets establish a naval base here. Do you have a comment?”

He strongly protested: “That is not true. We do not allow the
Soviets, or any foreign nation, to have a military base in our territory.
But we do cooperate with the Soviets because they help us.” Ali con-
cluded our discussion by giving me a message to take to Washington:

Please extend my warm greetings to President Carter. Kindly inform him that
we are eager to maintain smooth and friendly relations between Democratic
Yemen and the United States. We recognize that President Carter is concerned
about maintaining friendly relations with all countries. We feel that is a positive
policy. We believe our relations should be further strengthened.

As we parted, I gave Ali a pottery vase our daughter, Diane, had
made for him. He said, “That’s very nice. Please thank your daughter. 1
admire it.” Then he stepped to the door to admire something else, rain,
which is a rarity in Aden.

“It’s a good omen,” he said.

I left Aden more convinced than ever that diplomatic relations
would help the United States and our friends in the region. The United
States and Saudi Arabia had a common interest in minimizing the
Soviet presence in South Yemen. We needed a diplomatic mission
there. Back in Washington, I missed no opportunity to press this rec-
ommendation on Secretary Vance and on the White House staff.

At the White House a month later I was able to make a personal
appeal to President Jimmy Carter. Carter said he was “surprised and
pleased” by Ali’s message.

“His words are surprisingly warm,” he observed. “We’ve been
hoping to improve our situation there.” I urgently argued that there
should be no further delays: “Another cancellation would be baffling to
President Ali, to say the least.”
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Carter thanked me, and, as Vance had earlier, told me he would
“take care of the matter.”

Carter was true to his word. Five months after my last meeting
with Ali, a team of State Department officials arranged to visit Aden on
June 26, 1978, for “exploratory talks” to discuss in a “non-committal
way” the resumption of diplomatic negotiations. Ali was to meet them
on the day of their arrival.

It was too late. Aden’s Marxist hardliners decided to act. Con-
cerned by Ali’s probing for improved relations with the United States
and Saudi Arabia, radicals seized fighter planes, strafed the presi-
dential quarters, took control of the government, and on the day the
U.S. delegation was scheduled to arrive, arrested Ali. He was executed
by a firing squad. Ambassador Ashtal called from New York to tell me
the delegation would still be welcome, but the mission was scrubbed.
The group, after traveling as far as Sa’ana, capital of North Yemen,
returned to Washington. Distressed over the execution of Ali, I asked
Ashtal for an explanation. He told me, “It’s an internal matter of no
concern to the outside world.”

Still, Ali’s fate concerned me deeply. And still does. I have often
wondered whether my goodwill and his merciful act toward Ed Frank-
lin contributed to his downfall.

My journeys to Aden had broader personal importance than my
ultimately unsuccessful efforts to re-establish diplomatic relations.
After years on Capitol Hill, I had heard for the first time the Arab
perspective, particularly on the plight of the Palestinians. I began to
read about the Middle East, to talk with experts and to begin to under-
stand the region. Gradually, Arabs emerged as human beings.

The word of my experiences got around, and soon my office be-
came a stopping place for people going to and from the Middle East—
scholars, business people, clerics, government officials. It was unusual
for anyone in Congress to visit Arab countries and take an interest in
their problems. I began to speak out in Congress. I argued from what I
considered to be a U.S. viewpoint—neither pro-Israel nor pro-Arab. I
said that our unwillingness to talk directly to the political leadership of
the Palestinians, like our reluctance to talk to President Ali in Yemen,
handicapped our search for peace. Diplomatic communication with
other parties, however alien, however small, is a convenience to our
government. It does not need to be viewed as an endorsement. Thus, I
asked, why not talk directly to PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat, the ac-
knowledged political voice of the Palestinians? One reason, I dis-
covered, was that Henry Kissinger, who had provided help on my long
road to Aden, had, yielding to an Israeli request, agreed not to com-
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municate formally with the PLO until they recognized the right of
Israel to exist—a tough demand, especially in light of Israel’s flat re-
fusal to accept a new Palestinian state as its neighbor!

I decided to communicate with Arafat to help break the ice. I had
first met the PLO leader in January 1978 during that Congressional
mission to the Middle East when I saw Ali for the last time. Joining me
were several colleagues, Democrats Leo Ryan of California, who was
later to die in the violence at Jonestown, Guyana, and Helen Meyner of
New Jersey. A Republican Congressman also attended, but, fearful
that the news would cause him problems with Israeli activists in his
district, asked me not to mention his presence. Before the meeting, 1
had many of the same misgivings that I felt before going to Aden four
years earlier. I was wary, because meeting Arafat crossed the chalkline
which Kissinger, at Israel’s demand, had drawn.

“I Stand Behind the Words”

When I crossed the line, to my surprise I discovered that Arafat,
who received us in a heavily guarded second-floor apartment, was not
a wild-eyed, gun-waving fanatic. He spoke softly and listened atten-
tively. He met us bare-headed—he was nearly bald. This took us by
surprise, because in public he was always attired in the Palestinian
headdress or military cap. To questions about PLO terrorism, he re-
peated his usual litany, but coming from the depth of his experience it
seemed somewhat more forceful: “I am a freedom fighter. We are
fighting for justice for our people, the four million Palestinians dispos-
sessed and scattered by three decades of war.”

Later that year, I had a second and more productive meeting with
Arafat. This time I was alone. We met in the same apartment as before.
With him were Abu Hassan, his security leader who was soon to die in
a car-bombing in Beirut, and Mahmoud Labadi, his public affairs
officer, who later deserted Arafat and joined Syrian-supported hardlin-
ers. Such was the ferment in that tortured group. I wanted Arafat to
clarify the terms under which the PLO would live at peace with Israel.
Was he ready to recognize Israel? In a four-hour discussion late into
the night, he provided the answer. Working carefully word by word,
and phrase by phrase, he fashioned a statement and authorized me to
report it publicly.

I wrote the words and read them back several times so he could
ponder their full meaning. When it was done I asked Arafat if he would
sign his name on the paper bearing the words. He answered, “No, I
prefer not to sign my name, but I stand behind the words. You may
quote me.”
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The declaration Arafat gave me follows:

The PLO will accept an independent Palestinian state consisting of the West
Bank and Gaza, with a connecting corridor, and in that circumstance will
renounce any and all violent means to enlarge the territory of that state. I
would reserve the right of course to use non-violent, that is to say diplomatic
and democratic means, to bring about the eventual unification of all of Pales-
tine. We will give de facto recognition to the State of Israel. We would live at
peace with all our neighbors.—Damascus, November 30, 1978.

I was elated—perhaps too much so. Arafat’s pledge contrasted
sharply with the harsh rhetoric of earlier Palestinian public statements
which called, in effect, for the elimination of the state of Israel. It was
not, of course, everything Israel or the United States would want, but
it was an encouraging start. If true, it belied the image of the fanatic
who believed only in violence. During the long interview we covered
many points, and, determined to protect my credibility, I asked Arafat
to identify statements he did not wish to make public. The carefully-
drafted pledge was not one of these. He wanted the world to know,
and, clearly, he expected a positive response from President Carter. To
use one of the PLO leader’s favorite expressions, he had “played a
card” in authorizing me to transmit this statement. It was a step beyond
anything his organization had officially proclaimed.

Tragically, it brought no reaction from the U.S. government. I later
learned that Secretary of State Vance privately recommended that the
administration “take note” of it, though no public announcement was
made. In subsequent public interviews, Arafat—always a nimble ac-
tor—sidestepped questions about the pledge.

Nevertheless, Carter’s newly-appointed special ambassador to the
Middle East, Robert Strauss, a prominent Democrat who had previ-
ously been chairman of the Democratic National Committee, was in-
trigued with my communication with Arafat and became a frequent
visitor to my office. I often thought that bringing Arafat and Strauss
together would be important to the peace process.

The fact that Strauss is Jewish would have helped thousands of
Jews in Israel to put aside their government’s hard line. But Strauss,
despite his unique intimate relationship with Carter and his demon-
strated ability to negotiate complicated problems on both the interna-
tional and domestic scene, never received full presidential backing on
the Middle East. Late in his diplomatic mission, just before he was
shifted to the chairmanship of Carter’s ill-fated campaign for re-
election, Strauss told me, “If I had had my way, I would have been
talking directly to Arafat months ago.”

I found myself being drawn deeper and deeper into Middle East
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politics. Early one Sunday morning in August 1979, Assistant Secre-
tary of State Harold Saunders called me in Illinois to ask for my help.
At Arafat’s behest, Kuwait was demanding consideration of a United
Nations resolution sympathetic to the Palestinians. The United States,
because of Israel’s objections, would not support this resolution but
did not want to go on record against it. The vote was scheduled for the
following Tuesday. Given more time, Saunders hoped to find a formula
which would satisfy both the Arab states and the United States. Mindful
of President Carter’s rule against even informal talks with the PLO, he
carefully avoided directly asking that I call Arafat. Nevertheless, I
knew Saunders well enough to grasp the purpose of his call. He hoped 1
could persuade Arafat to cancel the scheduled vote.

My call to Arafat’s office in Beirut went through instantly, unusual
for the chaotic Beirut exchange. I urged Arafat to delay the U.N.
confrontation, arguing that this would cost him nothing while winning
him the gratitude of the United States. Two hours later Arafat sent
word to Kuwait causing the vote to be postponed. This spared the U.S.
an embarrassing public spat with Arab friends. That same weekend,
Carter’s ambassador to the United Nations, Andrew Young, acted less
cautiously than Saunders and met on the same issue with Zuhdi Terzi,
the PLO observer at the United Nations. So firm was Carter’s edict
against talking with the PLO that this incident led to Young’s resigna-
tion.

I was soon on the phone again with the State Department. This
time my help, through Arafat, was needed in getting the U.S. hostages
out of our embassy in Tehran. In our 1978 meeting, the PLO leader had
told me of his close relationship with the revolutionaries in Iran, and I
saw this crisis as an opportunity for Arafat to help in a humanitarian
cause and perhaps open the door for peaceful negotiations on a broader
scale. This time Arafat was away from headquarters, but I had a long
talk with his deputy, Mahmoud Labadi, whom I had met during my
second interview with Arafat.

He reminded me that Arafat had taken my advice on the United
Nations confrontation but, in Labadi’s words, “‘got nothing in return.”
He was right. No compromise resolution was ever accepted, and
Arafat got little thanks. Labadi told me he disagreed with me regarding
the situation in iran but would report my arguments and recom-
mendation carefully to his leader. Once more Arafat cooperated. He
sent an envoy to Khomeini, and, according to Saunders, that envoy
successfully arranged the release of the first eleven hostages.

For this, the Carter Administration thanked Arafat privately—
very privately. Publicly, Carter spokesmen did nothing to discourage
the unfounded speculation that the PLO had actually conspired with
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Iran to seize the hostages. CBS’s Marvin Kalb reported darkly that
“someone” had been heard speaking Arabic (Iranians speak Farsi, a
different language altogether) inside the embassy compound. This
somehow seemed to mean that the PLO was responsible. Yet the re-
verse was true. Just before he left office, Secretary of State Vance told
me that he was in “almost daily” communication with Arafat and his
staff enlisting PLO help during the protracted Iranian hostage ordeal,
but he never said so in public.

On several occasions during off-the-record meetings at the White
House, I pleaded with the president to acknowledge publicly the mod-
erate cooperative course chosen by Arafat and warned that failure to
do so would strengthen more radical forces. Carter listened but never
followed my advice. I learned later that Vice President Walter Mon-
dale, more than any other personality in the Administration, had ar-
gued persuasively against any public statements which acknowledged
PLO cooperation.

Mahmoud Labadi never forgave Arafat for this cooperation. Three
years later he deserted the PLO leader and joined the rebels laying
siege to Arafat in Tripoli. In explaining his defection, Labadi de-
nounced Arafat by denouncing the aid Carter had ignored, “He
[Arafat] gave far too many concessions to the U.S. and to the Israelis
and he got nothing back. We think that we should step up armed
resistance against the Israeli occupation.” Labadi and his defecting
comrades turned their weapons against Arafat, predicting—wrongly—
that military measures could deliver for the Palestinian people what the
PLO chief’s diplomacy apparently could not.

Throughout 1979 and 1980, while deploring Palestinian violence, I
also did my utmost to get the Carter Administration to pressure Israel
to halt its repeated military attacks on Lebanon. Israel had begun
periodic heavy bombing of villages and even areas in Beirut. The
bombings were killing innocent civilians. Also, the planes and bombs
were supplied by the United States. Finally Secretary of State Vance
took an unusual step. He issued a formal written report to Congress
stating that Israel “may have violated” the United States law which
declared that United States-supplied weapons could be used only in
self-defense. While the Administration did not take the next logical
step of suspending military aid to Israel because the law was violated,
the “may have violated” announcement made a point. It was one of
those rare occasions when a United States administration has pub-
licly rebuked Israel.

Behind the scenes, Carter was tougher—but not for very long. He
sent a diplomat to Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin’s office dur-
ing the summer of 1980 with a warning that U.S. aid to Israel would be
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imperiled if Israel’s air attacks against Lebanon continued. The ul-
timatum got results. Begin backed down, immediately phoned his Air
Force chief and ordered the attacks stopped.

Later that summer Carter’s resolve faded as the November elec-
tions approached. Israel resumed its use of U.S.-supplied weapons
against Lebanon, but Carter fell silent. My protests were lonely on
Capitol Hill and largely ignored by the makers of policy in the Adminis-
tration.

My efforts did not, however, go unnoticed elsewhere. I became
something of a curiosity, if not a celebrity, appearing on national televi-
sion, interviewed on the radio and quoted in newspapers and maga-
zines internationally. At times it was heady stuff. Ed Franklin’s mother
must have marveled at how her letter had changed my life.

Turmoil in the Middle West

While I was organizing my one-man peace initiative, my critics
were organizing to put me out of office. Partisan critics back home,
who had watched my re-election margins reach landslide proportions—
I received 70 percent of the votes cast in 1978—correctly surmised that
my unusual activities in foreign policy would provide them with the
money to attack me in the upcoming elections. Beginning in the spring
of 1979, an aggressive former state legislator, David Robinson, strongly
encouraged by pro-Israel activists, began campaigning fulltime for the
Democratic nomination for the Congressional seat I had held for nine-
teen years. Then, three months before the March 1980 primary, David
Nuessen, the popular Republican mayor of Quincy, Illinois, entered
the primary election, challenging my renomination in a professionally
managed campaign that was supported substantially by pro-Israel
political action committees and individuals. The contributions financed
a relentless pummeling that bruissd me more than I realized. I
squeaked through the Republican primary with only 55 percent of the
vote.

It was a year of surprises, the greatest being the reaction to my
candidacy of Dr. Arthur Burns, former chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board and now ambassador to the Federal Republic of Germany.
Just after the primary election, I explained my campaign plight during a
telephone conversation on legislative matters, and Burns responded
generously, “We simply cannot afford to lose you. Your re-election is
very important to the entire nation.” Gratified, I made a modest re-
quest: “If you would put those sentiments in a letter that I could use in
the campaign, that would be a great help.”

His endorsement was not a high priority objective. In fact, I did
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not even think to ask for it until he praised my record. But I expected
Burns to agree without hesitation. Why not? The courtesy was routine
for a Republican as senior as I, and Burns had been not only a lifelong
and outspoken Republican, but a close friend throughout my career in
Congress. Several years earlier, at my request, he had spoken at the
commencement program of my alma mater, Illinois College. Our views
on economic and fiscal issues were the same.

His answer was the deepest wound of a traumatic year: “Oh, I
couldn’t do that. It’s your views on the PLO. I'm sorry.”

I was stupefied. I am used to surprises—and disappointments—
but this refusal left me speechless.

A lesson? No event, before or since, disclosed to me so forcefully
the hidden leverage of the Israeli lobby on the U.S. political scene. This
great, kind, generous Jewish elder statesman, a personal friend for
twenty years, could not ignore the lobby and say a public good word
for my candidacy. I report this episode because, when a great man like
Arthur Burns feels he must keep his views private, lesser men and
women who would speak out face an enormous challenge.

Meanwhile, Democrat Robinson solicited campaign contributions
through advertising in Jewish newspapers from coast to coast, stirring
up interest by calling me a “practicing anti-Semite, who is one of the
worst enemies that Jews and Israel have ever faced in the history of the
U.S. Congress.” He drew funds from each of the fifty states. In all, the
campaign cost $1.2 million—the most expensive in Illinois history. We
each spent about $600,000. University students from New York and
California, as well as other states, came to central Illinois to staff
Robinson’s phone banks and handle other campaign chores.

“Dirty tricks” dogged me even when I wasn’t campaigning and
away from my district. The Chicago Council on Foreign Relations
asked me to speak on foreign policy, and midway through my lecture
on foreign policy one evening in Chicago, a man shouted from a door-
way: “We’ve received a call. There's a bomb in the room.” The crowd
of 500 made a fast exit. The police later found a pipe loaded with
bubble gum placed in the grand piano on the stage. Later, Robinson
activists drove all the way to Detroit, Michigan, where I was a delegate
to the Republican convention, to picket and to amuse onlookers with
the chant, “Paul, Paul, he must go. He supports the PLO.”

Trapped on a Bus with Percy

At first, my plight escaped the attention of the Reagan presidential
campaign. In fact, when his scheduling office learned that I was having
a fund-raising luncheon in Springfield, his manager asked if Reagan
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could stop by since he would be nearby that day. That unsolicited
warmth quickly chilled. When he was scheduled to visit Illinois, New
York City organizers warned Reagan’s managers: “Appear friendly
with Findley and you lose New York.” This led them to take unusual
measures to keep their candidate a safe distance from me.

Springfield, located in the heart of my district, posed a problem,
because it is the home of the first Republican president, Abraham
Lincoln, and therefore a Mecca for Republicans. During a day in Il-
linois, a Republican presidential candidate simply could not pass by
Springfield. The Reagan camp was concerned about how to make the
expected pilgrimage and still keep me at arm’s length.

Greg Newell, chief of scheduling, first planned to finesse the prob-
lem by having Reagan deliver a major address from Lincoln’s home at
the very moment he knew I would be attending my major fundraiser of
the year halfway across town. Just for insurance, Newell made it a
deep finesse by moving Reagan’s Springfield appearance all the way
across town to the Lincoln Tomb instead of the home. He also
scrubbed Reagan’s speech, a decision to minimize press interest in the
Springfield stop.

I realized, however, that many of my supporters would also want
to see Reagan when he came to town. To accommodate them (and
ensure good attendance at my own function), I rescheduled my fund-
raiser early enough so those attending—myself included—could attend
the Reagan appearance at the tomb.

Reagan’s manager passed an order quietly, or so they thought:
“Under no circumstance is Findley to get near Reagan,” even though
elsewhere in Illinois, Congressional candidates were to appear on
speaking platforms with him. Learning of the order, my manager, Don
Norton, vented his outrage to Reagan headquarters. The Reagan team
shifted gears again. This time they declared that all Congressmen were
to be treated alike during the day in Illinois. None was to share the
speaking platform with Reagan. Congressman Ed Madigan, irritated
when told he must either speak before Reagan’s arrival in Bloomington
that day or wait until Reagan had left the platform, made no speech at
all.

At Springfield, Reagan campaign staffer Paul Russo had only one
assignment, but it was an important one. He was to keep me out of
camera range when Reagan was nearby. I was literally coralled behind
a rope 50 feet away while Reagan was photographed in the ceremonial
“rubbing Lincoln’s nose” on a statue at the tomb entrance.

At the next stop, a coal mine near Springfield, Russo’s team tried
to keep me on a bus and in the process trapped my friend, Senator
Charles H. Percy, too. The purpose was to keep only me away from
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Reagan during his remarks to the crowd. But Percy had the misfortune
to be on the bus with me, so he too was detained. Together we managed
to force the door open but only after Reagan had concluded his re-
marks and left the area.

Bob Hope Backs Out

The “panic” even spread to Hollywood. Bob Hope, who never
wavered under enemy fire on war fronts in World War II and Korea and
withstood heavy criticism for his support of President Nixon’s Viet-
nam policies, encountered a new and more devastating line of fire when
he agreed to appear at a fund-raising event for me in Springfield.

Two years earlier I had organized a 75th birthday party for Hope in
the House of Representatives. It was the most fun-filled moment in the
House I can remember. Hope and his wife sat in the gallery as one
Congressman after another voiced their praise of the great entertainer.
The tributes filled 14 pages of the Congressional Record.

Gratefully recalling the unique party, Hope agreed to help in my
1980 campaign. His manager, Ward Grant, knowing from the start that
I was being opposed by pro-Israel activists because of my work on
Middle East policy, declared, “We need men in Congress who speak
their mind.”

Coast-to-coast pressure quickly brought a change. Don Norton
recalls an urgent telephone message he received from Hope’s manager:

Grant told me that Hope was getting tremendous pressure from Jews and non-
Jews all over the country. He said it’s gone to the point where Hope's lawyer of
35 years, who is Jewish, has threatened to quit. The pressure was beyond
belief, like nothing they had ever experienced before, and Hope just couldn’t
come.

Stunned, Norton pleaded that the event was widely publicized, all
arrangements made, tickets sold and enthusiasm high. His plea was to
no avail. When Norton told me of the crisis, I tried repeatedly to get a
phone call through to Hope himself, hoping to persuade him to recon-
sider.

Failing to get a call through, I wrote a confidential letter, giving
Hope details of my unpublicized endeavors the year before to promote
understanding between PLO leader Yasser Arafat and Robert Strauss,
President Carter’s special emissary to the Middle East. I sent him
copies of messages I had transmitted at the request of the two leaders. 1
asked Hope to keep the information confidential, because then—as
now—our government was maintaining a public posture of refusing to
communicate with the PLO. This letter brought no response, nor were
my phone calls answered.
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A happy surprise. Strauss, himself Jewish and a prominent Demo-
crat, agreed to help. Encountering Strauss one afternoon on the steps
of the House of Representatives, I explained my problem and asked
him if he would be willing to talk to Hope and explain to him that I got
in hot water with certain Jews simply by trying to work for my country
and for peace in the Middle East.

By then Strauss had left his diplomatic post and was serving as
chairman of Carter’s ill-fated campaign for re-election. In a remarkable
gesture of magnanimity to a Republican in the midst of a hotly con-
tested election, Strauss agreed, adding: “Maybe I can help him under-
stand the ‘crazy’ pressure he’s getting.” He gave me phone numbers
where Hope could reach him.

In a wire to Hope I said: “[Strauss] will be glad to talk with you or
anyone about the value of my work and what he described as the ‘crazy
pressure’ you have been receiving.”

By then, however, the *“crazy” pressure had taken its toll, and
Hope never made the call. I still have a souvenir of my chat with
Strauss. It bears the phone number he gave me and my record of his
parting words: “I wish you the best. I hope we both make it November
4, because we need to work together on the problems that remain.”

A few days later, I finally got a call through to Hope. He was not
his usual bubbly self. I assured him it had never occurred to me that he
would have such an avalanche of protest calls, but now that the event
had been scheduled it would hurt if he failed to come.

Hope interjected, “I read those letters you sent me. You should go
public on this. Defend yourself with the facts.” I said, “I just can’t do
that. It is highly secret information, and releasing it might hurt the
peace process Carter is trying to advance.” He paused, then said, “I
just don’t need this problem. I've been getting all these calls. It’s too
much pressure. I don’t want to get involved.”

Hope did not come, but, happily, only one ticket holder asked for a
refund. The sell-out crowd heard a stirring address by Congressman
Guy Vander Jagt, who filled in at the last minute.

Lobby pressures also intruded when former President Gerald R.
Ford agreed to appear in my behalf, this time in Alton, Illinois.

The first sign of trouble was a call from Palm Springs in which
Ford’s secretary reported that the former president had to cancel his
date because his staff had mistakenly booked him to speak at a meeting
of the Michigan Bar Association the same day. There was no other time
that Ford could help me, the caller said, before election day. To deter-
mine if some accommodation was possible, my assistant, Bob Wichser,
called the Michigan Bar Association, only to learn that there was no
conflict—no event was scheduled.
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I was puzzled. I had worked closely with Ford during the 16 years
he was Republican leader of the House, noting with admiration that he
had never let disagreement on a policy issue keep him from cam-
paigning for Republican Congressmen seeking re-election. When I
finally reached Ford by phone, he said: “Paul, I've got to be up front
with you. I’ve got to be candid. My problem is your relationship, your
activities with the PLO and Arafat.”

The day before, Reagan had lambasted Carter for refusing to
brand the PLO a terrorist organization. “This puts me in a difficult
position,” said Ford. “I’'m trying to help Reagan. If I come out and
support you, at every press conference, I will be badgered and dogged
with the question of how I could campaign for Reagan and then go and
support Findley with his views on the PLO.”

Despite these setbacks and the nationwide campaign against me, I
won in 1980 with 56 percent of the vote. I felt that the worst was over—
what more could the pro-Israeli activists do? Thus, I continued my
peace endeavors. I did not anticipate the severe new challenges related
to the Arab-Israeli dispute that were yet to come. In late 1981 a federal
court, responding to shifts in population, ordered boundary changes in
my district that eliminated Jacksonville, my old hometown, and added
Decatur, the city with the nation’s highest unemployment. Marginally
Democratic before, my district was now substantially so. Then, too,
recession fever was high and farmers were restless.

When election time came around again two years later, I was
unopposed in the primary, but a strong Democratic opponent, Richard
Durbin, emerged in the general election. More experienced and popu-
lar, he quickly picked up the resources Robinson had amassed, includ-
ing Robinson’s list of nationwide contributors. The Associated Press
reported that: “Israel’s American supporters again are pouring money
into an emotional drive to unseat Central Illinois Representative Paul
Findley.” On the plus side, Reagan lieutenants were helping this time.
My former House colleague, Vice-President George Bush, brushed
aside pro-Israeli complaints from Texas and appeared at an event in my
behalf in Springfield.

This time re-election was not to be. I lost by 1,407 votes, less than
one percent of the total cast. In a vote that close, almost any negative
development could account for the difference. The attack by pro-Israel
activists was only one of several factors. Nevertheless, the American
Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), Washington’s principal pro-
Israel lobby, claimed credit for my defeat. In a report to a Jewish
gathering in Austin, Texas, a few days after election day, Thomas A.
Dine, the organization’s executive director, said his forces brought 150
students from the University of Illinois to “pound the pavements and
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kneck on doors” and concluded, “This is a case where the Jewish
lobby made a difference. We beat the odds and defeated Findley.” He
later estimated that $685,000 of the $750,000 raised by Durbin came
from Jews. With my supporters raising almost exactly the same sum,
the contest once again set a new state record for total spending.

No Ready Answers

The campaign to remove me from Congress had started early in
1979 and covered most of the next four years. It attracted the attention
and resources of people in every state in the Union. Reports from
friends suggested its national scope. Senator Bob Dole of Kansas, for
six years my colleague on the House Agriculture Committee, said he
heard pro-Israel leaders in Kansas speak with great emotional intensity
about my candidacy both before and after election day. Clarence
Palmby, former undersecretary of agriculture, learned that my defeat
was the principal 1982 political objective of the partners in a large New
York City law firm.

After my twenty-two years in Congress, losing was, of course, a
disappointment. But my main reaction was wonderment. I was puzzled
by the behavior of the pro-Israel activists. Why did they go to such
trouble to eliminate me from Congress? Why did people from all over
the country who did not know me personally and very likely knew little
of my record dig so deeply in their own pockets—many of them con-
tributing $1,000 to my opponents? What sustained this commitment for
a four-year period?

Israeli activists could find few flaws in my voting record. Over the
years I had voted consistently for aid to Israel. Sometimes I was highly
critical of Egypt and other Arab states. Even when I was trying to get
President Carter to suspend aid, as a temporary device to force Israel
to halt its attacks on Lebanon, I had voted for all measures in Congress
which authorized future Israeli military and economic assistance. In-
terestingly, many Israelis shared my views. According to polls, so did
many U.S. Jews. Beyond Middle East policy, I had supported causes
most Jews applauded: civil rights, community action programs, equal
rights for women, a freeze on nuclear weapons and normalization of
relations with China.

Moreover, I was but one of 435 Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives. While senior among the Republicans, I was just one of nine
on the Foreign Affairs subcommittee dealing with the Middle East.
More often than not I stood completely alone when I criticized Israel,
whether I spoke in committee or on the floor of the House of Repre-
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sentatives. Surely they realized that I posed no serious threat. Could
Israel’s supporters not tolerate even one lonely voice of dissent?

Or was the lobby’s purpose to make an example of me in the
Elizabethan manner? (According to legend, Queen Elizabeth occasion-
ally hanged an admiral, just as an example to the others). Was I chosen
for a trip to the political gallows to discourage other Congressmen from
speaking out?

I could not reconcile the harsh tactics I had experienced with
traditional Jewish advocacy of civil liberties, a record I had admired all
my life. In Congress, I had worked closely in support of human rights
causes with Jewish Congressmen like Allard Lowenstein, Stephen Sol-
arz and Ben Gilman. In my wonderment, I pressed Doug Bloomfield, a
friend on the AIPAC staff, for an explanation. He shrugged, “You were
the most visible critic of Israeli policy. That’s the best answer I can
give.” It was hardly adequate.

The unanswered question led to others.

Do other Congressmen have similar experiences? To be sure,
those who speak out are few in number, but it seemed implausible that
the lobby would target me alone. I wanted the facts.

Beyond Congress were the president and the vast array of “mov-
ers and shakers” in the executive branch. What pressures, if any, do
they experience? A lobby formidable enough to frighten off a presi-
dential campaign team and a former president of the United States—as
Reagan and Ford had been in my 1980 election—must have great lever-
age at the highest levels of government.

What of other occupations? The lobby had intimidated Bob Hope.
Did it have similar power over people in different professions? On
campus, for example, does the tradition of academic freedom give
immunity to teachers and administrators from the kind of pressure I
had received from the pro-Israeli activists? Do clergymen escape?
How about people in business, large and small? And, vitally important
in our free society, is there intimidation of reporters, columnists, edito-
rial writers, publishers, the commentators on television and radio?

Deep questions. To me, crucial questions.

There were no ready answers, so I decided to seek them. I began
my quest by calling at the Capitol Hill offices of the American Israel
Public Affairs Committee.






Chapter 1

King of the Hill

Washington is a city of acronyms, and today one of the best-known in
Congress is AIPAC. The mere mention of it brings a sober, if not furtive
look, to the face of anyone on Capitol Hill who deals with Middle East
policy. AIPAC—the American Israel Public Affairs Committee—is
now the preeminent power in Washington lobbying.

In 1967, as a fourth-term Congressman just named to the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, I had never heard of it. One day, in private
conversation in the committee room, I voiced a brief criticism of Is-
rael’s military attack on Syria. A senior Republican, William S.
Broomfield of Michigan, responded with a smile, “Wait till ‘Si’ Kenen
over at AIPAC hears what you've said.” He was referring to I. L.
Kenen, the executive director of AIPAC, whose name was just as
unfamiliar to me as the organization he headed. I learned later that
Broomfield was not joking. AIPAC sometimes finds out what Con-
gressmen say about Middle East policy even in private conversations,
and those who criticize Israel do so at their political peril.

AIPAC is only a part of the Israeli lobby, but in terms of direct
effect on public policy it is clearly the most important. The organiza-
tion has deepened and extended its influence in recent years. It is no
overstatement to say that AIPAC has effectively gained control of
virtually all of Capitol Hill’s action on Middle East policy. Almost
without exception, House and Senate members do its bidding, because
most of them consider AIPAC to be the direct Capitol Hill representa-
tive of a political force that can make or break their chances at election
time.

Whether based on fact or fancy, the perception is what counts:
AIPAC means power—raw, intimidating power. Its promotional litera-
ture regularly cites a tribute published in The New York Times: “The
most powerful, best-run and effective foreign policy interest group in
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Washington.” A former Congressman, Paul N. “Pete” McCloskey puts
it more directly: Congress is “terrorized” by AIPAC. Other Congress-
men have not been so candid on the public record, but many House
and Senate members privately agree.

AIPAC’s preeminence is relatively new. Only a few years ago the
Conference of Presidents of Major Jewish Organizations was regarded
as the strongest pro-Israel voice in Washington, speaking as it did for
the leadership of the 38 main Jewish groups. The Anti-Defamation
League, American Jewish Committee and AIPAC were generally in its
shadow. The latter two organizations have about 50,000 members each.
The Anti-Defamation League is technically subordinate to B’nai B’rith
with its worldwide membership of 500,000, but it raises its own funds
and has attained substantial independence. Although prominent in
their younger years, Washington representatives Hyman Bookbinder
of the American Jewish Committee and Dave Brody of the Anti-
Defamation League are now substantially eclipsed by AIPAC.

The Washington presence is only the most visible tip of the lobby.
Its effectiveness rests heavily on the foundation built nationally by
U.S. Jews, who function through more than 200 national groups. A
professional on the AIPAC staff says:

I would say that at most two million Jews are interested politically or in a
charity sense. The other four million are not. Of the two million, most will not
be involved beyond giving some money.

Actually, those who provide the political activism for all organiza-
tions in U.S. Jewry probably do not exceed 250,000. The lobby’s most
popular newsletter, AIPAC’s Near East Report, goes to about 60,000
people, a distribution that the organization believes is read by most
U.S. citizens who take a responsibility in pro-Israeli political action,
whether their primary interest is AIPAC, B’nai B’rith, the American
Jewish Committee, the Anti-Defamation League, the Jewish National
Fund, the United Jewish Appeal or any of the other main national
groups. The newsletter also goes without charge to news media, Con-
gressmen, key government officials, and other people prominent in
foreign policy. AIPAC members get the newsletter as a part of their $35
annual dues.

In practice, the lobby groups function as an informal extension of
the Israeli government. This was illustrated when AIPAC helped draft
the official statement defending Israel’s 1981 bombing of the Iraqi nu-
clear reactor, then issued it the same hour as Israel’s embassy.

No major Jewish organization ever publicly takes issue with posi-
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tions and policies adopted by Israel. Thomas A. Dine, executive direc-
tor of AIPAC, spoke warmly of President Reagan’s peace plan when it
was announced in September 1982, but as soon as Israel rejected the
plan, Dine fell silent.

This close coordination sometimes inspires intragovernment
humor. “At the State Department we used to predict that if Israel’s
prime minister should announce that the world is flat, within 24 hours
Congress would pass a resolution congratulating him on the dis-
covery,” recalls Don Bergus, former ambassador to Sudan and a re-
tired career diplomat.

To Jewish organizations, however, lobbying Washington is serious
business, and they look increasingly to AIPAC for leadership. Stephen
S. Rosenfeld, deputy editor of The Washington Post editorial page,
rates AIPAC as “clearly the leading Jewish political force in America
today.”

AIPAC’s charter defines its mission as legislative action, but it
now also represents the interests of Israel whenever there is a per-
ceived challenge to that country’s interests in the news media, the
religious community, on U.S. college campuses—anywhere. Because
AIPAC’s staff members are paid from contributions by American citi-
zens, they need not register under the Foreign Agents Registration Act.
In effect, however, they serve the same function as foreign agents.

Over the years the pro-Israel lobby has thoroughly penetrated this
nation’s governmental system, and the organization that has made the
deepest impact is AIPAC, to whom even the president of the United
States turns when he has a vexing political problem related to the Arab-
Israeli dispute.

The Ascendancy of Thomas A. Dine

Faced with rising public opposition to the presence of U.S.
Marines in Lebanon, President Ronald Reagan in October 1983 sought
help from the American Israel Public Affairs Committee. The terrorist
bombing which killed more than 200 Marines asleep in their barracks at
the Beirut airport was yet to come. Still, four Marines had already
died, three by sniper fire, and Congressional concern was rising.
Democratic Congressman Sam Stratton of New York, a veteran known
for his “hawkish” views, called the Marines “sitting ducks” and pre-
dicted heavy casualties. He wanted them out.

Others cited the War Powers Resolution and questioned whether
the president had authority to keep forces in a hostile environment
such as Beirut for more than 90 days without the express approval of
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Congress. Some Congressmen began drawing parallels between the
Marine presence in Lebanon and the beginnings of the disastrous U.S.
experience in Vietnam.

President Reagan objected, as did his predecessors, to the restric-
tions imposed by the War Powers legislation. If he accepted its terms,
he would have to withdraw the forces within 90 days or get Congress to
approve an extension. If he insisted that the law did not apply because
the situation was not hostile, events might quickly prove him wrong
and, regardless, he would have a rebellious Congress on his hands.

He decided to finesse the problem. He asked Congress for legisla-
tion letting him keep the existing force of Marines in Lebanon for 18
months. This would please the “strict constructionists” who felt the
chief executive must live with the War Powers Resolution. It would
suit his own needs, because he was confident that the orderly removal
of the Marines would occur within the 18-month period.

Thanks to extraordinary help from an unlikely quarter, Reagan’s
plan had relatively clear sailing in the House of Representatives.
Speaker Thomas P. “Tip” O’Neill, the most prominent elected Demo-
crat in the nation, gave the legislation his strong support. To O’Neill, it
was a question of patriotism, and enough Democrats answered his call
to assure passage in the Democrat-controlled body.

But the Senate, although controlled by his fellow Republicans,
posed a more difficult problem for the president. A “nose count”
showed a close vote and probably even defeat. The president decided
he needed help and enlisted the cooperation of Thomas A. Dine, the
slender, aggressive, dark-haired young Capitol Hill staff veteran who
has headed AIPAC since 1981.

Reagan’s appeal to Dine for support on the Marine issue was
without precedent. The pending bill contained no money for Israel, and
AIPAC and other Israeli lobby groups had kept hands off the Lebanon
controversy. Pro-Israeli forces did not want other Americans to blame
Israel if the Marines should encounter more trouble. Certainly Israel
already bore responsibility enough for U.S. problems in Lebanon. It
had discreetly but effectively helped to engineer the original Marine
presence in Beirut by agreeing to withdraw its forces from Beirut in
favor of a multinational force provided the United States were in-
cluded. (The multinational force would have been unnecessary had
Israel not invaded Lebanon in the first place.) Though AIPAC privately
wanted the Marines to stay in Lebanon, under the circumstances its
leadership preferred to stay in the background.

The White House call to Dine was exceptional for another reason:
Reagan needed help with Senators who were normally his most stal-
wart supporters. The president was unsure of the votes of twelve Re-
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publicans, among them John Warner of Virginia, Dan Quayle of
Indiana, William Cohen of Maine and James A. McClure of Idaho. All
were generally regarded as “hawkish” on military questions and, ex-
cept for McClure, strong supporters of Israel. Learning of the presi-
dential plea, one AIPAC staffer said: “If the White House is worried
about those votes, the bill is going down.”

Despite its reluctance to get involved publicly in the sensitive
issue, AIPAC made the calls. Nine of the twelve Senators, including
the four mentioned above, voted with the president and helped him win
a narrow 54 to 46 victory.

AIPAC’s role in the outcome was not noted in most media reports
on the dramatic event, but an elated President Reagan called Dine
personally to express his thanks. Michael Gale, then handling White
House relations with the Jewish community, provided a transcript of
the conversation with the suggestion that AIPAC publicize it. AIPAC
declined, preferring to maintain its low profile on the issue, so Gale
gave the text to Wolf Blitzer of The Jerusalem Post, who formerly
wrote for AIPAC’s Near East Report. The Post quoted Reagan as
saying to Dine, “I just wanted to thank you and all your staff for the
great assistance you gave us on the War Powers Act resolution. . .. I
know how you mobilized the grassroot organizations to generate sup-
port.”

“Well, we try to use the telephone,” responded Dine. “That’s part
of our job. And we wanted to do it and will continue to do it. . . . We
want to work together, obviously.”

Work together they have. The Reagan executive branch estab-
lished a relationship with AIPAC of unprecedented intimacy. It was not
the first time the White House or the State Department had turned to .
the lobbying group for help. Although these high level approaches are
little known even on Capitol Hill, they actually occur every time
foreign aid legislation is up for a vote. Whoever controls the White
House finds that securing Congressional approval of foreign aid is a
challenge and, as the legislation includes economic and military aid to
Israel, naturally looks to AIPAC for help. Except for a few humanita-
rian and church-related organizations, AIPAC serves foreign aid’s only
domestic constituency.

Without AIPAC, foreign aid legislation would not be approved at
the $7 billion-plus level of 1983 and might have difficulty surviving at
all. A candid tribute to the lobby came from John K. Wilhelm, the
executive director of the presidential commission that made recom-
mendations in late 1983 on the future direction of foreign aid. Briefing a
world hunger board at the State Department in January 1984, Wilhelm,
a career veteran in the Agency for International Development, said the
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active support of the pro-Isracli lobby was “vital” to Congressional
approval of foreign aid. In the early 1960s when aid to Israel was
modest—Iless than $100 million a year—a foreign-aid bill squeaked
through the House of Representatives by a scant five votes. AIPAC
was then in its infancy.

AIPAC also crafted the strategy which produced a $510 million
increase in 1983 aid for Isracl—an increase which was astonishing
because it came just after the indiscriminate bombing of Beirut and the
failure of Israeli forces to halt the massacre of Palestinian refugees in
the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps, events that aroused unprece-
dented public criticism of Israeli policy.

The administration opposed the increase but was outmaneuvered.
By the time Judge William Clark, at the time National Security Adviser
to President Reagan, sent an urgent appeal to Republican Senator
Mark Hatfield to block the increase, the issue was settled. AIPAC had
already locked in support by persuading a majority on the Appropria-
tions Committee that the add-on was a simple question of being for or
against Israel. No one wanted to champion the negative side.

AIPAC had already confounded the administration on the House
side, where the White House had argued against the increase for
budgetary reasons, contending it would be at the expense of other
needy countries. This argument was demolished when AIPAC lobby-
ists presented elaborate data showing how the extra aid to Israel could
be accomplished without cutting support for other countries. An
AIPAC lobbyist summed up: “The administration lobbyists really
didn’t do their homework. They didn’t have their act together.” By
1984 the aid level had risen to over $2 billion a year—all of it in grants
with no repayment—and the approval margin was 112.

In February 1983, Secretary of State George Shultz named a
“blue ribbon” panel of prominent citizens to recommend changes in the
foreign aid program. Of the 42 on the commission, 27 were Senators or
House members with primary responsibility for handling foreign aid
legislation. The others had prominence in administering foreign aid in
years past.

Only one full-time lobbyist was named to the panel: AIPAC’s
executive director, Thomas A. Dine. It was the first time to my knowl-
edge that a lobbyist had been selected for such a prestigious govern-
ment assignment, and Dine’s selection was particularly surprising
because it put him in a close working relationship with the handful of
people who formulate and carry out policy on the very matter AIPAC
was set up to influence—aid to Israel.

A more enviable position for a lobbyist could hardly be imagined.
Former Senator James Abourezk, head of the American-Arab Anti-
Discrimination Committee, commented:
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It would make as much sense to let the president of Lockheed Corporation
serve on a Defense Department board which decides what planes our air force
will buy.

In November, Dine took an even bigger step up the ladder of
Washington prestige and influence. He was invited to the White House
for a private meeting with National Security Adviser Robert C. McFar-
lane, President Reagan’s closest advisor on day-to-day policy in the
Middle East. On the agenda were two foreign policy topics of great
sensitivity: the Lebanese situation and the proposal to help Jordan
establish a rapid deployment force. Both of these issues, of course,
were of vital interest to Israel. Dine’s invitation came just a week after
he received the President’s jubilant phone call.

In January 1984 Washingtonian magazine listed Dine among the
most influential people in the nation’s capital.

Dine’s reputation has even stirred Arab capitals. In mid-March
1984 King Hussein of Jordan publicly blamed AIPAC, in part, for the
decline in U.S. influence and leadership for peace in the Middle East.
He also criticized the inordinate influence of the Israeli lobby on U.S.
presidential candidates. He said the candidates had to “appeal for the
favors of AIPAC, Zionism and Israel.”

One development which especially provoked the king was that, for
ten days beginning in mid-March 1984, Dine personally took part in
direct foreign policy negotiations with Undersecretary of State Law-
rence S. Eagleburger and National Security Adviser McFarlane. Dur-
ing one session, Eagleburger offered to withdraw a widely publicized
proposal to sell antiaircraft missiles to Jordan if AIPAC would drop its
support of legislation requiring the removal of the U.S. embassy in
Israel from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem.

By then, King Hussein’s sharp criticism of the United States—and
AIPAC—had appeared in U.S. newspapers, and Dine knew it had
strengthened Congressional opposition to the sale. At the time
Eagleburger made his proposition, AIPAC already had 48 Senators
committed in opposition and received pledges from six more the next
day. Thus AIPAC was able to Kkill the sale without cutting a deal on
other issues.

After he rejected Eagleburger’s offer, Dine promised that AIPAC
would cease active opposition to a proposal to help Jordan establish a
rapid deployment force and would lobby to work out a compromise on
the bill to transfer the U.S. embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem if the
administration would take two important steps: first, refuse to sell
Stinger antiaircraft missiles to Saudi Arabia, and, second, issue a
public letter announcing that it would engage in no further indirect
communications with the Palestine Liberation Organization. Although



32 They Dare to Speak Out

the public letter did not appear, the administration backed away from
the Stinger sales to both Saudi Arabia and Jordan.

Dine emerged from these negotiations with his prestige greatly
enhanced. Richard Murphy, assistant secretary of state for Near East
and South Asia affairs, the official charged with the development and
administration of United States policies relating to the Middle East,
was not invited to the Eagleburger-McFarlane-Dine negotiations, nor
was he notified of the administration decision to cancel the proposed
sale of Stinger missiles until twelve hours after AIPAC received the
information.

The Washington Post concluded that the episode “raised questions
about the propriety of the administration’s making deals on foreign
policy issues with a private, special-interest organization.” Dine had a
ready response: “We think it’s better to be strong and criticized, than
weak, ignored and not respected.”

In part, the unprecedented presidential consideration was a tribute
to Dine’s combination of ingratiating manner, tough, relentless spirit
and sheer dynamism. Under Dine, AIPAC’s membership has risen
from 11,000 to over 50,000, and its annual budget from $750,000 to
more than $3,000,000.

Dine’s influence is felt in power centers beyond the Oval Office.
He receives calls from presidential candidates as well as presidents and
reports that former Vice-President Walter Mondale “bounces ideas off
us” before he issues statements on Middle East policy.

Most Congressional actions affecting Middle East policy are either
approved or initiated by AIPAC.

Broadening the Network

To accomplish these feats for Israel—sometimes cooperating with
the president of the United States, sometimes not—AIPAC director
Dine utilizes a team of hard-driving, able professionals and keeps them
working together smoothly.

He keeps policy lines clear and the troops well-disciplined.
AIPAC’s role is to support Israel’s policies, not to help formulate
them, so AIPAC maintains daily telephone communication with the
Israeli embassy, and Dine meets personally with embassy officials at
least once a week.

Though AIPAC has a staff of only 60—small in comparison to
other major U.S. Jewish organizations—it taps the resources of a broad
nationwide network of unpaid activists. Annual membership meetings
in Washington are a major way to rally the troops. Those attending
hear prominent U.S. and Israeli speakers, participate in workshops and
seminars, and contribute financially to the cause. The conferences at-
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tract top political talent: the Israeli ambassador, senior White House
and State Department officials, prominent Senators and House mem-
bers. Recent conferences featured Senators Paul Laxalt of Nevada,
Joseph Biden of Delaware, Robert Kasten of Wisconsin, Christopher
Dodd of Connecticut, Robert Packwood of Oregon, Robert Dole of
Kansas, and Daniel Inouye of Hawaii.

The White House is also well represented at such conferences.
Vice-President George Bush recently assured AIPAC delegates that
the Reagan administration will keep fighting against anti-Semitism at
the United Nations and criticized the three Democratic presidential
candidates—Walter Mondale, Gary Hart and Jesse Jackson—for being
“soft on anti-Semitism.”

More than 1,200 representatives from 41 states attended AIPAC’s
1983 national gathering. They heard Congressman Jack Kemp of New
York, chairman of the Republican caucus in the House of Representa-
tives, describe himself as “a de facto member of AIPAC.” Forty-three
House members and sixteen Senators attended the conference ban-
quet.

Art Chotin, deputy executive director of AIPAC, reported to the
group that during the previous year ten different statewide workshops
on political involvement had given the “pro-Israeli community” the
“skills they need to have an impact.” Ten more were planned for 1984.
Chotin illustrated the national impact of these local events by pointing
out that a 1982 workshop in New Mexico had helped elect Democrat
Jeffrey Bingaman to the Senate. Bingaman, described by Chotin as “a
strong pro-Israeli voice in Washington,” was among the 100 “pro-
Israeli citizens™ attending the 1983 affair.

Tightly scheduled workshops, similar to the national conferences,
are conducted annually in each of five regions. The “capitals” are
Atlanta, Fort Worth, Hollywood, Des Moines and Chicago, and from
each a chairperson coordinates all AIPAC regional activities. To help
these outreach programs, AIPAC now has full-time staff located in
New York, New Jersey and California.

Chotin told the conference that during the 1982 Congressional
elections, 300 candidates *“came to visit AIPAC” to explain their posi-
tions on “foreign aid, arms sales to Arab nations, and the general
nature of U.S.-Arab relations.”

Ties with other interest groups are carefully cultivated. Christian
outreach was announced as AIPAC’s newest national program, and
Merrie White, a “born-again Christian,” was introduced as the director
of relations with the Christian community. According to Chotin, the
goal was nothing less than to “bring that community into AIPAC.” He
noted the presence of 50 Christians representing 35 states as evidence
of progress already made toward this end. White helped organize the
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annual Religious Roundtable Prayer Breakfast for Israel the following
February (see chapter nine). Chris Gersten, AIPAC’s political director,
came to the position after seven years as special assistant to the presi-
dent of the International Union of Operating Engineers.

AIPAC’s coast-to-coast outreach is enhanced by its speaking pro-
gram. Its officers, staff members and representatives filled over 900
dates in 1982 alone. Receptions are held in scores of smaller cities.
“Parlor briefings” in the homes of Jewish leaders nationally help raise
money to supplement revenue from membership dues. Social events
on Capitol Hill help spread the word to the thousands of high school
and college students who work as interns in the offices of Senators and
Congressmen or in committee offices.

Tours of Israel which other Jewish groups arrange help to establish
a grassroots base for AIPAC’s program. For example, in April 1982,
the Young Leadership Mission, an activity of United Jewish Appeal,
conducted 1,500 U.S. Jews on one week tours. “The visitors were
given a view of the magnificence you will find in any country,” ob-
serves an AIPAC staff member. He said the tour had profound impact:
“It built spirit for the cause, and it raised money. The pitch for funds
was the final event. It came right after the folks walked out of the
memorial to the Holocaust.” The effect was awesome: “The tour direc-
tors have it down to a science,” he reports. “They know how to hit all
the buttons.” The United Jewish Appeal and Israel share the proceeds.
Larry Kraftowitz, a Washington journalist who attended a similar tour,
calls the experience “profound.” He adds, “I consider myself more
sympathetic to the New Jewish Agenda goals [than current Israeli
government policy], but I must say I was impressed.”

Tours are not just for Jews. Governors, members of state legisla-
tures, and community leaders, including news media personnel, are
also given the opportunity for expense-paid tours of Israel. Trips are
also arranged for leaders nationally, especially those on Capitol Hill.
While AIPAC does not itself conduct the tours, it facilitates the
process. Over half the membership of Congress has traveled to Israel,
about half going on what is deemed official business at the expense of
the U.S. government. With few exceptions, Jewish organizations or
individuals paid the expenses of the rest.

Another group of potentially influential—but often overlooked—
Washington functionaries that AIPAC tries to influence is made up of
Congressional staffers. AIPAC works with Israeli universities who ar-
range expense-paid tours for staff members who occupy key positions.
These annual trips are called the Hal Rosenthal program, named for a
staff aide to former Republican Senator Jacob Javits who was gunned
down by a Palestinian terrorist on the first such trip. By 1984 over 50
Congressional staffers had participated.
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AIPAC is as successful at keeping lawmakers from visiting Arab
countries as it is in presenting only Israel’s views. When the National
Association of Arab Americans, working through the World Affairs
Council of Amman, invited all Congressmen and their spouses to an
expense-paid tour of Jordan with a side trip to the West Bank in 1983, a
notice in AIPAC’s Near East Report quickly chilled prospects for par-
ticipation. It questioned how Amman, without Israeli cooperation,
could get the tourists across the Jordan river for events scheduled in
the West Bank. It also quoted Don Sundquist, a Republican Congress-
man from Tennessee, as expressing “fear” that if any of his colleagues
accepted the trip they would be “used” by anti-Israeli propagandists.
Only three Congressmen made the trip. A 1984 tour was cancelled for
lack of acceptances.

AIPAC’s outreach program is buttressed by a steady stream of
publications. In addition to “Action Alerts” and the weekly Near East
Report, it issues position papers and monographs designed to answer,
or often discredit, critics, and advance Israel’s objectives.

The most controversial publication of all is an “enemies list” is-
sued as a “first edition” in the spring of 1983. A handsomely printed
154-page paperback entitled The Campaign to Discredit Israel, it pro-
vides a “directory of the actors”: 21 organizations and 39 individuals
AIPAC identified as inimical to Israeli interests.

Included are such distinguished public servants as former Under-
secretary of State George W. Ball, retired ambassadors Talcott Seelye,
Andrew Killgore, John C. West and James Akins, and former Senator
James Abourezk. There are also five Jewish dissenters and several
scholars on the list.

Seemingly unaware of the AIPAC project, the Anti-Defamation
League of B’nai B’rith almost simultaneously issued its own “enemies
list”: Pro-Arab Propaganda in America: Vehicles and Voices. It too is
identified as a “first edition,” and lists 31 organizations and 34 individu-
als. These books are nothing more than blacklists, reminiscent of the
worst tactics of the McCarthy era.

A similar “enemies list” is employed in AIPAC’s extensive pro-
gram at colleges and universities (see chapter seven).

“They Get the Word Out Fast”

Through “Action Alert” mailings AIPAC keeps more than one
thousand Jewish leaders throughout the United States informed on
current issues. An “alert” usually demands action to meet a legislative
challenge on Capitol Hill, requesting a telephone call, telegram or, if
need be, a personal visit to a reluctant Congressman.

The network can have almost instantaneous effect. One day I
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whispered to a colleague in the Foreign Affairs Committee I might offer
an amendment to a pending bill cutting aid to Israel. Within 30 minutes
two other Congressmen came to me with worried looks, reporting they
had just had calls from citizens in their home districts who were con-
cerned about my amendment.

Paul Weyrich, who worked as a Senate aide before becoming a
political analyst, details the effectiveness of AIPAC:

It’s a remarkable system they have. If you vote with them, or make a public
statement they like, they get the word out fast through their own publications
and through editors around the country who are sympathetic to their cause.

Of course it works in reverse as well. If you say something they don’t like, you
can be denounced or censured through the same network. That kind of pres-
sure is bound to affect Senators’ thinking, especially if they are wavering or
need support.

This activism is carried out by an elaborate system of officers,
committees and councils which give AIPAC a ready, intimate system
for political activity from coast to coast. Its nineteen officers meet once
a month to confer with Dine on organization and management. Each of
its five vice-presidents can expect eventually to serve a term as presi-
dent. A large executive committee totaling 132 members is invited to
Washington every three months for briefings. A national council lists
over 200 names. These subgroups include the leadership of most ma-
Jjor U.S. Jewish organizations.

The AIPAC staff is not only highly professional and highly
motivated but also thoroughly experienced. Director Dine worked in
several Capitol Hill jobs, first on the staff of Democratic Senator Ed-
ward Kennedy, later on the Foreign Relations Committee under Demo-
cratic Senator Frank Church of Idaho, and finally as staff director on
foreign policy for the Senate budget committee.

AIPAC’s four lobbyists are Douglas Bloomfield, Ralph Nurnber-
ger, Esther Kurz and Leslie L. Levy. All but Levy worked in foreign
policy for a Senator or Congressman before joining AIPAC. Levy came
to AIPAC as a student intern and advanced within the organization.

Bloomfield, once an intern under Democratic Senator Hubert
Humphrey of Minnesota, worked for 10 years for Democratic Con-
gressman Ben Rosenthal of New York. Nurnberger worked for several
years on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and for Republican
Senator James Pearson of Kansas. Kurz worked, in succession, for
Democratic Congressman Charles Wilson of Texas, and Republican
Senators Jacob Javits of New York and Arlen Specter of Pennsylvania.

The four divide up the membership of the House and Senate.
Actually, only a handful of legislators are keys to success, so each of
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the four lobbyists needs to watch carefully only about thirty lawmak-
ers. They concentrate on legislators from the twelve states which have
a Jewish population of at least three percent: New York, New Jersey,
California, Massachusetts, Ohio, Illinois, Michigan, Pennsylvania,
Maryland, Delaware, Florida and Connecticut.

The movement from Congressional staff job to AIPAC also occa-
sionally works the other way. A few veterans of AIPAC have moved to
government assignments, among them Jonathan Slade, now with
Democratic Congressman Larry Smith of Florida, and Marvin Feuer-
werger, who was with Democratic Congressman Stephen Solarz of
New York before he joined the Policy Planning Staff at the State De-
partment. Both Smith and Solarz are members of the Foreign Affairs
Committee, and both are passionate supporters of Israel.

Lobbyists for AIPAC have almost instant access to House and
Senate members and feel free to call them at their homes in the eve-
ning. Republican Congressman Douglas Bereuter of Nebraska, an ex-
ception, will receive no lobbyists, AIPAC or otherwise, but the doors
are wide open to AIPAC lobbyists at the offices of almost all other
Congressmen. A Congressional aide explained why:

Professionalism is one reason. They know what they are doing, get to the point
and leave. They are often a useful source of information. They are reliable and
friendly. But most important of all, they are seen by Congressmen as having
direct and powerful ties to important constituents.

The result is a remarkable cooperation and rapport between lobby-
ist and legislator. Encountered in a Capitol corridor one day, an AIPAC
lobbyist said, “Tomorrow I will try to see five members of the House. I
called this morning and confirmed every appointment, and I have no
doubt I will get in promptly.” Two days later, even he seemed some-
what awed by AIPAC’s clout. He reported, “I made all five. I went
right in to see each of them. There was no waiting. Our access is
amazing.”

This experience contrasts sharply with the experience of most
other lobbyists on Capitol Hill. One veteran lobbyist reflected with
envy on the access AIPAC enjoys: “If I can actually see two Congress-
men or Senators in one long day, it’s been a good one.”

Despite its denials, AIPAC keeps close records on each House and
Senator member. Unlike other lobbies, which keep track only of a few
“key” issues voted on the House or Senate floor, AIPAC takes note of
other activities, too—votes in committees, co-sponsorship of bills,
signing of letters and even whether speeches are made. “That’s depth!”
exclaims an admiring Capitol Hill staff member.

An illustration of lobby power occurred October 3, 1984, when the



38 They Dare to Speak Out

House of Representatives approved a bill to remove all trade restric-
tions between the United States and Israel; 98.5 percent (416) voted
affirmative, despite the strong opposition of the AFL-CIO and the
American Farm Bureau Federation. The vote was 416 to 6 on legisla-
tion that normally would elicit heavy reaction because of its effect on
markets for commodities produced in the United States.

As they voted, few were aware of a Commerce Department study
which found that the duty-free imports proposed in the bill would cause
“significant adverse effects” on U.S. producers of vegetables. Because
the White House wanted the bill passed, notwithstanding its effects on
jobs and markets, the study was classified “confidential” and kept
under wraps. One Congressman finally pried a copy loose by com-
plaining bitterly—and correctly—to the White House that AIPAC had
secured a copy for its own use.

“I Cleared It with AIPAC”

Until his defeat in an upset on November 6, 1984, Congressman
Clarence D. “Doc” Long, a 74-year-old Democrat of Maryland,
exemplified the strong ties between AIPAC and Capitol Hill. He deliv-
ered for Israel as chairman of the House Appropriations Subcommittee
which handles aid to Israel.

The tall, gray-haired, former economics professor at Johns Hop-
kins University trumpeted his support: “AIPAC made my district their
number one interest.” AIPAC supported Long for a good reason: He
held the gavel when questions about funding Israeli aid come up. The
lobby wanted him to keep it. Chairmanships normally are decided by
seniority, and next in line after Long is David Obey of Wisconsin, who
earned lobby disfavor in 1976 by offering an amendment to cut aid to
Israel by $200 million. “Doc” Long never had any misgivings about aid
to Israel and helped his colleagues defeat Obey’s amendment, 342 to
32.

Sitting at a table in the House of Representatives restaurant during
a late House session in 1982, Long explained,

Long ago I decided that I'd vote for anything AIPAC wants. I didn’t want them
on my back. My district is too difficult. I don’t need the trouble [pro-Israeli
lobbyists] can cause. I made up my mind I would get and keep their support.

The conversation turned to one of Obey’s questions about the high
levels of Israeli aid. Long said, “I can’t imagine why Dave would say
things like that.” A colleague chided: “Maybe he’s thinking about our
own national interest.”

In September 1983, Long led a battle to get U.S. Marines out of
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Lebanon. He proposed an amendment which would have cut funding
for the operation in 60 days. John Hall, a reporter who knew Long’s
close ties with the lobby, asked Long, “Are you sure this amendment
won’t get you in trouble?” Without hesitation, the Congressman re-
plied: “I cleared it with AIPAC.” He was not joking. Though this was
not the first Congressional proposal to be cleared in advance with the
Israeli lobby, it was the first time the clearance had been specifically
acknowledged in the public record. The proposal to cut aid to Lebanon
provoked a lively debate but, opposed by such leaders as Speaker
“Tip” O’Neill and Lee Hamilton of Indiana, chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Europe and the Middle East, the measure failed, 274-153.

Although heavily supported by pro-Israeli interests—I18 pro-Israel
political action committees chipped in $31,250 for Long’s 1982 re-
election campaign—Long denies a personal linkage:

Nobody has to give me money to make me vote for aid to Israel. I've been
doing that for 20 years, most of the time without contributions.

The money and votes Israel’s supporters provided to Long’s can-
didacy were insufficient in 1984. Although pro-Israel PACs gave him
$155,000—four times the amount that went to any other House candi-
date—Long lost by 5,727 votes, less than three percent of those cast. A
factor in his defeat was advertising sponsored by people prominent in
the National Association of Arab Americans which attacked Long for
his uncritical support of Israel’s demands. Obey, Long’s likely succes-
sor as chairman, was the only Democrat on the panel who did not
accept money from pro-Israel political action committees.

Outreach on an International Scale

AIPAC not only champions Israel’s causes in the U.S., but its
international ambitions as well. The lobby recently began an interna-
tional outreach program, serving Israel’s interests by facilitating U.S.
aid to other countries. In 1983 it tried to help Zaire, Israel’s new Afri-
can friend. Israel wanted Zaire to get $20 million in military assistance
requested by President Reagan, but AIPAC decided against assigning
the lobbying task to its regular staff. Instead, it secured the temporary
services of a consultant who button-holed members of the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. The amendment failed, but the effort helped
to pay Israel’s obligation incurred when Zaire extended full diplomatic
recognition to Israel the previous year.

Columnists Rowland Evans and Robert Novak viewed the initia-
tive as the first step in an Israeli program “to broker aid favors for other
pariahs on the congressional hit list to enhance its influence.” They
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described this new effort by Israel as “an exercise of domestic political
power by a foreign nation that raises troubling questions.”

While branching out internationally, AIPAC maintains strong in-
fluence in domestic partisan campaigns. It took a major role in the
intense 1984 contest for the Senate in North Carolina, which involved
an expensive showdown between Jesse Helms, the Republican incum-
bent, who is proud to be viewed as the apostle of conservatism, and
Democratic Governor Jim Hunt, who sees himself as a leader in the
progressive politics in the “New South.” These adversaries were of
one mind, howeyver, in soliciting the pro-Israel vote, and the endeavor
led Helms into surprising activity. The contest took on special national
importance because Helms, as second-ranking Republican on the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, could have chosen to head the com-
mittee after the defeat of Senator Charles Percy (see chapter three).

In his program to win pro-Israel support, Helms had to overcome
major obstacles. In a 1979 speech, Helms had warned that Israeli West
Bank policies were “the block to a comprehensive settlement” of the
Arab-Israeli dispute. During Israel’s invasion of Lebanon in 1982,
Helms made a speech in which he suggested that the United States
might ultimately need to “shut down” relations with Israel.

High on Helms’s hate list is foreign aid, which he considers to be
the “the greatest racket of all time.” He proclaims proudly, “I have not
voted to send one dime overseas for these programs.”

Because aid to Israel is included in the foreign aid he opposed, Hunt
charged that Helms had voted against Israel no fewer than 25 times. He
also criticized Helms sharply for voting in favor of controversial mili-
tary sales to Saudi Arabia.

Hunt’s campaign team sought to exploit these “mistakes” with a
letter to pro-Israel financial prospects mailed in an envelope conspicu-
ously labeled: “Caution: the enclosed information is extremely damag-
ing to the state of Israel.” The damage was identified as the prospect
that Helms might become an anti-Israel chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. This form of fundraising brought good results: a
Helms staff member said, “We calculate that 60 percent of Hunt’s
money is from the Jewish community.” By mid-August Hunt had re-
ceived $130,350 from pro-Israel political action committees, Helms
zero.

Helms launched a counterattack designed to mend his relations
with backers of Israel. In May he personally introduced a visiting
Likud member of the Israeli parliament on the Senate floor and had the
text of his guest’s foreign policy statement inserted in the Congres-
sional Record. He seemed to contradict an earlier statement criticizing
Israeli policies in occupied areas when he told the Senate that the
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United States “should never pursue any plan that envisions a separa-
tion of the West Bank from Israel.”

Helms’s skill in playing both sides was demonstrated in his stand
on a proposed bill to move the U.S. embassy from Tel Aviv to
Jerusalem. Although he declined to co-sponsor the bill because of
“grave legal questions” and its “uncertain” constitutionality, Helms
urged President Reagan to order the removal of the embassy without
special legislation.

In a remarkable countermove, Helms’s campaign sent a fund ap-
peal to Jewish citizens which expressed anguish that any Jew would
consider opposing Helms in light of his “friendship” for Israel.

In the contest, the most expensive non-presidential campaign in
history, Helms spent over $13 million and Hunt over $8 million. When
the polls closed, Helms had eked out a narrow victory.

Beyond AIPAC to the PACs

AIPAC differs from most lobbies, in that it avoids endorsing candi-
dates publicly and does not raise or spend money directly in partisan
campaigns. Campaign involvement is left officially to pro-Israel polit-
ical action committees (PACs). Over 3,000 PACs are registered under
federal law, and almost all are directly affiliated with special-interest
lobbies. There are 75 PACs which focus on support for Israel, though
none lists an affiliation with AFPAC or any other Jewish organization.

Prior to 1979, pro-Israeli financial support to candidates and party
organizations came entirely from individuals. Some of these individu-
als focused heavily on an Ohio Congressional race in 1976, the candi-
dacy of Mary Rose Oakar, who was to become the first person of
Syrian ancestry elected to Congress. A popular member of the Cleve-
land city council, she confronted a field of twelve male Democrats and
an avalanche of Jewish money in the primary election race. Pro-Israeli
interests selected State Senator Tony Celebreze, regarded as a
“comer” in Ohio politics, as the candidate with the best chance to
nudge her from the nomination.

During the campaign Dennis Heffernan, a fundraiser for Cele-
preze, was asked by a surprised and uneasy colleague to explain why
more than thirty “Jewish-appearing” names were each recorded as
donating $1,000.

“What’s going on here?” he asked, wondering aloud if his friend
Celebreze had “caved in” to a special interest. He asked bluntly: “Is
Tony selling himself out, or is this money given in a worthy cause?”
Heffernan responded, “Well, is Israel a worthy cause?”

Oakar found the focus by pro-Israel forces “upsetting.” She ex-
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plained, “I hadn’t said a word about the Middle East, so it had to be
because of my ethnic background. My father served in World War II
and my brother in the Army later, but you would think we were less
American.”

The money helped Celebreze defeat the other eleven men, but
Oakar won the nomination. Noting the district was overwhelmingly
Democratic, the pro-Israel group sensed a hopeless situation and made
no fight against Oakar in the fall or in subsequent elections.

The prominence of “Jewish-appearing” names in the Ohio race
may have been a factor in encouraging Jews nationally to organize the
first pro-Israel political action committees in 1979. By 1982 they had
mushroomed to a total of thirty-one. Pro-Israel PACs contributed more
than $1.8 million dollars to 268 different election campaigns during the
1981-82 Federal Election Commission reporting cycle, putting them in
the highest political spending range. By mid-August 1984, the list had
increased to 75 PACs, and they had accumulated $4.25 million for the
1984 federal elections.

None of them carried a name or other information which disclosed
its pro-Israeli interest, nor did any list an affiliation with AIPAC or
other pro-Israeli or Jewish organization. Each chose to obscure its pro-
Israel character by using a bland title, like the “Committee for 18,”
“Arizona Politically Interested Citizens,” “Joint Action Committee for
Political Affairs,” or the “Government Action Committee.” Yet all are
totally committed to one thing: Israel.

“No one is trying to hide anything,” protests Mark Siegel, director
of the pro-Israeli National Bipartisan Political Action Committee and a
former White House liaison with the Jewish community. He insists that
the bland names were chosen because “There are those in the political
process who would use the percentage of Jewish money [in a given
race] as a negative.” The PAC Siegel heads was formed originally to
help in the late Senator Henry Jackson’s 1978 presidential bid.

Norman Silverman, who helped to found the Denver-based Com-
mittee for 18, is more explicit, saying the name selection became “an
emotional issue.” Some of the organizers, mainly younger people,
wanted Jewish identity plainly set forth in the name. “Others,” Silver-
man noted, “said they didn’t want to be a member if we did that.”

Whatever their names, pro-Israel PACs enlarge the opportunities
for individual supporters of Israel to back candidates. An individual
may contribute up to $5,000 to a political action committee but only
$1,000 to a candidate in each election. PACs, in turn, may contribute
$5,000 to a candidate in each election. Individuals often contribute the
$1,000 limit directly to a candidate and also the $5,000 limit to a PAC
supporting the same candidate. The Wall Street Journal, reviewing the
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growth of pro-Isracl PACs in August 1983 reported that Lawrence and
Barbara Weinberg of Beverly Hills, California, gave $20,000 to the
Citizens Organized Political Action Committee, based in Los Angeles,
over a period that encompassed both the primary and general elections
in 1982 and gave $2,000 to Democrat Richard J. Durbin, the man who
defeated me in 1982. The PAC also contributed $5,000 to Durbin. That
kind of generosity is not ignored by your average politician.

The largest pro-Israel PAC is the National Political Action Com-
mittee (NatPAC), headquartered in New York with Marvin Josephson,
head of a theatrical and literary talent agency, as chairman. Its Wash-
ington-based executive director is Richard Altman, who previously
worked as political director of AIPAC. It draws money heavily from
the entertainment industry and got off to a fast start in 1982 when
Woody Allen signed its first nationwide fund-raising appeal. The Na-
tional Journal rates it as the nation’s largest non-labor, non-business
political action committee.

In 1982, NatPAC raised $1.04 million and spent $547,500 on 109
candidates for Congress. It gave the $5,000 legal limit to each of 31
Senate candidates. Twenty-eight of these were elected. On the House
side, 57 of the 73 candidates it supported won. In the wake of those
successes, NatPAC ran a full-page advertisement in The New York
Times inviting further support and declaring that it was “helping to
elect officials in all fifty states who realize that Israel’s survival is vital
to our own.”

A recent fund-raising letter carried an appeal by Republican
Senator Robert Packwood of Oregon and Democratic Senator Patrick
Moynihan of New York, both ardent supporters of Israel: “If you be-
lieve, as we do, that Israel is a great strategic asset to the United States
and its most reliable ally in that part of the world, please read this
letter.” The letter asked for support so NatPAC can “take on the
. Petrodollar interests.”

Five colleagues help Josephson decide which candidates receive
funds. They are Barry Dillar, chairman of Paramount Pictures Corpora-
tion, George Klein, a New York City developer, James Wolfensohn, a
New York investment banker, Martin Peretz, editor of The New Repub-
lic, and Rita Hauser, a New York lawyer who is prominent in the work
of the American Jewish Committee.

Executive director Richard Altman calls NatPAC a “grassroots
movement.” By late 1983 he had signed up over 20,000 members, with
his goal for 1984 goal set at 100,000. NatPAC strives for “ecumenical
fund-raising,” he says, noting the presence of Methodist Bob Hope
among the one hundred prominent Americans listed as charter mem-
bers.
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He is candid: “Money makes the political engine run. To elect a
friend, you have to pay for it—and we’re not the only ones who know
that.”

Altman declares that participating in PACs “is quintessentially
both American and Jewish, as an expression of our involvement in
political life.”

Small PACs sometimes focus on candidates far from their locales.
Robert B. Golder, a Philadelphia businessman, organized the Delaware
Valley Political Action Committee (Del-Val PAC) in 1981, recruited 160
members, and dispensed $58,000 to 32 widely scattered candidates.
Twenty-eight of them won. Golder explains that his goal is to elect pro-
Israel Congressmen “in faraway places who don’t have Jewish con-
stituencies.” For example, his PAC sent $1,500 to Jeffrey Bingaman,
the Democrat elected to the Senate in 1982 from New Mexico. In late
1983 it sent $5,000 to Tom Corcoran, the unsuccessful challenger of
Republican Senator Charles Percy of Illinois. A 12-person executive
committee decides where the money is spent.

A San Francisco-based PAC concentrates on contests outside
California. Melvin Swig, who is chairman of the Bay Area Citizens
Political Action Committee, says: “There are enough people locally
who do enough for their constituency. We look for areas that have less
Jewish visibility than others, places where there are fewer Jews.”

Golder explains the aims of such groups:

We feel we are getting more Jewish people involved. . . . Look how much we
can get from the United States government by being politically active. This is
the key thing about PACs. We're trying to get those candidates [elected] who
will vote ‘Yes’ on foreign aid.

Golder, Swig and other PAC leaders receive guidance from
AIPAC, which keeps them up to date on votes cast and statements
made by Senate and House members as well as positions taken on the
Middle East by candidates seeking office for the first time. '

AIPAC sometimes drops all pretense at staying apart from fund
raising. For instance, a pro-Israel political action committee was orga-
nized in Virginia in 1983 during a workshop sponsored by AIPAC.

. Financial help does not stop at United States borders. Jewish
Americans living in Israel are solicited for political action in the United
States. Newton Frolich, a former Washington lawyer who moved to
Israel eight years ago, is heading a Jerusalem-based political action
committee. In June 1984, his committee mailed a solicitation letter to
some 11,000 U.S. families living in Israel and expects to approach, in
all, the estimated 50,000 U.S. citizens living there, many of whom also
claim Israeli citizenship. His organization is called Americans in Israel
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Political Action Committee. Through the committee, he explains,
Americans in Israel can “keep making their contribution” to the U.S.
political process. The contribution comes back, of course, in the form
of enormous U.S. grants to Israel—greater than to any other country.

A lobby veteran who is now engaged fulltime in fund-raising wor-
ries about appearances. AIPAC’s former executive director, Morris J.
Amitay, feels that smaller local PACs are best and fears that large well-
publicized national PACs may create the impression that Jews exercise
too much political power. He operates the relatively small Washington
Political Action Committee, which dispensed $89,075 in 158 races dur-
ing the 1982 campaigns.

Too much or not, Jewish influence in fund raising is widely recog-
nized. In August 1983 the Wall Street Journal reported,

Several ranking Congressmen—most of whom wouldn’t comment on the rec-
ord for this story—say they believe the political effect of Jewish PAC money is
greater than that of other major lobbies because it is skillfully focused on one
foreign policy issue.

Focused it is. The pro-Israel PACs concentrate exclusively on
federal elections and focus heavily on Senate races and on House
members who occupy key foreign policy assignments.

PAC leader Mark Siegel says the PACs concentrate on the Senate,
because it is the “real battleground” on questions of foreign policy. In
1982, they invested $966,695 in Senate races, with $355,550 going to
key House contests.

Guided by AIPAC, PACs choose their targets with care. When
Lynn Adelman, a Jewish state senator in Wisconsin, in 1982 mounted
the first primary election challenge that Democrat Clement J. Zablocki
had experienced in thirty years, AIPAC recommended against an all-
out effort. AIPAC was unhappy with Zablocki’s record, but did not
consider him a problem; furthermore, it concluded that Adelman
could not win. Adelman received only $9,350 from thirteen pro-
Israel political action committees. The contest made national news,
because Zablocki was chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee, through which all Israeli aid measures must go (see chapter two).
Despite AIPAC’s low-key recommendation, a letter soliciting funds for
Adelman cited two “gains” if Zablocki lost: “Adelman’s election not
only means a friend of Israel in Congress, but also that the House
Foreign Affairs Committee will have a friend of Israel as its new chair-
man,” referring to Dante Fascell of Florida, the Democrat who was
next in line to succeed Zablocki. Zablocki was re-elected by a two-to-
one margin.

Meanwhile, Fascell, the “other friend” cited in the fund-raising
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appeal, was receiving strong support from pro-Israel PACs in his suc-
cessful campaign for re-election in a Florida district that includes part
of Miami. Twenty-two of these PACs provided Fascell with a total of
$43,250, the second highest amount to a House candidate that year.
These funds helped him survive a challenge by a former television
newsman.

My successor, Richard Durbin, topped all House candidates, re-
ceiving $103,325 from pro-Israel political action committees. Other
House Members receiving in excess of $10,000 were Sam Gejdenson of
Connecticut, $30,175; Clarence Long of Maryland, $29,250; Ike Skel-
ton of Missouri, $20,000; Martin Frost of Texas, $18,300; Thomas Lan-
tos of California, $15,500. Most of the big money went to Senate races.
Eighteen Senators who were elected in 1982 received over $10,000
from pro-Israel PACs. Five received more than Congressman Fascell.
The top 10 were: George Mitchell, Democrat of Maine, $77,400; James
Sasser, Democrat of Tennessee, $58,250; David Durenberger, Repub-
lican of Minnesota, $56,000; Robert Byrd, Democrat of West Virginia,
$55,500; Paul Sarbanes, Democrat of Maryland, $48,500; Chic Hecht,
Republican of Nevada, $46,500; Quentin Burdick, Democrat of North
Dakota, $44,775; Lowell Weicker, Republican of Connecticut, $42,075;
Jeffrey Bingaman, Democrat of New Mexico, $36,575; Howard Met-
zenbaum, Democrat of Ohio, $35,175; Dennis DeConcini, Democrat of
Arizona, $32,000; and Donald Riegle, Democrat of Michigan, $29,000.
Eight others received in excess of $10,000 each.

Ip the 1984 elections, by July 1 pro-Israel PACs had distributed
$1.49 million to Senate candidates and $684,465 to House candidates.

That year, Paul Simon, Democratic challenger to Republican
Senator Charles Percy, topped the Senate list with $147,870. Next in
line were Carl Levin, Michigan, $140,063; James B. Hunt, North
Carolina, $130,350; Rudolph E. Boschwitz, Minnesota, $95,100;
George J. Mitchell, Maine, $77,400; James Sasser, Tennessee, $58,250;
Albert Gore, Tennessee, $57,450; Thomas Harkin, Iowa, $57,250;
David Durenberger, Minnesota, $56,750 and Robert C. Byrd, West
Virginia, $55,500. Mitchell, Sasser, Durenberger and Byrd will not be
up for re-election until 1988. All but Boschwitz and Durenberger are
Democrats. Sixteen other Senators received over $30,000.

Of 17 House Members who received $10,000 or more, 11 were on
panels which handle foreign aid. One of them, Lee Hamilton of In-
diana, chairman of the Middle East Subcommittee, received all but
$500 of the $14,500 in pro-Israel PAC money that went to Indiana
House contests. The top House recipients: Clarence Long, Maryland,
$97,500; Charles Wilson, Texas, $21,750; Ben Erdreich, Alabama,
$21,250; Ronald L. Wyden, Oregon, $18,000; Mark Siljander, Michi-
gan, $16,800; Dante Fascell, Florida, $16,750; Robert G. Torricelli,
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New Jersey, $16,500; Harry M. Reid, Nevada, $15,500; Cardiss Col-
lins, Illinois, $14,250; Lee Hamilton, Indiana, $14,000. All but Siljan-
der are Democrats.

Despite the dramatic growth of these PACs—a development that
has occurred entirely since 1979—most of the contributions to candi-
dates still come directly from individual pro-Israel activists.

Democratic candidates are especially dependent on contributions
from Jewish sources. A non-Jewish strategist told Stephen D. Isaacs,
author of Jews and American Politics: “You can’t hope to go anywhere
in national politics, if you're a Democrat, without Jewish money.” In
1968, 15 of the 21 persons who loaned $100,000 or more to presidential
candidate Hubert Humphrey were Jewish. According to Isaacs, the
Democratic National Committee, whose principal charge is the ad-
vancement of Democratic Party prospects for the White House, for
years received about 50 percent of its funds from Jewish sources.

After the 1982 election—a year before he was elected chairman of
the Foreign Affairs Committee after the sudden death of Zablocki—
Fascell remarked:

The whole trouble with campaign finances is the hue and cry that you've been
bought. If you need the money, are you going to get it from your enemy? No,
you’re going to get it from your friend.

“Our Own Foreign Policy Agenda”

Much of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee’s work in
1982 centered on expanding grassroots support, enlarging outreach
programs to the college and Christian communities, and helping pro-
Israel political action committees sharpen their skills. These efforts
were largely aimed at increasing the lobby’s influence in the Senate.
AIPAC wanted no repetition of its failure to block the 1981 AWACS
sale to Saudi Arabia.

One way in which AIPAC increases the number of its Senate
friends is illustrated by its interventions in a critical race in Missouri.
AIPAC stood by a friend and won. Republican Senator John C. Dan-
forth, an ordained Episcopal minister, was opposed for re-election by a
Jewish Democrat, Harriett Woods. In the closely fought contest, the
non-Jewish Danforth found that an unblemished record of cooperation
brought him AIPAC support even against a Jewish challenger. The help
was crucial, as Danforth won by less than one percent of the vote.

AIPAC also weighed in heavily in Maine, helping to pull off the
upset victory of Democratic Senator George Mitchell over Republican
Congressman David Emery. The Almanac of American Politics rated
Mitchell “the Democratic Senator universally regarded as having the
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least chance for re-election.” He had never won an election. Defeated
for governor by an independent candidate in 1974, he was appointed to
fill the Senate vacancy caused when Senator Edmund Muskie resigned
in 1980 to become President Carter’s Secretary of State,

Encouraged by AIPAC, 27 pro-Israeli political action committees,
all based outside Maine, contributed $77,400 to Mitchell’s campaign.
With this help Mitchell, who has Lebanese ancestry, fooled the profes-
sionals and won handily. In a post-election phone call to AIPAC direc-
tor Thomas A. Dine, Mitchell promised: “I will remember you.”

In another example, Republican Senator David Durenberger of
Minnesota received for his 1982 re-election bid $57,000 from 20 pro-
Israeli political action committees, with $10,000 of this total coming
from the Citizens Organized PAC in California. This PAC contributed
$5,000 during a breakfast meeting four months after he voted against
the sale of AWACS planes to Saudi Arabia, and added $5,000 more by
election day. Directors of the PAC include Alan Rothenberg, the law
partner of Democratic National Chairman Charles Manatt.

In close races, lobby interests sometimes play it safe by support-
ing both sides. In the 1980 Senate race in Idaho, for example, pro-
Israeli activists contributed to their stalwart friend, Democrat Frank
Church, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, but also
gave to his challenger, Republican Congressman Steven D. Symms.

One reason for the dual support was the expected vote in the
Senate the next year on the AWACS sale to Saudi Arabia—during the
campaign both Symms and Church were listed as opposing it. With the
race expected to be close, the lobby believed it had a friend in each
candidate and helped both.

Symms defeated Church by a razor-thin margin; but the invest-
ment in Symms by pro-Israel interests did not pay off. By the time the
new Senator faced the AWACS vote he had changed his mind. His vote
approving the AWACS sale helped to give AIPAC one of its rare legisla-
tive setbacks.

In a post-election review in its newsletter, Near East Report,
AIPAC concluded that the new Senate in the 98th Congress would be
“marginally more pro-Israel.” As evidence, it noted that two of the five
new Senators were Jewish: Frank Lautenberg, Democrat of New
Jersey, and Chic Hecht, Republican of Nevada, each “with long rec-
ords of support for Israel.” It could also count as a gain the election of
Democrat Jeffrey Bingaman of New Mexico, who defeated Republican
Senator Harrison Schmitt. Voting for the AWACS sale to Saudi Arabia
and opposing foreign aid had given Schmitt bad marks, and AIPAC
gave its support to his challenger, Bingaman, in the campaign.

Because favored candidates need more money than PAC sources
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provide, AIPAC also helps by providing lists for direct mail fundrais-
ing. The appeal can be hard-hitting. An example is the literature mailed
in early 1984 on behalf of Republican Senator Rudy Boschwitz of Min-
nesota. Fellow Republican Lowell Weicker wrote the introductory let-
ter, citing him as a “friend of Israel in danger.” He noted Boschwitz’s
key position as chairman of the subcommittee “that determines the
level of aid our country gives to Israel,” and praised his efforts to block
military sales to Saudi Arabia. The appeal included tributes by Senator
Bob Packwood and Wolf Blitzer, Washington correspondent for The
Jerusalem Post.

AIPAC has convinced Congress that it represents practically all
Jews who vote. Columnist Nat Hentoff reported this assessment in the
New York Village Voice in June 1983 after a delegation of eighteen
dissenting rabbis had scoured Capitol Hill trying to convince Congress-
men that some Jews oppose Israeli policies. The rabbis reported that
several Congressmen said they shared their views but were afraid to
act. Hentoff concluded: “The only Jewish constituency that’s real to
them [Congressmen] is the one that AIPAC and other spokesmen for
the Jewish establishment tell them about.”

An Ohio Congressman speaks of AIPAC with both awe and con-
cern:

AIPAC is the most influential lobby on Capitol Hill. They are relentless. They
know what they're doing. They have the people for financial resources.
They’ve got a lot going for them. Their basic underlying cause is one that most
Americans sympathize with.

But what distresses me is the inability of American policy-makers, because of
the influence of AIPAC, to distinguish between our national interest and Is-
rael’s national interest. When these converge—wonderful! But they don’t al-
ways converge.

After the 1982 elections, Thomas A. Dine summed up the
significance of AIPAC’s achievements: “Because of that, American
Jews are thus able to form our own foreign policy agenda.”

Later, when he reviewed the 1984 election results, Dine credited
Jewish money, not votes: “Early money, middle money, late money.”
He claimed credit for defeating Republican Senators Charles Percy of
Ilinois and Roger Jepson of Iowa and Democratic Senator Walter Hud-
dleston of Kentucky, all of whom incurred AIPAC wrath by voting for
the sale of AWACS planes to Saudi Arabia.

Dine said these successes “defined Jewish political power for the
rest of this century.”



Chapter 2

Stilling the Still, Small Voices

The youthful Congressman from California listened as his House col-
leagues expressed their views. His earnest manner and distinctive
shock of hair roused memories of an earlier Congressman, John F.
Kennedy. For more than an hour, between comments of his own, Rep-
resentative Paul N. “Pete” McCloskey yielded the floor to other Con-
gressmen, 23 in all. While they cooperated by requesting from Speaker
“Tip” O’Neill allocations of time for the debate, most of them did so in
order to avoid a sticky issue. They were ducking legislative combat, not
engaging in it.

Real debate was almost unknown on the subject McCloskey had
chosen—aid to Israel. Most Congressmen, fearing lobby pressure,
carefully avoid statements or votes that might be viewed as critical of
Israel. Not McCloskey. Admired for his courage and independence, he
began opposing the Vietnam war long before most Americans, with-
stood the lobbying of Greek Americans to cut off military aid to Tur-
key, consistently supported controversial civil rights measures, and
now challenged conventional wisdom on Middle East policy. He and I
were members of a tiny band of Congressmen willing to criticize Israel
publicly, and both of us would soon leave Capitol Hill involuntarily.

On that June afternoon in 1980, most of McCloskey’s colleagues
provided him with debate time—and joined him in the discussion—
because they saw this as the only way to keep him from forcing them to
vote on an amendment cutting aid to Israel. Some of them privately
agreed with McCloskey’s position but did not want his amendment to
come to a vote. If that happened, they would find themselves in the
distressing circumstance of reacting to the pressure of Israel’s lobby by
voting against McCloskey’s amendment—and their own conscience.

In offering his amendment, McCloskey called for an end to the
building of Israeli settlements in the territory in the West Bank of the

50



Stilling the Still, Small Voices 51

Jordan river which Israel held by force of arms. To put pressure on
Israel to stop, he wanted the U.S. to cut aid by $150 million—the
amount he estimated Israel was annually spending on these projects. In
the end, tough realities led him to drop his plan to bring the amendment
to a vote:

Friend and foe alike asked me not to press the amendment. Some of my friends
argued that if I did get a roll call, the amendment would have been badly
defeated. If that happened, they argued, Israel would take heart—saying
“Sure, somebody spoke out, but look how we smashed him.” Every Jewish
Congressman on the floor of the House told me privately that I was right.

Representative James Johnson, a Republican from Colorado and
one of the few to support McCloskey, was aware of the pressure other
Congressmen were putting on him. Johnson declared that many of his
colleagues privately opposed Israel’s expansion of settlements but said
Congress was “incapable” of taking action contrary to Israeli policy: “I
would just like to point out the real reason that this Congress will not
deal with the gentleman’s amendment is because [it] concerns the na-
tion of Israel.”

It was not the first time peer pressure had stopped amendments
viewed as anti-Israeli, and McCloskey was not the first to back down to
accommodate colleagues. Such pressure develops automatically when
amendments restricting aid to Israel are discussed. Many Congressmen
are embarrassed at the high level of aid—Israel receives one-fourth
of all U.S. foreign aid—and feel uncomfortable being recorded as
favoring it. But, intimidated by Israel’s friends, they are even less
comfortable being recorded in opposition. How much of the lobby’s
power is real, and how much illusion, is beside the point. Because they
perceive it as real, few Congressmen wish to take a chance. Worrying
endlessly about political survival, they say: “Taking on the Israeli
lobby is something I can do without. Who needs that?” On several
occasions, sensing I was about to force a troublesome vote on aid to
Israel, a colleague would whisper to me, “Your position on this is well
known. Why put the rest of us on the spot?”

Most committee action, like the work of the full House, is open to
the public, and none occurs on Israeli aid without the presence of at
least one representative of AIPAC. His presence ensures that any criti-
cism of Israel will be quickly reported to key constituents. The offend-
ing Congressman may have a rash of angry telephone messages to
answer by the time he returns to his office from the hearing room.

Lobbyists for AIPAC are experts on the personalities and proce-
dures of the House. If Israel is mentioned, even behind closed doors,
they quickly get a full report of what transpired. These lobbyists know
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that aid to Israel, on a roll call vote, will receive overwhelming sup-
port. Administration lobbyists count on this support to carry the day
for foreign aid worldwide. Working together, the two groups of lobby-
ists pursue a common interest by keeping the waters smooth and frus-
trating “boat rockers” like McCloskey.

Assaulting the Citadels

For McCloskey, compromise was an unusual experience.
Throughout his public career he usually resisted pressures, even when
his critics struck harshly.

This was true when he became nationally prominent as a critic of
the Vietnam war—an effort that led him in 1972 to a brief but dramatic
campaign for the presidency. His goal was a broad and unfettered
discussion of public issues, particularly the war. The wrong decisions,
he believed, generally “came about because the view of the minority
was not heard or the view of thinking people was quiet.” He contended
that the Nixon administration was withholding vital information on a
variety of issues. He charged it with “preying on people’s fear, hate and
anger.”

When McCloskey announced for president, his supporters sighed,
“Political suicide.” His opponents, particularly those in the party’s
right wing, chortled the very same words. Although the Californian
recognized that his challenge might jeopardize his seat in Congress, he
nevertheless denounced the continuation of the war: “Like other
Americans, I trusted President Nixon when he said he had a plan to
end the war.” McCloskey agonized over the fact that thousands of U.S.
soldiers continued to die, and United States airpower, using horrifying
cluster bombs, rained violence on civilians in Vietnam, Laos and Cam-
bodia.

McCloskey knew war’s effects firsthand. As a Marine in Korea he
was wounded leading his platoon in several successful bayonet assaults
on entrenched enemy positions. He emerged from the Korean war with
a Navy Cross, Silver Star and two Purple Hearts. He later explained
that this wartime experience gave him “a strong sense of being lucky to
be alive.” It also toughened him for subsequent assaults on entrenched
enemies of a different sort—endeavors which brought no medals for
bravery.

For protesting the war, McCloskey was branded “an enemy of the
political process,” and even accused of communist leanings. “At least
fifty right-wing members of the House believe McCloskey to be the
new Red menace,” wrote one journalist. The allegation was ridiculous,
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of course, but party stalwarts in California clearly were restive. So
much so, according to the California Journal, that he “needed the
personal intervention of then Vice-President Gerald R. Ford to save
him in the 1974 primary.”

His maverick ways exacted a price. He was twice denied a place
on the Ways and Means Committee. Conservatives on the California
delegation rebuffed the liberal Republican’s bid for membership, even
though he was entitled to the post on the basis of seniority.

By the time of his ill-fated 1980 amendment on aid to Israel,
McCloskey had put himself in the midst of the Middle East con-
troversy. After a trip to the Middle East in 1979, he concluded that new
Israeli policies were not in America’s best interests. He was alarmed
over Washington's failure to halt Israel’s construction of West Bank
settlements—which the Administration itself had labeled illegal—and
to stop Israel’s illegal use of U.S.-supplied weapons. The Congress-
man asked, “Why?”

The answer was not hard to find. The issue, like most relating to
the Middle East, was too hot for either Congress or the White House to
handle. A call for debate provoked harsh press attacks and angry con-
stituent mail. To McCloskey, the attacks were ironic. He viewed him-
self as supportive of both Jewish and Israeli interests. As a college
student at Stanford University in 1948, he had helped lead a successful
campaign to open Phi Delta Theta fraternity for the first time to Jewish
students. He reminded a critic, Earl Raab of the San Francisco Jewish
Bulletin, that he had “voted for all the military and economic assistance
we have given to Israel in the past.” McCloskey also vigorously de-
fended Israel’s right to lobby: “Lobbying is and should be an honorable
and important part of the American political process.” He described
the American Israel Public Affairs Committee as “the most powerful
[lobby] in Washington,” insisting there was “nothing sinister or devi-
ous” about it.

Still, McCloskey had raised a provocative question: “Does
America’s ‘Israeli lobby’ wield too much influence?” In an article for
the Los Angeles Times he provided his answer: “Yes, it is an obstacle
to real Mideast peace.” McCloskey cited the risk of nuclear confronta-
tion in the Middle East and the fundamental differences between the
interests of Israel and the United States. He observed that members of
the Jewish community demand that Congress support Israel in spite of
these differences. This demand, he argued, “coupled with the weak-
ness of Congress in the face of any such force, can prevent the presi-
dent, in his hour of both crisis and opportunity, from having the
flexibility necessary to achieve a lasting Israeli-Palestinian peace.”
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He pleaded for full discussion:

If the United States is to work effectively toward peace in the Mideast, the
power of this lobby must be recognized and countered in open and fair debate.
I had hoped that the American Jewish community had matured to the point
where its lobbying efforts could be described and debated without raising the
red flag of anti-Semitism. . . . To recognize the power of a lobby is not to
criticize the lobby itself.

The article appeared shortly before McCloskey’s bid for his par-
ty’s nomination for the 1982 Senatorial race in California. It was an
unorthodox opening salvo, to say the least, and most of the reaction
was critical. One of the exceptions was an analysis by the Redlands
Daily Facts (California) which called his campaign a “brave but risky
business.” The newspaper described him as “the candidate for those
who want a man with whom they will disagree on some issues, but who
has the courage of his intelligent convictions.”

On the other hand, Paul Greenberg, in a syndicated article in the
San Francisco Examiner, wrote that McCloskey had accused the Is-
raeli lobby of “busily subverting the national interest” and linked him
with notorious anti-Semite Gerald L. K. Smith. This time, McCloskey
did not need to fight back. A few days later, the same newspaper
published an opposing view. Columnist Guy Wright noted that Green-
berg had accused McCloskey of McCarthy era tactics without quoting
“a single line from the offensive speech.” Wright observed that this
was itself a common tactic of McCarthyism. He cited with approval
several of McCloskey’s recommendations on foreign policy and con-
cluded: “Now I ask you. Are those the ravings of an anti-Semite? Or
fair comment on issues too long kept taboo?”

Such supportive voices were few. An article in the B’nai B’rith
Messenger charged that McCloskey had proposed that all rabbis be
required to register as foreign agents, declaring that he had made the
proposal in a meeting with the editors of the Los Angeles Times. The
author assured his readers that the tidbit came from a “very reliable
source,” and the charge was published nationally. The charge was a
complete fabrication, and Times editor Tony Day was quick to back up
McCloskey’s denial.

The Messenger published a retraction a month later, but the ac-
cusation lingered on. Even the Washington office of the Israeli lobby
did not get the retraction message. In an interview about McCloskey
two years later, Douglas Bloomfield, legislative director for AIPAC,
apparently unaware of the retraction, repeated the accusation as fact.
Such false information may have colored his view of McCloskey,
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whom he described as “bitter” with “an intense sense of hostility”
toward Jews:

I hestitate to use the term that he was anti-Semitic. Being anti-Israeli is a
political decision. Being anti-Semitic is something totally different. I think he
did not just creep over the boundary.

Despite the Messenger’s retraction, there was no letup in criticism
of McCloskey. The Messenger charged McCloskey with denigrating
“the Constitutional exercise of petitioning Congress,” with “obstreper-
ous performances,” and with marching on a “platform of controversy
unmindful of the fact that the framework of his platform is dangerously
undermined with distortion, inaccuracy and maybe even malicious
mischief.” Another Jewish publication published his picture with the
caption, “Heir to Goebbels.” An article in the Heritage Southwest
Jewish Press used such descriptive phrases as “No. 1 sonovabitch,”
“obscene position against the Jews of America,” “crummy” and
“sleazy” in denouncing him.

Although used to rough and tumble partisanship, McCloskey was
shocked at the harshness of the attacks. No rabbis or Jewish publica-
tions defended him. One of a small number of individual Jews who
spoke up in his behalf was Merwyn Morris, a prominent businessman
from Atherton, California. Morris argued that “McCloskey is no more
anti-Semitic than I am”—but he still switched his support to McClos-
key’s opponent in the Senatorial election.

Josh Teitelbaum, who had served for a short time on McCloskey’s
staff and was the son of a Palo Alto rabbi, resigned from McCloskey’s
staff partly because he disagreed with the Congressman’s attitude to-
ward Israel. But he also defended his former employer: “McCloskey is
not anti-Semitic, but his words may give encouragement to those who
are.”

McCloskey’s views on Israel complicated—to put it mildly—
campaign fund raising. Potential sources of Jewish financial support
dried up. One former supporter, Jewish multimillionaire Louis E. Wolf-
son, wrote: “I now find that I must join with many other Americans to
do everything possible to defeat your bid for the U.S. Senate and make
certain that you will not hold any future office.”

Early in the race, when McCloskey was competing mainly with
Senator S. 1. Hayakawa for the nomination, he felt he had a chance.
Both were from the northern part of the state, where McCloskey had his
greatest strength. After Hayakawa dropped out and Pete Wilson, the
popular mayor of San Diego, entered the contest, McCloskey’s pros-
pects declined.
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When the primary election votes were counted, McCloskey had
won the north but lost the populous south. He finished 10 percentage
points behind Wilson. Still, his showing surprised the experts. Polls
and forecasters had listed him third or fourth among the four conten-
ders right up to the last days. Congressman Barry Goldwater Jr., the
early favorite, emerged a poor third, and Robert Dornan, another Con-
gressional colleague, finished fourth.

The final tally on election day was close enough to cause a number
of people to conclude that without the Jewish controversy McCloskey
might have won. All three of McCloskey’s opponents received Jewish
financial support. Stephen S. Rosenfeld, deputy editorial page editor of
the Washington Post, drew a definite conclusion: “Jewish political par-
ticipation” defeated McCloskey.

The lobby attack did not end when the polls closed, nor did
McCloskey shun controversy. On September 22, 1982, a few days after
the massacre of hundreds of Palestinians in the refugeee camps at
Beirut, McCloskey denounced a proposed new $50 million grant for
Israel in a speech on the House floor. He warned that the action “might
be taken as a signal of our support for what Israel did last Thursday in
entering West Beirut and creating the circumstances which led directly
to the massacre.” Despite his protest, the aid was approved.

In the closing hours of the 97th Congress, after 15 years as a
member of “this treasured institution,” McCloskey invoked George
Washington’s Farewell Address in his own farewell, citing the first
president’s warning that “a passionate attachment of one nation for
another produces a variety of evils.”

McCloskey found this advice “eminently sound” and said that
Congress, in action completed the day before, had demonstrated a
“passionate attachment” to Israel by voting more aid per capita to that
country “than we allow to many of the poor and unemployed in our
own country,” despite evidence that “Israel is no longer behaving like a
friend of the United States.”

McCloskey’s Academic Freedom

With his political career interrupted, if not ended, McCloskey
planned to return to a partnership in the Palo Alto law firm he helped
John Wilson, a fellow graduate of Yale Law School, establish years
before. “Many of my old clients are still clients,” he said, “and I
wanted to go back to them. I never thought of going anywhere else.”

But others had different thoughts about McCloskey’s future. Ken
Oshman, president of the Rolm Corporation, the firm’s biggest client,
warned that his company “might take their law business elsewhere” if
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McCloskey were to rejoin the firm. The senior partners invited
McCloskey to lunch and told him the episode would not cause them to
withdraw their invitation, but they wanted McCloskey to be “aware of
the problem.” McCloskey’s response, “I don’t want to come back and
put you under that burden.” In a letter to Oshman, McCloskey ex-
pressed his dismay. In reply, the industrialist said his company really
wouldn’t have taken its business elsewhere but reiterated his dis-
agreement with McCloskey’s views on Israel.

McCloskey accepted a partnership with the San Francisco law
firm of Brobeck, Phleger and Harrison, but the pressures followed him
there. The firm received a telephone call from a man in Berkeley,
California, who identified himself only as a major shareholder in the
Wells Fargo Bank, one of the law firm’s major clients. He said that he
intended to go to the next meeting of the shareholders and demand that
the bank transfer its law business to another firm. The reason: the San
Francisco firm was adding to its partnership a “known anti-Semite” who
supported the Palestine Liberation Organization and its chairman, Yas-
ser Arafat. McCloskey’s partners ignored the threat, and the bank did
not withdraw its business.

A tracking system initiated by the Anti-Defamation League of
B’nai B’rith assured that McCloskley would have no peace, even as a
private citizen. The group distributed a memorandum containing de-
tails of his actions and speeches to its chapters around the country.
According to the memo, it was designed to “assist™ local ADL groups
with “counteraction guidance” whenever McCloskey appeared in
public.

Trouble dogged him even on the campus. McCloskey accepted an
invitation from the student governing council of Stanford University to
teach a course on Congress at Stanford. Howard Goldberg—a council
member and also director of the Hillel Center, the campus Jewish
club—told the group that inviting McCloskey was “a slap in the face of
the Jewish community.” Student leader Seth Linfield held up prepara-
tion of class materials then demanded the right to choose the guest
lecturers. McCloskey refused, asserting that the young director had
earlier assured him he could choose these speakers himself.

Difficulties mounted as the semester went on. Guest speakers
were not paid on time. McCloskey felt obliged to pay such expenses
personally, then seek reimbursement. His own remuneration was
scaled downward as the controversy developed. Instead of the $3,500
stipend originally promised, Linfield later reduced the amount to
$2,000 and even that amount was in doubt. According to a report in the
San Jose Mercury News, the $2,000 would be paid only if Linfield was
satisfied with McCloskey’s performance. One student, Jeffrey Au,
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complained to school authorities that the controversy impaired
academic quality. Responding, Professor Hubert Marshall wrote that
he viewed the student activities as “unprecedented and a violation of
Mr. McCloskey’s academic freedom.”

McCloskey reacted sharply to his critics at Stanford:

It’s a kind of reverse anti-Semitism. It is the Jewish community saying we
don’t want this person teaching at Stanford and, if he does teach, we don’t
want him using this material.

The San Francisco Chronicle observed that McCloskey’s appoint-
ment had provoked interest beyond the university campus, noting that
“Jewish leaders around the Bay Area expressed concern when Stan-
ford’s student government voted narrowly to hire McCloskey.”

By mid-May, the controversy elicited action by the university pro-
vost, Albert H. Hastorf, who apologized in a letter that made news
from coast to coast. He expressed the hope that McCloskey might
derive “some small compensation” in knowing that his case “will cause
us to revise our procedures so that future guest professors and other
instructors at Stanford will enjoy the special protections that their
positions warrant.” With the apology came a payment which brought
his stipend for the course to the $3,500 agreed to originally.

McCloskey told the Peninsula Times-Tribune, *“Stanford doesn’t
owe me an apology.” He said his satisfaction came when all but one of
the fifty students rated his class “in the high range of excellence,” but
he warned that other schools might face trouble. He noted that the
American Israel Public Affairs Committee “has instructed college stu-
dents all over the country to take [similar] actions.” (see chapters six
and seven)

The end of the course did not terminate McCloskey’s activities in
foreign policy. Throughout 1983 and into 1984, while engaged in the
practice of law, he filled frequent speaking dates on the Arab-Israel
dispute in the United States, flew several times to Europe and the
Middle East, and wrote numerous newspaper and journal articles.

While castigating Israeli policies, he also appealed to Palestinians
and other Arabs to recognize the right of Israel to exist and on one
occasion even traveled to Europe to make the appeal. In September
1983 he addressed the International Conference on the Question of
Palestine at Geneva, urging the Conference to endorse all United Na-
tions resolutions concerning the Middle East conflict. This, he ex-
plained, would put the group on record in support of Palestinian rights
but also in support of Israel’s right to exist on the land it occupied
before the 1967 Arab-Israeli war. He offered amendments designed to
lift a pending declaration from the level of “partisanship” to that of
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“fairness and truth,” thus giving the conference effect beyond its mem-
bership and answering *“the doubters and faint hearts” who had boy-
cotted it.

McCloskey urged a call for the security of Israel, as well as justice
for the Palestinians, and forecast that such action could ‘“change
American public opinion and ultimately the actions of the U.S. Con-
gress.” The conference rejected his advice.

“It Didn’t Cripple Us” But—

While McCloskey, a leader in the white Republican establishment,
battled for universal human rights and against further United States
involvement in the Vietnam war, a black Baptist preacher from the
District of Columbia, known nationally as a “street activist,” pursued
the same goals within Democratic ranks.

Both were members of the House of Representatives, good
friends, and both undertook controversial journeys to Lebanon in be-
half of peace. Both paid a price for their activism, but the preacher
survived politically, while the ex-Marine did not. The preacher is the
Reverend Walter Fauntroy. Working for justice in the Middle East—not
their record of activism for civil rights at home or opposition to the
Vietnam war—caused trouble for both of them.

In large measure, Fauntroy’s problems began over another black
leader’s endeavors for justice in the Middle East. Andrew Young re-
signed under fire as the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations in
August, 1979, after it was revealed that he had met with the PLO’s U.N.
observer, Zuhdi Labib Terzi. Many blacks were outraged by the resig-
nation, blaming it on Israeli pressure and, like Young, found unreason-
able the policy which prohibited our officials from talking even
informally with PLO officials.

Relations between American blacks and Jews—long-time allies in
the civil rights movement—had already been strained by dis-
agreements over affirmative action programs intended to give blacks
employment quotas and by Israel’s close relations with the apartheid
regime in South Africa. The resignation of Young, the most prominent
black in the Carter Administration, intensified the strain. “This is the
most tense moment in black and Jewish relations in my memory,” said
the Reverend Jesse Jackson shortly after the resignation.

During the civil rights movement of the 1960s, Fauntroy, one of the
blacks most disturbed by the resignation, had worked with Young in
the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) under the Rev-
erend Martin Luther King, Jr. They had acquired the nickname “The
Brooks Brothers” because of their habit of wearing suits and neckties
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on civil rights marches while most of the others were dressed more
casually.

To show support for Young and disagreement with United States
policy, Fauntroy and SCLC President Joseph Lowery traveled to New
York in the fall of 1979 to meet with Terzi. Fauntroy said he hoped to
help establish communication between Arabs and Israelis and so pro-
mote a nonviolent solution to Middle East problems, adding, “Neither
Andy Young nor I, nor other members of the SCLC, apologize for
searching for the relevance of Martin Luther King’s policies in the
international political arena.”

While Terzi said he was “happy and gratified” at the meeting with
the black leaders and hoped “much more will be learned by the Ameri-
can people,” prominent members of Washington’s Jewish community
were upset.

“I don’t think a responsible Congressman should have any truck
with terrorists,” complained Rabbi Stanley Rabinowitz. Although most
Jews echoed this sentiment, a few stood by Fauntroy. Prominent Jew-
ish businessman Joseph B. Danzansky said Fauntroy “has a right to do
what he thinks his position entitles him to do.” Danzansky, a friend and
political ally of Fauntroy, added, “I’d be very shocked if there were any
trace of anti-Jewish feeling. I have confidence in him as a human be-
mg. ”

In an attempt to calm the critics and demonstrate their “fairness,”
Fauntroy, Lowery and other SCLC leaders met with U.S. Jewish lead-
ers and with Israel’s U.N. ambassador, Yehuda Blum. Afterwards,
Fauntroy told reporters that the black leaders were “asking both par-
ties [in the Middle East dispute] to recognize each other’s human rights
and the right of self-determination.” But pro-Israel interests saw the
outcome differently. Howard Squadron, president of the American
Jewish Committee, emerged from the meeting to say that the SCLC
contact with Terzi was “a grave error lending legitimacy to an organiza-
tion committed to terrorism and violence.”

Against this tense background, black leaders from across the
United States convened in New York to express their concern over the
Young resignation and to affirm their right to speak out on matters of
foreign policy.

Some said they were making “a declaration of independence” in
matters of foreign policy. Fauntroy said:

In every war since the founding of this nation, black citizens have borne arms
and died for their country. Their blood was spilled from Bunker Hill to Viet-
nam. It is to be expected that should the United States become drawn into war
in the Middle East black Americans once more will be called upon to sacrifice
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their lives. [His words were prophetic of the sacrifices blacks were soon to
make in Lebanon. While blacks constitute only 10 percent of the total U.S.
population, 20 percent of the Marines killed in the terrorist truck bombing at
Beirut—47 of 246—were black.]

Even as they chafed at the criticism of their involvement in the
Palestinian question, black leaders worried about how it would affect
their efforts to advance civil rights in the United States. Jewish Ameri-
cans had long been active in advocating civil rights and were often a
major source of financial support for those efforts. Three of the four
original organizers of the NAACP were Jewish. The Washington Post
reported that during their meetings several black leaders “stressed the
need to present a unified front on the self-determination issue, while at
the same time acknowledging that some black organizations’ heavy
reliance on Jewish philanthropy might temper their views.” The valid-
ity of this concern was borne out by reports that Jewish contributors
had informed the NAACP and the Urban League that they would no
longer be providing financial support.

“It didn’t cripple us,” says Fauntroy, who also serves as chairman
of the board of the SCLC. “It just made us more resourceful and more
sensitive to our need to put principle above politics on questions that
bear on nonviolence and the quest for justice.” It hurt fund raising for
his personal campaign: “No question about that. Some of my former
close supporters flatly stated to me that they were not going to contrib-
ute to my candidacy because I had taken the position that I did.”

He demonstrated his persistence three weeks later when he joined
Lowery on a controversial trip to the Mideast. As they departed, Low-
ery declared their determination to “preach the moral principles of
peace, nonviolence, and human rights.”

In a meeting with Yasser Arafat, they appealed for an end to vio-
lence, asking the PLO leader to agree to a six-month moratorium on
violence. Arafat promised to present the proposal to the PLO’s execu-
tive council.

Fauntroy recalls the dramatic moment, “We asked Dr. Harry Gib-
son of the United Methodist Church to pray. Then a Roman Catholic
priest said a prayer in Arabic. We wept. At the end of the prayer,
someone—I don’t know who—started singing ‘We Shall Overcome,’
and Arafat just immediately crossed his arms and linked hands.”

Jews in the United States, who had joined with blacks in singing
the same hymn during the tense days of the civil rights movement in
America, found this episode offensive and were alarmed at photos
showing Fauntroy embracing Arafat. Some feared the emotional meet-
ing symbolized a new black alliance with the PLO and a betrayal of
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their own support of blacks. They rejected the black leaders’ insistence
that they were impartial advocates of peace.

The controversy deepened when Fauntroy, on his return from the
Middle East, announced that he had invited Arafat to speak in the
United States at an “educational forum” to be sponsored by the SCLC.
It would be the first in a series where opposing views could be con-
sidered.

He explained, “It would offer an opportunity for the American
people to hear both sides of the conflict, to understand it and to in-
fluence our government.” Predictably, the announcement sparked criti-
cism. Rabbi Joshua Haberman of Washington Hebrew Congregation
declared that the Arafat visit would “fuel the flames that have been
festering.”

At a news conference at his New Bethel Baptist Church, Fauntroy
described his mission for peace and said he would persist: “I am first
and foremost a minister of the gospel, called to preach every day that
God is our father and all men are our brothers, right here from this
pulpit.” He added: “I could not be true to my highest calling if, when an
opportunity to do so arose, I refused.”

He challenged his critics: “So let anyone who wishes run against
me. Let anyone who wishes withdraw his support. It doesn’t matter to
me.”

Nor did Fauntroy budge when an issue close to his heart became
threatened—the proposed Constitutional amendment to give full Con-
gressional representation to the people of the District of Columbia.
With the amendment pending before several state legislatures, Faun-
troy’s critics said his peacemaking efforts would jeopardize approval.
He said he would not be moved by “people who are narrow and who
want to protect our self-determination rights in the District of Colum-
bia but refuse to see the right of other people who are also children of
God.”

Fauntroy’s resolve was to be tested during the Maryland legisla-
ture’s consideration of the issue. Before the vote on this wholly unre-
lated matter, two Jewish delegates, Steven Sklar and David Shapiro,
who had supported the amendment the previous year put Fauntroy on
notice. They warned Fauntroy that unless he condemned the PLO they
would defeat the amendment by reversing their own votes and per-
suade others to join them. Fauntroy rejected the demand, but the news
coverage got twisted. In an editorial entitled “Groveling for the DC
Amendment,” the Washington Post reported that Fauntroy had prom-
ised to issue the required statement and chided him accordingly: “a
handful of Maryland delegates have got Walter Fauntroy jumping
through a hoop.” Fauntroy called the Post story “a total fabrication.”
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The amendment was subsequently approved by a single vote, but with-
out the support of delegates Sklar and Shapiro.

Fauntroy’s Middle East problems took on a new dimension in mid-
October when Vernon Jordan, president of the National Urban
League, delivered a speech denouncing contacts between black leaders
and the PLO as “sideshows” that distracted attention from the “vital
survival issues facing American blacks at home.” Some black leaders,
including civil rights activist Bayard Rustin of the A. Philip Randolph
Institute and a number of NAACP representatives, aligned themselves
with Jordan. Before leaving for Israel to express solidarity, Rustin said
he wanted Israelis to know that “there are great numbers of black
people who want the United States to give Israel whatever support it
needs.”

Other blacks supported Fauntroy and angrily denounced Jordan,
accusing him of “selling out to the Jewish-Israeli lobby.”

“Any civil rights organization that cannot take a stand without
being worried about its white money being cut off doesn’t deserve to be
a civil rights organization,” said the Reverend George Lawrence of the
Progressive National Baptist Convention. “We understand where Ver-
non is coming from. . . . He doesn’t want his bread cut off. We support
the right of Israel to exist, too. But we also support justice for the
Palestinian people.”

Even before these exchanges among black leaders, Fauntroy an-
nounced that he had withdrawn his invitation to Arafat to visit the
United States, citing the PLO failure to order a moratorium on vio-
lence. Even so, he said he would continue his peace efforts: “We think
it is ludicrous to suggest that an appeal to the PLO to end its violence
against Israeli men, women and children and to recognize the right of
Israel to exist is tantamount to supporting terrorism and the destruc-
tion of Israel.” Fauntroy added that he favored a 10 percent reduction
in U.S. military aid to Israel, which, he said, would “send a message to
Israel” not to use U.S.-supplied weaponry “on non-military targets.”

While considered unbeatable in the District of Columbia, Faun-
troy’s Middle East stand provoked minor competition in his bid for re-
election in 1982. Announcing her intention to seek Fauntroy’s
Congressional seat, Marie Bembery emphasized that she wanted “to
protest Walter Fauntroy putting his arms around PLO leader Yasser
Arafat and singing, ‘We Shall Overcome.”” She declared that she
would take no position on the Middle East conflict, stating that the
District of Columbia’s delegate should “take care of problems here
first.”

A month later, during the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, she raised
the issue again at a candidates’ forum at the Washington Hebrew Con-
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gregation. She baited Fauntroy: “I must say that I am shocked that
Fauntroy would have the temerity, the gall to even show up at this
forum, given his history of insensitivity to, and blatant misrepresenta-
tion of the Jewish community.” Later in the evening, she said that if
Washington’s delegate were Jewish and hugged the Grand Dragon of
the Ku Klux Klan, there was “no way he could come back to D.C. and
tell me he represents me as a black resident and voter of the district.”

Fauntroy, speaking later to the same tense audience, stated, “I am
a supporter of Israel and Israel’s right to exist, and I have the same
sensitivity to the people in diaspora who are the people of Palestine. I
continue to support the right of the Palestinian people to a homeland
today.”

Both candidates gave crisp responses when they were asked if
they supported the Israeli invasion of Lebanon. Fauntroy responded,
“No.” When Bembery said, “Yes,” the audience stood and applauded.
The challenger’s campaign fell far short on primary election day, with
Fauntroy receiving 85 percent of the vote. In the heavily Democratic
district, Fauntroy was unopposed in the November general election.

In the summer of 1983 Fauntroy found himself again embroiled in
black-Jewish controversy. As chairman of the twentieth anniversary
commemoration of the Rev. Martin Luther King’s march on Washing-
ton, Fauntroy cooperated in a vain effort to win broad Jewish support
for the celebration. He agreed with other leaders to revise a “foreign
policy position” paper for the march to eliminate phrases offensive to
Jewish leaders. The final version dropped a sentence saying there is
general opposition to U.S. policy in the Middle East, as well as phrases
referring to “Palestinian rights” and calling on both Israel and the
United States to talk directly with the PLO. Despite these concessions,
most national Jewish groups refused to participate.

Reflecting on the problems created by his quest for self-
determination of people in the Middle East, as well as in the District of
Columbia, Fauntroy calls it “a growing experience” and plans to push
ahead on both fronts.

“Three Calls Within 13 Minutes”

Few members of the House of Representatives, besides McClos-
key and Fauntroy, have criticized Israeli policy in recent years. To a
great extent this results from the vigilance and skill of that govern-
ment’s lobby on Capitol Hill which reacts swiftly to any sign of discon-
tent with Israel, especially by those assigned to the House Foreign
Affairs Committee.

A young man working in 1981 in the office of the late Democratic
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Congressman Benjamin S. Rosenthal of New York, who was then the
leader of the House’s “Jewish caucus,” witnessed firsthand the
efficiency of this monitoring.

Michael Neiditch, a staff consultant, was with Rosenthal in his
office one morning when, just before 9 A.M., the phone rang. Morris
Amitay, then executive director of AIPAC, had just read the Evans and
Novak syndicated column that morning in the Washington Post and he
didn’t like what he read. The journalists reported that Rosenthal had
recently told a group of Israeli visitors: “The Israeli occupation of the
West Bank is like someone carrying a heavy pack on his back—the
longer he carries it, the more he stoops over, but the less he is aware of
the burden.” Rosenthal had personally related the incident to Robert
Novak. Although he used the descriptive image “ever so gently,” ac-
cording to Neiditch, it caused a stir.

Amitay chided Rosenthal for speaking “out of turn.” About five
minutes later, Ephraim “Eppie” Evron, the Israeli ambassador to the
United States, called with the same message. Then, just a few minutes
later, Yehuda Hellman of the Conference of Presidents of Major Jewish
Organizations called. Again, the same message. Neiditch remembers
that Rosenthal looked over and observed, “Young man, you’ve just
seen the Jewish lobby’s muscles flex.” Neiditch recalls: “It was three
calls within 13 minutes.”

Another senior committee member, an Ohio Congressman who
was more independent of Israel’s interests than Rosenthal, never-
theless found his activities closely watched. Republican Charles Wha-
len féit the pressure of the lobby when he accepted a last-minute
invitation to attend a February 1973 conference in London on the Mid-
dle East. It was held under the auspices of the Ford Foundation. No
Israeli representative was present, but to his surprise, on his return to
Washington, Whalen was called on by an Israeli lobby official who
demanded all of the meeting’s details—the agenda, those present, why
Whalen went and why Ford had sponsored it.

Whalen recalls, “It was just amazing. They never let up.” Whalen
believes it was the last such conference Ford sponsored. “They got to
them,” Whalen speculates and adds that the experience was a turning
point in his own attitude toward the lobby: “If I couldn’t go to a
conference to further my education, I began to wonder what’s this all
about.”

A Minnesota Democrat had reason for similar wonderment after
he left Congress. Richard Nolan, now a businessman in Minneapolis,
discovered the reluctance of his former colleagues to identify them-
selves with a scholarly article on the Middle East. He individually
approached fifteen Congressmen, asking each to insert in the Congres-
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sional Record an article which discussed the potential for the de-
velopment of profitable U.S. trade with Arab states. Written by
Ghanim Al-Mazrui, an official of the United Arab Emirates, it pro-
posed broadened dialogue and rejection of malicious stereotypes.
Under House rules, when such items are entered in the Record, the
name of the sponsoring member must be shown.

Nolan reports, “Each of the fifteen said it was a terrific article that
should be published but added, ‘Please understand, putting it in under
my name would simply cause too much trouble.’ I didn’t encounter a
single one who questioned the excellence of the article, and what made
it especially sad was that I picked out the fifteen people I thought most
likely to cooperate.” The sixteenth Congressman he approached, De-
mocrat David E. Bonior of Michigan agreed to Nolan’s request. The
article appeared on page E 4791 of the October 5, 1983, Record. It was
one of those unusual occasions when the Congressional Record con-
tained a statement that might be viewed as critical of policies or posi-
tions taken by Israel or, as in this case, promoting dialogue with the
Arabs.

It was one of several brave steps by Bonior which may make him a
future target of Israel’s lobby. Speaking before the Association of
Arab American University Graduates in Flint, Michigan, two months
before the 1984 election, Bonior called for conditions on aid to Israel,
declaring that the United States has been *“rewarding the current gov-
ernment of Israel for undertaking policies that are contrary to our
own,” including Israel’s disruption of “U.S. relations with long stand-
ing allies such as Jordan and Saudi Arabia.”

“An Incredible Burst of Candor”

Even those high in House leadership who represent politically safe
districts are not immune from lobby intimidation. They perceive lobby
pressure back home and sometimes vote against their own conscience.

In October 1981 President Reagan’s controversial proposal to sell
AWACS (intelligence-gathering airplanes) and modifying equipment for
F-15 fighter aircraft to Saudi Arabia was under consideration in the
House. Congressman Daniel Rostenkowski, chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee and one of the most influential legislators on Capitol
Hill, got caught in the Israeli lobby, counterattack. It was the first test
of strength between the lobby and the newly-installed president. Under
the law, the sale would go through unless both Houses rejected it. The
lobby strategy was to have the initial test vote occur in the House,
where its strength was greater, believing a lopsided House rejection
might cause the Senate to follow suit.
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Under heavy pressure from the lobby, Rostenkowski cooperated
by voting “No.” Afterwards he told a reporter for Chicago radio station
WMAQ that he actually favored the sale but voted as he did because he
feared the “Jewish lobby.”

He contended that the House majority against the sale was so
overwhelming that his own favorable vote “would not have mattered.”
Overwhelming it was, 301 to 111. Still, the Israeli lobby’s goal was the
highest possible number of negative votes in order to influence the
Senate vote, and, to the lobby, Rostenkowski’s vote did matter very
much.

Columnist Carl Rowan called Rostenkowski’s admission “an in-
credible burst of candor.” While declaring “it is as American as apple
pie for monied interests to use their dough to influence decisions” in
Washington, Rowan added, “There are a lot of American Jews with lots
of money who learned long ago that they can achieve influence far
beyond their numbers by making strategic donations to candidates. . . .
No Arab population here plays such a powerful role.” Rostenkowski,
however, was not a major recipient of contributions from pro-Israeli
political action committees. In the following year, his campaign re-
ceived only $1,000 from such groups.

While the lobby is watchful over the full membership of the
House, particularly leaders like Rostenkoswki, it gives special empha-
sis to the members of the Foreign Affairs Committee, where the initial
decisions are made on aid, both military and economic.

Allegiance to Israeli interests sometimes creates mystifying voting
habits. Members who are “doves” on policy elsewhere in the world are
unabashed “hawks” when Israel is concerned. As Stephen S. Rosen-
feld, deputy editor of the editorial page of the Washington Post, wrote
in May 1983:

A Martian looking at the way Congress treats the administration’s aid requests
for Israel and El Salvador might conclude that our political system makes
potentially life-or-death decisions about dependent countries in truly inscruta-
ble ways.

Rosenfeld was intrigued with the extraordinary performance of the
Foreign Affairs Committee on one particular day, May 11, 1983.
Scarcely taking time to catch its breath between acts, the panel re-
quired the vulnerable government of El Salvador to “jump a series of
extremely high political hurdles” in order to get funding *“barely ade-
quate to keep its nose above water,” while, a moment later, handing to
Israel, clearly the dominant military power in the Middle East, “a third
of a billion dollars more than the several billion dollars that the admin-
istration asked for it.” One of Israel’s leading partisans, Congressman
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Stephen J. Solarz, spoke with enthusiasm for the El Salvador “hurdles”
and for the massive increase to Israel.

“Nobody in the Leadership Will Say No”

Israel’s lobby is especially attentive to the person occupying the
position as chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee and, because of
his or her ability to control the agenda at legislative meetings, takes a
close interest when a vacancy occurs in the chairmanship.

In January 1977, activists for the lobby found reason for concern
when Clement J. Zablocki of Wisconsin, after waiting eighteen years as
second-ranking Democrat on the Foreign Affairs Committee, was in
line to take over after the retirement of Chairman Thomas E. Morgan.
A group of younger Democrats, led by Benjamin S. Rosenthal of New
York, tried to keep Zablocki from the chairmanship. They based their
challenge on allegations contained in a closely-held 38-page report pre-
pared by Rosenthal’s staff which contended that Zablocki had voted
against too many Democratic foreign policy initiatives and had dubious
Korean connections.

Zablocki dismissed the Korean charges as “outright lies,” and the
Congressional Quarterly voting study reported that he had voted with
his party 79 percent of the time in the previous Congress. Zablocki
declared that the real complaint of Rosenthal and his associates was “a
feeling that 1 was not friendly enough toward Israel.” Yet, with the
exception of one key vote, he had always supported aid to Israel. He
told columnist Jack Anderson, who had publicized the Rosenthal re-
port: “I’'m not anti-Semitic, but I’'m not as pro-Israel as Ben Rosenthal.
Even [then Israeli Prime Minister] Rabin doesn’t satisfy Rosenthal.”

Despite the lobby’s opposition, Zablocki was elected chairman,
182 to 72. But the experience may have dulled his enthusiasm for
Middle East controversy, as he did not again issue statements or cast
votes opposing lobby requests. An aide said Zablocki could hardly be
blamed, since the House leadership, principally Speaker “Tip” O’Neill,
discourages opposition to Israel: “Nobody in the leadership will say no
to the Israeli lobby. Nobody.”

“Outdoing the United Jewish Appeal”

Stephen J. Solarz, a hard-working Congressman who represents a
heavily Jewish district in Brooklyn, prides himself on accomplishing
many good things for Israel. Since his first election in 1974, Solarz
established a reputation as an intelligent “eager beaver,” widely-
traveled, aggressive, and totally committed to Israel’s interests. In
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committee, he seems always bursting with the next question before the
witness responds to his first.

In a December 1980 newsletter to his constituents, he provided an
unprecedented insight into how Israel—despite the budgetary re-
straints under which the U.S. government labors—is able to get ever-
increasing aid. Early that year he had started his own quest for
increased aid. He reported that he persuaded Secretary of State Cyrus
Vance to come to his Capitol Hill office to talk it over. There he
threatened Vance with a fight for the increase on the House floor if the
administration opposed it in committee. Shortly thereafter, he said
Vance sent word that the administration would recommend an in-
crease—$200 million extra in military aid—although not as much as
Solarz desired.

His next goal was to convince the Foreign Affairs Committee to
increase the administration’s levels. Solarz felt an increase approved
by the committee could be maintained on the House floor. The first step
was a private talk with Lee H. Hamilton, chairman of the subcommit-
tee on Europe and the Middle East, the panel that would first deal with
the request. Tall, thoughtful, scholarly and cautious, Hamilton prides
himself on staying on the same “wavelength” as the majority—whether
in committee or on the floor. Never abrasive, he usually works out
differences ahead of time and avoids open wrangles. Representing a
rural Indiana district with no significant Jewish population, he is
troubled by Israel’s military adventures but rarely voices criticism in
public. He guards his role as a conciliator.

Solarz found Hamilton amenable: “He agreed to support our
proposal to increase the amount of [military assistance] . . . by another
$200 million.” That would bring the total increase to $400 million. Even
more important, Hamilton agreed to support a move to relieve Israel of
its obligation to repay any of the $785 million in economic aid. The
administration had wanted Israel to pay back one-third of the amount.

“As we anticipated,” Solarz reported, “with the support of Con-
gressman Hamilton, our proposal sailed through both his subcommit-
tee and the full committee and was never challenged on the floor when
the foreign aid bill came up for consideration.” Democrat Frank
Church of Idaho, the chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, and Jacob Javits, senior Republican—both strongly pro-
Israeli—guided proposals at the same level smoothly through their
chamber.

Solarz summed up: “Israel, as a result, will soon be receiving a
grand total of $660 million more in military and economic aid than it
received from the U.S. government last year.” He reflected upon the
magnitude of the achievement:
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Through a combination of persistence and persuasion, we were able to provide
Israel with an increase in military-economic aid in one year alone which is the
equivalent of almost three years of contributions by the national UJA [United
Jewish Appeal].

In his newsletter Solarz said that he sought membership on the
Foreign Affairs Committee “because I wanted to be in a position to be
helpful to Israel.” He explained that, while “hundreds of members of
Congress, Republicans as well as Democrats” support Israel, “it is the
members of the Foreign Affairs Committee in the House, and the
Foreign Relations Committee in the Senate, who are really in a position
to make a difference where it counts—in the area of foreign aid, upon
which Israel is now so dependent.”

Solarz’s zeal was unabated in September 1984 when, as a member
of the House-Senate conference on Export Administration Act amend-
ments, he demanded in a public meeting to know the legislation’s impli-
cations for Israel. He asked Congressman Howard Wolpe, “Is there
anything that the Israelis want from us, or could conceivably want
from us that they weren’t able to get?” Even when Wolpe responded
with a clear “no,” Solarz pressed, “Have you spoken to the [Israeli]
embassy?” Wolpe responded, “I personally have not,” but he admitted,
“my office has.” Then Solarz tried again, “You are giving me an abso-
lute assurance that they [the Israelis] have no reservation at all about
this?” Finally convinced that Israel was content with the legislation,
Solarz relaxed, “If they have no problem with it, then there is no
reason for us to.”

A veteran Ohio Congressman observes:

When Solarz and others press for more money for Israel, nobody wants to say
“No.” You don’t need many examples of intimidation for politicians to realize
what the potential is. The Jewish lobby is terrific. Anything it wants, it gets.
Jews are educated, often have a lot of money, and vote on the basis of a single
issue—Israel. They are unique in that respect. For example, anti-abortion
supporters are numerous but not that well educated, and don’t have that much
money. The Jewish lobbyists have it all, and they are political activists on top
of it.

This Congressman divides his colleagues into four groups:

For the first group, it’s rah, rah, give Israel anything it wants. The second
group includes those with some misgivings, but they don’t dare step out of line;
they don’t say anything. In the third group are Congressmen who have deep
misgivings but who won’t do more than try quietly to slow down the aid to
Israel. Lee Hamilton is an example. The fourth group consists of those who
openly question U.S. policy in the Middle East and challenge what Israel is
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doing. Since Findley and McCloskey left, this group really doesn’t exist any-
more.

He puts himself in the third group: “I may vote against the bill
authorizing foreign aid this year for the first time. If I do, I will not state
my reason.”

Solarz has never wavered in his commitment to Israel. Another
Congressman, although bringing much the same level of commitment
when he first joined the committee, underwent a change.

“Bleeding a Little Inside”

Democratic Congressman Mervyn M. Dymally, former lieutenant-
governor of California, came to Washington in 1980 with perfect cre-
dentials as a supporter of Israel. He says, “When you look at black
America, I rank myself second only to Bayard Rustin in supporting
Israel over the past twenty years.” Short, handsome and articulate,
Dymally was the first black American to go to Israel after both the 1967
and 1973 wars.

In his successful campaign for lieutenant-governor, he spoke up
for Israel in all the statewide Democratic canvasses. He co-founded the
Black Americans in Support of Israel Committee, organized pro-Israeli
advertising in California newspapers and helped to rally other black
officials to the cause. In Congress, he became a dependable vote for
Israeli interests as a member of the Foreign Affairs Committee.

Nevertheless, in 1982 the pro-Israeli community withdrew its
financial support, and the following year the AIPAC organization in
California marked him for defeat and began seeking a credible oppo-
nent to run against him in 1984. Explaining this sudden turn of events,
Dymally cites two “black marks” against his pro-Israeli record in Con-
gress. First, he “occasionally asked challenging questions about aid to
Israel in committee™; although his questions were mild and not fre-
quent, he stood out because no one else was even that daring. Sec-
ond—far more damning in the eyes of AIPAC—he met twice with PLO
leader Yasser Arafat.

Both meetings were unplanned. The first encounter took place in
1981 during a visit to Abu Dhabi, where Dymally had stopped to meet
the local minister of planning while on his way back from a foreign
policy conference in southern India. The minister told him he had just
met with Arafat and asked Dymally if he would like to see him. Dy-
mally recalls, “I was too chicken to say ‘no,’ but I thought I was safe in
doing it. I figured Arafat would not bother to see an obscure freshman
Congressman, especially on such short notice.”
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To his surprise, Arafat invited him to an immediate appointment.
This caused near panic on the part of Dymally’s escort, an employee of
the U.S. embassy, who was taking Dymally on his round of appoint-
ments in the ambassador’s car, a vehicle bedecked with a U.S. flag on
the front fender. Sensitive to the U.S. ban on contact between adminis-
tration personnel and PLO officials, the flustered escort removed the
flag, excused himself and then directed the driver to deliver Dymally to
the Arafat appointment. “He was really in a sweat,” Dymally recalls.

After a brief session with Arafat, he found a reporter for the Arab
News Service waiting outside. Dymally told him Arafat expressed his
desire for a dialogue with the United States. That night Peter Jennings
reported to a nationwide American audience over ABC evening news
from London that Dymally had become the first Congressman to meet
Arafat since Ronald Reagan became president.

The news caused an uproar in the Jewish community, with many
Jews doubting Dymally’s statement that the meeting was unplanned.
Stella Epstein, a Jewish member of Dymally’s Congressional staff, quit
in protest.

Dymally met the controversial PLO leader again in 1982 in a simi-
larly coincidental way. He had gone to Lebanon with his colleagues,
Democrats Mary Rose Oakar of Ohio, Nick Rahall of West Virginia
and David E. Bonoir of Michigan, and Republican Paul N. “Pete”
McCloskey to meet with Lebanese leaders, visit refugee camps and
view the effects of the Israeli invasion.

Dymally was shocked by what he saw: “There’s no way you can
visit those [Palestinian] refugee camps without bleeding a little inside.”
After arrival they accepted an invitation to meet with Arafat, who was
then under siege in Beirut.

His trouble with the Jewish community grew even worse. Dymally
was wrongly accused of voting in 1981 for the sale of AWACS intelli-
gence-gathering aircraft to Saudi Arabia. He actually voted the way the
Israeli lobby wanted him to vote, against the sale. Moreover, to make
his position explicit, during the House debate he stated his opposition
in two separate speeches. He made the second speech, written for him
by one of his supporters, Max Mont of the Jewish Labor Committee,
Dymally explains, “because Mont complained that the first was not
strong enough.”

Still, the message did not get through or by this time was conve-
niently forgotten. Carmen Warshaw, long prominent in Jewish affairs
and Democratic Party politics in California—and a financial supporter
of his campaigns—accosted Dymally at a public dinner and said, *I
want my money back.” Dymally responded, “What did I do, Carmen?”
She answered, “You voted for AWACS.”
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Dymally finds membership on the Foreign Affairs subcommittee
on the Middle East a “no win” situation. He has alienated people on
both sides. While one staff member quit in protest when he met Arafat,
another, Peg McCormick, quit in protest when he voted for a large aid
package that included money to build warplanes in Israel.

For a time Dymally stopped complaining and raising questions
about Israel in committee. Asked why by the Wall Street Journal, he
cited the lobby’s role in my own loss in 1982 to Democrat Richard J.
Durbin. He told the Journal reporter, “There is no question the Find-
ley-Durbin race was intimidating.”

Dymally found intimidation elsewhere as well. Whenever he com-
plains, he says, he receives a prompt visit from an AIPAC lobbyist,
usually accompanied by a Dymally constituent. He met one day with a
group of Jewish constituents, “all of them old friends,” and told them
that, despite his grumbling, in the end he always voted for aid to Israel.
He said: “Not once, I told them, have I ever strayed from the course.”
One of his constituents spoke up and said, “That’s not quite right.
Once you abstained.” “They are that good,” marveled Dymally. “The
man was right.”

“I Hear You”

After coming to Congress, Dymally waited two years before he
complained publicly about aid to Israel. He first voiced his concern on
a wintry day in 1983 in a Capitol Hill hearing room so crowded only
those with sharp elbows could get inside the door. The newly-formed
House subcommittee on Europe and the Middle East of the 98th Con-
gress was meeting to hear testimony on how much economic aid should
go to Israel. Those attending learned why such aid flows smoothly
through Congress—and usually is increased en route.

Sitting at the witness table was Nicholas Veliotes, at that time the
assistant secretary of state for Mideast and South Asia Affairs. The
tall, dark-haired career diplomat of Greek ancestry had previously
served in Israel and Jordan and was on Capitol Hill that day to explain
why the Reagan Administration wanted Congress to approve $785 mil-
lion for economic support of Israel as part of a $2.5 billion aid package
for the coming fiscal year. The totals were exactly the same as those
requested the year before, but the administration had decided, in a
proposal helpful to the U.S. budget, to require that Israel pay back one-
third of the amount it received for economic purposes.

Taking part in the discussion were seven Democrats and one Re-
publican, freshman Congressman Ed Zschau of California.

The news media gave the event full coverage, with floodlights
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adding both heat and glare to the packed room. The lights weren’t the
only source of heat. For two sweltering hours Veliotes was roasted.
Five of the Congressmen took turns pelting him with statements and
questions which, in essence, castigated the administration for attempt-
ing to cut Israeli aid slightly from the amount approved the previous
year. Only Dymally sided with the administration.

The nature, intensity and imbalance of the grilling might have led a
stranger to assume that Veliotes was being examined—not by U.S.
Congressmen—but by a committee of the Israeli parliament.

In two turns at questioning, Democrat Tom Lantos of California, a
white-haired refugee from Hungary, sternly lectured Veliotes for being
unresponsive to the new threats to Israel posed by the placement of
new Soviet missiles in Syria as well as the expansion of Soviet arms
sales to Libya. Lantos belittled as “skyhook policy” the insistence by
the administration that all Israeli forces be removed from Lebanon.

Those who had followed Lantos’ 1982 campaign for re-election
were not surprised at his line of questioning. At fund-raising events
Lantos hammered at the theme, “Israel needs a voice in Congress.” He
offered himself as that voice. In that subcommittee hearing “the voice”
was tuning up.

A number of freshmen Democrats pursued similar questioning.
Lawrence J. Smith of Florida saw Israeli military operations in Leba-
non as a “substantial gain” toward “total peace” and wanted more
money for Israel because aid dollars had been “eroded” by inflation.

Mel Levine, another Californian, chimed in, noting Israel’s “loss”
in revenue when it yielded control of the Sinai oilfields to Egypt in
compliance with the Camp David agreement. Robert Torricelli of New
Jersey suspected “coercion” because the administration did not in-
crease its request for Israel.

Committee veteran Solarz reinforced the theme by recalling that
over the last few years Congress had annually “adjusted upward” the
level or “rearranged the terms” of aid in order to be “more helpful to
Israel.”

Only Dymally complained that aid to Israel was too high. “How
can the United States afford to give so much money in view of our
economic crisis . . . to a country that has rejected the President’s peace
initiatives and stepped up its settlements in the occupied territories?”
he demanded.

Ed Zschau, a freshman Republican from California, provided the
only other break from the pro-Israel questioning: ‘“Do you think there
should be conditions [on aid to Israel] that might hasten the objectives
of the peace process?” Getting no response, he pressed on: “Given that
we are giving aid in order to achieve progress in peace in the area,
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wouldn’t it make sense to associate with the aid some modest condi-
tions like a halt in the settlements policy?”

Veliotes gave only cautious responses to the challenges. When
Zschau pressed for a direct answer, Veliotes answered simply, “I hear
you.” Whatever his private sentiments, he had no authority to encour-
age the conditions Zschau suggested.

Dymally spoke up again a month later when the Middle East sub-
committee acted on the legislation to authorize aid to Israel and several
other Middle East countries. Dymally offered an amendment increas-
ing military aid to Egypt, half of it to be a loan and the other half a
grant. He had logic behind his amendment: it would establish “parity”
in the way the United States treated Israel and Egypt. Both were
parties to the Camp David accords and considered friendly to the
United States; and, Dymally argued, because Egypt’s economic prob-
lems were more severe than Israel’s, Egypt should receive U.S.
generosity at least at the same level as that extended to Israel.

His amendment was defeated. Congressman Lantos spoke against
it, citing “budgetary reasons.” Only Dymally voted “yes.” Its rejection
came moments after the subcommittee had passed without opposition
an amendment to increase military “forgiven direct credits” to Israel—
a euphemism for outright grants—by $200 million, plus a hefty $65
million increase in economic aid. This time, the subcommittee was
unmoved by “budgetary reasons,” despite the increase in the federal
budget deficit the amendment would cause. Only Dymally had the
virtue of consistency that day: he voted in favor of both amendments.

During the same session the subcommittee voted to place legisla-
tive strings on the sale of jet fighters to Jordan. Before getting the
aircraft, King Hussein would first be required to begin negotiations
with Israel. This restriction reflected the expressed sentiments of the
House of Representatives, as 170 of its members by then had signed a
public letter to that effect. Although this public rebuke would undercut
President Reagan’s private efforts to win Hussein’s cooperation,
Robert Pelletreau, who as deputy assistant secretary of state was pre-
sent to speak for the administration, sat silently in the crowded hearing
room as the subcommittee adopted the restriction. Pelletreau’s silence
demonstrated the administration’s unwillingness to confront the lobby.

“The Administration Can’t Call the Tune”

Although administration officials often blame Congress for aid in-
creases to Israel, they should save some of the blame for themselves. A
month after Dymally’s amendment was defeated in subcommittee—
and Pelletreau’s unbecoming silence—the full committee on Foreign
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Affairs took up the same bill. This time the administration witness,
Alvin Drischler, also a deputy assistant secretary of state, managed to
land on both sides of the same question, destroying whatever influence
his presence might have had.

Under consideration was an amendment offered by Congressman
Joel Pritchard of Washington to rescind the $265 million additional
grant aid approved for Israel by the subcommittee and to bring the total
amount down to the level originally requested by the administration.
Asked for comment, Drischler told the committee, “We support the
administration’s request.” That is, he supported the Pritchard amend-
ment, a position that was not surprising. However, Drischler quickly
added: “But we do not oppose the add-on.”

The committee room rocked with laughter when Chairman
Clement J. Zablocki complained: “We’re confused.” Clearly, adminis-
tration resolve, if it ever existed, had vanished. Pritchard was left
fighting for the administration amendment without administration sup-
port. He warned that the administration would lose leverage in dealing
with Israel if Congress approved the increase, but he added candidly:
“There has always been the feeling that in Congress Israel has enough
support to checkmate any administration initiative.”

Democratic Congressman George Crockett of Michigan warned
that the increase would “free additional capital for [Israeli Prime Minis-
ter] Begin to continue building settlements.” But Kansas Republican
Congressman Larry Winn countered by stating that increasing the
grant money would “help” Israel meet its debt service obligation to the
United States, which in 1983 would top $1 billion. Winn, in effect, was
arguing that the United States should give Israel money to repay its
debt to the United States. That sort of “logic” prevailed. The Pritchard
amendment was defeated, 18 to 5. A lobbyist for the U.S. Agency for
International Development later admitted that no fight was made for
the Pritchard amendment because “the votes just aren’t there.”

Pritchard, witnessing Israel’s influence on Congress, puts it differ-
ently: “The administration can’t call the tune of American foreign
policy.”

“I Do Not Feel As Free”

Dymally’s occasional independence in speaking and voting on
Middle East questions predictably brought complaints from Israel’s
activists in his home district, and, although they did not succeed in
finding a credible candidate to oppose him in 1984, he sees no likeli-
hood that the breach will be closed. He says membership on the
Foreign Affairs Committee is a “no win” situation.

“I must confess to you that I do not feel as free to criticize Israel as



Stilling the Still, Small Voices 77

I do to criticize Trinidad, the island on which I was born,” Dymally
declares. Noting that Trinidad was one of the islands supporting the
U.S. invasion of Grenada in 1983, he says his own strong opposition to
the invasion did not cause the islanders to turn against him. “Sure,
some of Trinidad’s leaders were unhappy with me. But they are not
boycotting my campaign for re-election. In fact, people from that area
are putting on a fundraiser in New York for me. They don’t see me as
anti-black, anti-Grenada, anti-West Indies. They just disagree with me
on the invasion, but they don’t fall out.”

He contrasts this reaction with that of his Jewish critics in Califor-
nia. “What is tragic is that so many Jewish people misconstrue criti-
cism of Israel as anti-Jewish or anti-Semitic.” He speaks admiringly of
the open criticism of Israeli policy that often occurs within Israel itself:
“It is easier to criticize Israel in the Knesset [the Israeli parliament]
than it is in the U.S. Congress, here in this land of free speech.”

Dymally notes that 10 of the 37 members of the Foreign Affairs
Committee are Jewish and finds it “‘so stacked there is no chance” for
constructive dialogue.” He names Republican Congressman Ed
Zschau of California as the only member of the Subcommittee on
Europe and the Middle East who “even shadow boxes.” No one on the
subcommittee, he says, is in there “punching.”

Dymally believes the political scene in the United States would be
improved “if citizens of Arab ancestry became more effective lobbyists
themselves and became convinced of the need to give money to their
cause.” One of their problems, he says, is their lack of understanding
of how to present their interests on Capitol Hill. “Foreign ethnics don’t
understand the importance of lobbying. Nor do they seem to have a
sense of political philanthropy.” Peter Spieller, a former student aide in
his Congressional office, told him, “The word is out [in the Jewish
community] that you have sold out for Arab money.” Dymally chuck-
les. “I told him I wished the Arab Americans would give me some
money.” He says they have not helped, despite his need to pay some of
his campaign debts from his 1980 campaign. Prior to that year, Dymally
had been able to count on several thousand dollars in campaign contri-
butions each time from Jewish sources. After he met Arafat and began
to raise questions about Israeli policies, this money “dried up.” In the
1982 campaign he says a Jewish friend bought two $100 tickets to a
dinner. “That,” he said, “was the extent of Jewish financial support that
year.”

Dymally’s Committee on Foreign Affairs is easily dominated by
the Israeli lobby partly because most Congressmen consider assign-
ment there a political liability. With most Americans wanting foreign
aid cut back, if not eliminated altogether, Congressmen representing
politically marginal districts take a gamble when they support foreign
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aid and a still bigger gamble if they are assigned to the committee that
handles it.

Donald J. Pease, a senior Democrat from Ohio, formerly a member
of the Foreign Affairs Committee, explains why Congressmen with a
special interest in Israel have no difficulty getting assigned to the com-
mittee: “It is one of the least sought after committees. If you ask for it,
you are sure to get it. One year Democrats had to hunt for recruits just
to fill their seats. The committee is looked on as a liability by most
Democrats. It is an asset only to members with large Jewish con- -
stituencies.” Republicans feel the same way.

Fourteen Freshmen Save the Day

Under the watchful eye of Israel’s lobby, Congressmen will go to
extreme measures to help move legislation providing aid to Israel. Just
before Congress adjourned in December 1983, a group of freshmen
Democrats helped the cause by taking the extraordinary step of chang-
ing their votes in the printed record of proceedings, a step Congress-
men usually shun because it makes them look indecisive. This day,
however, under heavy pressure from pro-Israel constituents, the first-
term members buckled and agreed to switch in order to pass catch-all
legislation known as a Continuing Resolution. The resolution provided
funds for programs Congress had failed to authorize in the normal
fashion, among them aid to Israel. Passage would prevent any interrup-
tion in this aid.

For once, both the House Democratic leadership and AIPAC were
caught napping. Usually in complete control of all legislative activities
which relate to Israel, AIPAC failed to detect the brewing rebellion.
Concern over the budget deficit and controversial provisions in the bill
for Central America led these freshman Democrats to oppose their own
leadership. Unable to offer amendments, they quietly agreed among
themselves to oppose the whole package.

When the roll was called the big electric board over the Speaker’s
desk showed defeat—the resolution was rejected, 206 to 203. Twenty-
four first-term Democrats had deserted the leadership and voted no.
Voting no did not mean they opposed Israeli aid. Some of them, con-
cerned over the federal deficit, viewed it as a demand to the leadership
to schedule a bill raising taxes. For others, it was simply a protest. But
for Israel it was serious.

“The Jewish community went crazy,” a Capitol Hill veteran re-
calls. AIPAC’s professionals went to work. Placing calls from their
offices just four blocks away, they activated key people in the districts
of a selected list of the errant freshmen. They arranged for “quality
calls” to individuals who had played a major role in the recent Congres-
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sional election. Each was to place an urgent call to his or her Congress-
man, insist on getting through personally and use this message:

Approval of the continuing resolution is very important. Without it, Israel will
suffer. I am not criticizing your vote against it the first time. I am sure you had
reasons. However, I have learned that the same question will come up for vote
again, probably tomorrow. I speak for many of your friends and supporters in
asking that you change your vote when the question comes up again.

Each person was instructed to report to AIPAC after making the
calls. The calls were accordingly made and reported.

The House of Representatives took up the question at noon. It was
the same language, word for word, which the House had rejected two
days before. Silvio Conte, senior Republican on the Appropriations
Committee, knowing the pressure that had been applied, during the
debate challenged the freshmen Democrats to “stick to their guns” as
“men of courage.” Republican leader Bob Michel chided those unable
to “take the heat from on high.”

Some of the heat came, of course, from the embarrassed Demo-
cratic leadership, but AIPAC was the institution that brought about
changes in votes. On critical issues, Congressmen respond to pressures
from home, and, in such circumstances, House leaders have little
leverage. To Republicans Conte and Michel, the main issue was the
need for budgetary restraint. They argued that the measure should be
rejected for that reason. During the debate, no one mentioned that
day—or any other day—the influence of the Israeli lobby.

The urgent telephone messages from home carried the day. When
the roll was called, 14 of the freshmen—a bit sheepishly—changed
their votes. They were: C. Robin Britt of North Carolina, Jim Cooper
of Tennessee, Richard J. Durbin of Illinois, Edward F. Feighan of Ohio,
Sander M. Levin of Michigan, Frank McCloskey of Indiana, Bruce A.
Morrison of Connecticut, James R. “Jim” Olin and Norman Sisisky of
Virginia, Timothy J. Penny of Minnesota, Harry M. Reid of Nevada,
Bill Richardson of New Mexico, John M. Spratt, Jr. of South Carolina
and Harley O. Staggers, Jr., of West Virginia.

To give the freshmen an excuse they could use in explaining their
embarrassing shift, the leadership promised to bring up a tax bill.
Everyone knew it was just a ploy: the tax bill had no chance to become
law. But the excuse was helpful, and the resolution was approved, 224
to 189. The flow of aid to Israel continued without interruption.

Subsidizing Foreign Competition

The final vote on the Continuing Resolution authorized a remark-
able new form of aid to Israel. It included an amendment crafted by
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AIPAC and sponsored by ardently pro-Israeli Congressmen Clarence
Long of Maryland and Jack Kemp of New York that permitted $250
million of the military grant aid to be spent in Israel on the development
of a new Israeli fighter aircraft, the Lavi. The new fighter would com-
pete for international sales with the Northrop F-20 and the General
Dynamics F-16—both specifically designed for export. The amend-
ment authorized privileged treatment Uncle Sam had never before ex-
tended to a foreign competitor. It was extraordinary for another
reason: it set aside a U.S. law that requires that all foreign aid procure-
ment funds be spent in the United States.

During debate of the bill, Democrat Nick J. Rahall of West Vir-
ginia was the only Congressman who objected. He saw the provision as
threatening U.S. jobs at a time of high unemployment:

Approximately 6,000 jobs would be lost as a direct result of taking the $250
million out of the U.S. economy and allowing Israel to spend it on defense
articles and services which can just as easily be purchased here in the United
States.

Americans are being stripped of their tax dollars to build up foreign industry.
They should not have to sacrifice their jobs as well.

That day, Rahall was unable to offer an amendment to strike or change
this provision because of restrictions the House had established before
it began debate. All that he, or any other member, could do was to vote
for or against the entire Long-Kemp amendment which included con-
troversial provisions for El Salvador and international banks, as well as
aid to Israel. The amendment was approved 262 to 150. Unlike
Rahall’s, most of the 150 negative votes reflected opposition to other
features of the amendment, not to the $250 million subsidy to Israel’s
aircraft industry.

The following May, during the consideration of the bill appropriat-
ing funds for foreign aid, Rahall offered an amendment to eliminate the
$250 million, but it was defeated 379 to 40. Despite the amendment’s
obvious appeal to constituents connected with the U.S. aircraft indus-
try, fewer than 10 percent of House members voted for it. It was the
first roll call vote on an amendment dealing exclusively with aid to
Israel in more than four years, and the margin of defeat provided a
measure of AIPAC power.

After the vote, AIPAC organized protests against the 40 legislators
who had supported the amendment. Rahall recalls that AIPAC carried
out a campaign “berating those brave 40 Congressmen.” He adds,
“Almost all of those who voted with me have told me they are still
catching hell from their Jewish constituency. They are still moaning
about the beating they are taking.”
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The “brave” Congressmen got little thanks. Two ethnic groups,
the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee and the National
Association of Arab Americans, congratulated Rahall on his initiative
and urged their members to send letters of congratulation to each of the
39 who supported his amendment. The results were meager. As the
author, Rahall could expect to receive more supportive mail than the
rest. He received “less than 10 letters” and speculates that the other 39
got still fewer.

“Don’t Look to Congress to Act”

The reluctance of Congressmen to speak of Israel in critical vein
was apparent in 1983 when the House gave President Reagan permis-
sion under the War Powers Act to keep U.S. Marines in Lebanon for 18
months. The vote took place a few days before the tragic truck-
bombing killed over 240 Marines in Beirut. At the time the House
acted, several Marines had already died. A number of Congressmen
warned of more trouble ahead, opposing Reagan’s request and strongly
urging withdrawal of the U.S. military force. Five others took the other
side, mentioning the importance of the Marine presence to the security
of Israel’s northern border.

In all, 91 Congressmen spoke, but they were silent on the military
actions Israel had carried out in Lebanon during the previous year—its
unrestricted bombing of Beirut, forcing the evacuation of the PLO
fighters and then failing to provide security in the Palestine camps
where the massacre occurred. These events had altered the Lebanese
scene so radically that President Reagan felt impelled to return the
Marines to Beirut. In other words, it was Israel’s actions which made
necessary the Marines’ presence, yet none of these critical events was
mentioned among the thousands of words expressed during the lengthy
discussion.

A veteran Congressman, with the advantage of hindsight, ex-
plained it directly. Just after the terrorist attack which killed U.S.
Marines who were asleep in their Beirut compound, Congressman Lee
Hamilton was asked if Congress might soon initiate action on its own to
get the Marines out of Lebanon. The query was posed by William
Quandt, a Middle East specialist who had served in the Carter White
House, at the close of a private discussion on Capitol Hill involving a
small group of senior Congressmen. Hamilton, a close student of both
the Congress and the Middle East, responded, “Don’t look to Congress
to act. All we know is how to increase aid to Israel.”

The next year, discussions leading to the decisions on Israeli aid
by Hamilton’s subcommittee were less a public spectacle and Hamil-
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ton himself became less directly involved. In late February 1984 he
was not consulted on aid levels, even privately, until the “Jewish
caucus” led by freshman Democrat Larry Smith of Florida had worked
out the details. Others in the caucus, all Democrats, were Mel Levine
and Tom Lantos of California and Robert Torricelli of New Jersey.
Torricelli, of Italian ancestry, represents one of the nation’s most heav-
ily Jewish districts. His colleagues often refer to him teasingly as “a
non-Jewish Jew.”

The group’s four votes could always prevail in the ten-member
subcommittee, since the other six members never voted against a pro-
Israeli motion, and only Democrat Mervyn M. Dymally and Repub-
lican Ed Zschau even raised questions. Other Jewish Democrats on the
full committee—Howard L. Berman of California, Ted Weiss and
Gary L. Ackerman of New York, Sam Gejdenson of Connecticut,
Howard Wolpe of Michigan and Stephen J. Solarz of New York—
accepted the decisions of the “Jewish caucus.” This established Smith
as almost the de facto leader of the 29 Jews in the House, a remarkable
role for a freshman. Asked to explain how a freshman could reach such
influence, a Capitol Hill veteran said, “He's always there. He never
misses a meeting. He never misses a lick.”

Confronted by the caucus on the economic aid level, Hamilton
agreed to support their recommendations with one modification. He
insisted that the grant to Israel be increased by only $250 million above
the administration’s request for $850 million, rather than the $350 mil-
lion increase the caucus wanted. With all of the items settled ahead of
time, the subcommittee approved the unprecedented provisions for
Israel without discussion, and then took up questions related to aid for
other Middle East countries. The panel approved an amendment of-
fered by Congressman Zschau stating that the funds were provided
“with the expectation that the recipient countries shall pursue policies
to enhance the peace process, including giving consideration to all
peace initiatives by the president and others.” By the time the amend-
ment reached the full committee, AIPAC, without consulting Zschau,
demonstrated its control over such things by arranging to have the
language tied to the Camp David Accords rather than the Reagan rec-
ommendations. Written by AIPAC lobbyist Douglas Bloomfield, the
substitute language was accepted on a voice vote.

In either form the amendment was innocuous, but that could not
be said of two other amendments drafted by the lobby and passed
overwhelmingly by the subcommittee. The first amendment, accepted
without opposition, would prohibit all communications between the
PLO and the U.S. government, even through third parties, until the
PLO recognizes Israel. It was intended to bar the sort of informal
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contact with the Palestinian leadership maintained by both the Carter
and Reagan administration. The other amendment, approved 7 to 2,
would prohibit the sale of any advanced aircraft or weapons to Jordan
until that country becomes ‘‘publicly committed” to recognizing Israel.
When King Hussein of Jordan later criticized Israeli lobby influence in
Washington in early 1984, he cited both of these amendments.

Meanwhile, Democratic Congressman Howard Berman of Califor-
nia secured hearings on a bill that would add an unprecedented new
dimension to U.S. aid to Israel. Introduced in June 1984, it proposed
granting $20 million to finance Israel’s own foreign aid projects in Asia,
Africa and Latin America. It would openly authorize activities similar
to those that have been covertly financed by the CIA for 20 years (see
chapter five).

Democrat Larry Smith of Florida applauded Berman’s bill: “I
think it will enhance the image of the U.S. in the Third World.” Repub-
lican Larry Winn of Kansas gave it bipartisan support but noted that
the initial $20 million would be “only a drop in the bucket; we’re going
to have to look further down the road at a lot more money.” Although
the bill remained in committee through the 1984 session, its supporters
believe this type of aid to Israel will eventually be approved.

Clearly, the road Winn mentioned will slope upward. Aid to Is-
rael—despite U.S. budget problems and Israel’s defiant behavior to-
ward the United States in its use of U.S.-supplied weapons and its
construction of settlements on occupied territory—is still rising with no
peak in sight.



Chapter 3

The Deliberative Body Fails to Deliberate

Just off the second-floor corridor connecting the central part of the
U.S. Capitol building with the Senate wing is the restored old Senate
chamber where visitors can look around and imagine the room echoing
with great debates of the past. Action there first gave the Senate its
reputation as the “world’s greatest deliberative body™ where no topic
was too controversial for open debate.

In most respects, that reputation is deserved and honored. In fact,
all five former Senators—John C. Calhoun, Daniel Webster, Henry
Clay, Robert LaFollette and Robert Taft—who are pictured in the or-
nate reception room near the large chamber now used by the Senate,
were distinguished by their independence and courage, not their con-
formity.

Today, on Middle East issues at least, independence and courage
are almost unknown, and the Senate deliberates not at all. This
phenomenon was the topic of discussion during a breakfast meeting in
1982 between Crown Prince Hassan of Jordan and Senator Claiborne
Pell of Rhode Island, the senior Democrat on the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. Pell explained with candor his own record of consist-
ent support for Israel and his failure to recognize Arab interests when
he told the Jordanian leader, “I can be honest with you, but I can’t be
fair.” Pell’s record is typical of his colleagues.

Since the establishment of modern Israel in 1948, only a handful of
Senators have said or done anything in opposition to the policies of the
government of Israel. Those who break ranks find themselves in
difficulty. The trouble can arise from a speech, an amendment, a vote,
a published statement, or a combination of these. It may take the form
of a challenge in the next primary or general election. Or the trouble
may not surface until later—after service in the Senate has ended. Such
was the destiny of a Senator from Illinois.

84
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“Adlai, You Are Right, But—"

The cover of the October 1982 edition of the monthly magazine
Jewish Chicago featured a portrait of Adlai E. Stevenson III, Demo-
cratic candidate for governor of Illinois. In the background, over the
right shoulder of a smiling Stevenson, an Arab, rifle slung over his
shoulder, glared ominously through a kaffiyeh that covered his head
and most of his face. The headline announcing the issue’s feature arti-
cle read, “Looking at Adlai Through Jewish Eyes.”

The illustration and article were part of an anti-Stevenson cam-
paign conducted by some of the quarter-million people in Chicago’s
Jewish community who wanted Stevenson to fail in his challenge to
Governor James R. Thompson, Jr.

Thompson, a Republican, was attempting a feat sometimes tried
but never before accomplished in Illinois history: election to a third
term as governor. Normally, a Republican in Illinois can expect only
minimal Jewish support at the polls.

A crucial part of the anti-Stevenson campaign was a caricature of
his Middle East record while he was a member of the United States
Senate. Stevenson was presented as an enemy of Israel and an ally of
the PLO.

Stevenson was attempting a political comeback after serving ten
years in the Senate, where he had quickly established himself as an
independent. During the oil shortage of the mid-1970s he alarmed cor-
porate interests by suggesting the establishment of a government cor-
poration to handle the marketing of all crude oil. He warned of the
“seeds of destruction” inherent in nuclear proliferation and called for
international safeguards to restrain other nations from using nuclear
technology to manufacture weapons. Concerned about the country’s
weakening position in the international marketplace, he called for gov-
ernment-directed national economic strategies to meet the challenge of
foreign competition.

Stevenson lacks the flamboyant extroverted character of many
politicians. Time magazine described him as “a reflective man who
seems a bit out of place in the political arena.” Effective in committee,
where most legislation is hammered out, he did not feel comfortable
lining up votes. “I’m not a back slapper or logroller,” he said. “I don’t
feel effective running about buttonholing Senators.”

Chicago Daily News columnist Mike Royko wrote of Stevenson’s
lack of charisma in a tone of affectionate teasing:

The most dangerous element in politics is charisma. It makes people get glassy-
eyed and jump and scream and clap without a thought in their heads. Adlai
Stevenson never does that. He makes people drowsy. His hair is thinning. He
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has all the oratorical fire of an algebra teacher. His clothes look like something
he bought from the coroner’s office. When he feels good, he looks like he has a
virus. We need more politicians who make our blood run tepid.

Royko could have added that Stevenson also has none of the self-
righteousness often found on Capitol Hill. Although a “blue-blood,” as
close to aristocracy as an American can be, he displayed little interest
in the cocktail circuit or the show business of politics. On a Congres-
sional tour of China in 1975 he didn’t seem to mind when the other
three Senators received lace-curtained limousines and he and his wife,
Nancy, were assigned a less showy sedan.

During his second Senate term, he became disillusioned with the
Carter administration. He saw it as “embarrassingly weak” and more
concerned with retaining its power than with exercising it effectively.
In 1979, he announced he would not seek re-election to the Senate, but
he mentioned a new interest: the presidency. He might run for the
White House the next year. “I’'m going to talk about ideas and see if an
idea can still triumph, or even make a dent,” he said. It didn’t. Steven-
son ultimately decided not to run. With Senator Edward Kennedy in
the race, he felt he would get little media attention. By the time Ken-
nedy pulled out Stevenson concluded it was too late to get organized.

After a year’s breather, in 1981 he announced his interest in run-
ning for the governorship of Illinois. This time he followed through.

The make-up of his campaign organization, the character of his
campaign, and the support he had received in the past in Jewish neigh-
borhoods provided little hint of trouble ahead from pro-Israeli quar-
ters.

Several of the most important members of his campaign team were
Jewish: Philip Klutznick, president emeritus of B’nai B’rith and an
organizer of the Conference of Presidents of Major Jewish Organiza-
tions, who agreed to organize Stevenson’s main campaign dinner; Mil-
ton Fisher, prominent attorney and chairman of his finance committee;
Rick Jasculca, a public relations executive who became Stevenson’s
fulltime press secretary.

Stevenson chose Grace Mary Stern as his running mate for the
position of lieutenant governor. Her husband was prominent in
Chicago Jewish affairs.

Stevenson himself had received several honors from Jewish
groups in preceeding years. He had been selected by the Chicago Jew-
ish community as 1974 Israel Bond “Man of the Year,” commended by
the American Jewish Committee for his legislative work against the
Arab boycott of Israel in 1977, and honored by the government of
Israel—which established the Adlai E. Stevenson III Chair at the Weiz-
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mann Institute of Science in Rehovot. Stevenson had every reason to
expect that organized Illinois Jewry would overlook his occasional
mild position critical of Israeli policy.

But trouble developed. A segment of the Jewish community
quietly launched an attack that would cost him heavily. Stevenson’s
detractors were determined to defeat him in the governor’s race and
thus discourage a future Stevenson bid for the presidency. Their basic
tool was a document provided by the AIPAC in Washington. It was
presented as a summary of Stevenson’s Senate actions on Middle East
issues—though it made no mention of his almost unblemished record of
support for Israel and the tributes the Jewish community had presented
to him in testimony of this support. Like most AIPAC documents, it
would win no prizes for balance and objectivity.

For example, AIPAC pulled from a 21-page report Stevenson pre-
pared after a 1976 trip to the Middle East just this lonely phrase:
“There is no organization other than the PLO with a broadly recog-
nized claim to represent the Palestinians.” This was a simple statement
of fact. But the writer of the Jewish Chicago article, citing the AIPAC
“summary,” asserted that these words had helped to give Stevenson “a
reputation as one of the harshest critics of both Israel policy and of
U.S. support for the Jewish state.” Stevenson’s assessment of the
PLO’s standing in the Palestinian community was interpreted as an
assault on Israel.

In fact, the full paragraph in the Stevenson report from which
AIPAC taok its brief excerpt is studied and reasonable:

The Palestinians are by general agreement the nub of the problem. Although
badly divided, they have steadily increased in numbers, economic and milifary
strength, and seriousness of purpose. They cannot be left out of any Middle
East settlement. Their lack of unity is reflected in the lack of unity within the
top ranks of the PLO, but there is no organization other than the PLO with a
broadly recognized claim to represent the Palestinians.

The Stevenson report was critical of certain Israeli policies but
hardly hostile to Israel. “The PLO,” he wrote, “may be distrusted,
disowned and despised, but it is a reality, if for no other reason than
that it has no rival organization among Palestinians.”

Stevenson went on to issue a challenge to the political leaders of
America:

A new order of statesmanship is required from both the Executive and the
Legislative Branches. For too long Congress has muddled or gone along with-
out any real understanding of Middle Eastern politics. Neither the United
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States, nor Israel, nor any of the Arab states will be served by continued
ignorance or the expediencies of election year politics.

None of this positive comment found its way into the AIPAC report or
into the Jewish Chicago article or into any of the anti-Stevenson litera-
ture which was distributed within the Jewish community during the
1982 campaign.

The anti-Stevenson activists noted with alarm that in 1980 Steven-
son had sponsored an amendment to reduce aid to Israel and the year
before had supported a similar amendment offered by Senator Mark O.
Hatfield, Republican of Oregon. The Hatfield amendment proposed to
cut by 10 per cent the amount of funds available to Israel for military
credits.

Stevenson’s amendment had focused on Israeli settlements in oc-
cupied territories, which President Carter and earlier administrations
characterized as both illegal and an obstacle to peace but did nothing to
discourage beyond occasional expressions of regret. Stevenson pro-
posed withholding $150 million in aid until Israel halted both the build-
ing and planning of additional settlements. The amendment did not cut
funds; it simply withheld a fraction of the $2.18 billion total aid au-
thorized for Israel that year. In speaking for the amendment, Stevenson
noted that the outlay for Israel amounted to 43 percent of all U.S. funds
allocated for such purposes worldwide:

This preference for Israel diverts funds from the support of human life and vital
American interests elsewhere in an interdependent and unstable world. . . . If it
could produce stability in the Middle East or enhance Israel’s security, it could
be justified. But it reflects continued U.S. acquiescence in an Israeli policy
which threatens more Middle East instability, more Israeli insecurity, and a
continued decline of U.S. authority in the world. Our support for Israel is not
the issue here. Israel’s support for the ideals of peace and justice which gave it
birth are at issue. It is, I submit, for the Israel government to recognize again
that Israel’s interests are in harmony with our own and, for that to happen, it is
important that we do not undermine the voices for peace in Israel or justify
those, like Mr. Begin, who claim U.S. assistance from the Congress can be
taken for granted.

The amendment, like Hatfield’s, was overwhelmingly defeated.

After the vote on his amendment, Stevenson recalls, he received
apologetic comments. “Several Senators came up and said, ‘Adlai, you
are right, but you understand why I had to vote against you. Maybe
next time.”” Stevenson did understand why: lobby intimidation pro-
duced the negative votes. He found intimidation at work on another
front too, the news media. He offered the amendment, he explained,
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“because I thought the public was entitled to a debate on this critical
issue,” but news services gave it no attention.

That’s another aspect of this problem. It’s not only the intimidation of the
American politician, it’s also the intimidation of some American journalists. If
it’s not the journalists, then it’s the editors and perhaps more so the publishers.

Anti-Stevenson campaigners also found it expedient to portray
him as a supporter of Arab economic blackmail, despite his widely
hailed legislative record to the contrary. Stevenson was actually the
principal author of the 1977 legislation to prohibit American firms from
cooperating with the Arab boycott of Israel. But in the smear campaign
conducted against him in his gubernatorial bid his legislative history
was rewritten. He was actually accused of trying to undermine the
anti-boycott effort.

In fact, Stevenson, in a lonely and frustrating effort, saved the
legislation from disaster. For this achievement, he received a plaque
and praise from the American Jewish Committee. The chairman of the
National Jewish Community Relations Council, Theodore R. Mann,
wrote to Stevenson, expressing the organization’s “deep appreciation
for your invaluable contribution to the adoption of that landmark legis-
lation.” He added that the legislation “not only reassures the American
Jewish community as to the commitment of America to fairness and
nondiscrimination in international trade but, more fundamentally,
stands as a reaffirmation of our nation’s profound regard for principle
and morality.”

Jewish Chicago, making no mention of Stevenson’s success in the
anti-boycott effort or the unstinting praise he received from Jewish
leaders, reported that he encountered “major conflicts” with “the
American Jewish leadership” over the boycott legislation.

A flyer distributed by an unidentified “Informed Citizens Against
Stevenson Committee,” made the same charge. Captioned, “The Truth
About Adlai Stevenson,” it used half-truths to brand Stevenson as anti-
Israel during his Senate years and concluded: “It is vitally important
that Jewish voters be fully informed about Stevenson’s record. Still
dazzled by the Stevenson name, many Jews are totally unaware of his
antagonism to Jewish interests.” The “committee” provided no names
or addresses of sponsoring individuals. Shirley Friedman, a free-lance
writer in Chicago, later identified the flyer as her own. The message on
the flyer concluded:

“Don’t forget: It is well-known that Stevenson considers the gov-
ernor’s chair as a stepping-stone to the presidency. Spread the word—
Let the truth be told!”
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The word was indeed spread in the Chicago Jewish community
throughout the summer and fall of 1982. The political editor of the
Chicago Sun-Times reported in June that some activists for Thompson
had been “working quietly for months to assemble a group to mobilize
Jewish voters” against Stevenson.

The result of their efforts was “The Coalition for the Re-election of
Jim Thompson” which included Jewish Democrats who had not backed
Thompson previously. When Republican Senator Rudy Boschwitz of
Minnesota, a strong supporter of Israel, came to Chicago in October to
address a breakfast gathering sponsored by the Coalition, he declared
that, as Senator, Stevenson was “a very steadfast foe of aid to Israel.”

“Smear and Innuendo”

A major problem was the unprinted but widely whispered charge
of anti-Semitism against Stevenson—a man, who, like his father, had
spent his life championing civil rights for all Americans. “I learned
after election day there was that intimation throughout the campaign,”
recalls Stevenson. v

Phil Klutznick’s daughter, Mrs. Bettylu Saltzman, who worked on
Stevenson’s campaign staff, remembers, “There was plenty of stuff
going around about him being anti-Semitic. It got worse and worse. It
was a much more difficult problem than anyone imagined.”

Stevenson’s running-mate, Grace Mary Stern, recalls: “There was
a very vigorous [anti-Stevenson] telephone campaign in the Jewish
community.” She says leaflets charging Stevenson with being anti-
Israel were distributed widely at local Jewish temples, and adds there
was much discussion of the anti-Semitism accusation: “There was a
very vigorous campaign, man to man, friend to friend, locker room to
locker room. We never really came to grips with the problem.”

Campaign fund raising suffered accordingly. The Jewish commu-
nity had supported Stevenson strongly in both of his campaigns for the
Senate. After his remarks in the last years of his Senate career, some of
the Jewish support dried up. “Many of my most generous Jewish con-
tributors stayed with me, but the organization types, the professionals
did not,” Stevenson recalls. He believes the withdrawal of organized
Jewish support also cut into funds from out-of-state he otherwise
would have received. In the end, Thompson was able to outspend
Stevenson by better than two to one.

Fed up by early September with unfounded charges of anti-
Semitism, Stevenson finally responded, charging that a “subterranean
campaign of smear and innuendo” was being waged by supporters of
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Thompson. His press secretary, Rick Jasculca, complained that the
material distributed by the Coalition for the Re-election of Jim Thomp-
son “tries to give the impression that Adlai is unquestionably anti-
Israel.” Thompson’s political director, Philip O’Connor, denied there
was a smear campaign and disavowed the Friedman flyer.

Thompson himself said of Stevenson, “I don’t think he is an anti-
Semite, [but he is] no particular friend of Israel.” The Chicago Sun-
Times published an editorial rebuke for this remark: “That’s like
saying, no, I don’t think Stevenson beats his wife, but she did have a
black eye last week.” The editorial continued:

Far more important, the statement is not true; Stevenson as a Senator may
have occasionally departed from positions advocated by the Israeli govern-
ment, but out of well-reasoned motives and a genuine desire to secure a lasting
peace for the area. Thompson’s coy phrasing was a reprehensible appeal to the
voter who measures a candidate’s worth by a single, rubbery standard.

The only Jews who tried to counter the attack were those close to
Stevenson. Philip Klutznick, prominent in Jewish affairs and chairman
of the Stevenson Dinner Commiittee, said, “It is beneath the dignity of
the Jewish community to introduce these issues into a gubernatorial
campaign.” Stevenson campaign treasurer Milton Fisher said: “Adlai’s
views are probably consistent with 40 percent of the Knesset [Israeli
parliament].”

Stevenson was ultimately defeated in the closest gubernatorial
election in the state’s history. The margin was 5,074 votes—one-
seventh of one percent of the total 3.5 million votes cast.

The election was marred by a series of mysterious irregularities
which Time magazine described as *“‘so improbable, so coincidental, so
questionable that it could have happened only in Wonderland, or the
Windy City.” On election night ballot boxes from fifteen Chicago pre-
cincts inexplicably disappeared, and others turned up in the homes or
" cars of poll workers. Stevenson asked for a recount—past recounts had
resulted in shifts of 5,000 to 7,000 votes—but the Illinois Supreme
Court, by a 4-to-3 vote, denied his petition. Judge Seymour Simon, a
Democrat, joined the three Republicans on the court in voting against
Stevenson’s request.

A post-election editorial in a suburban Chicago newspaper ac-
knowledged the impact of the concerted smear campaign on the elec-
tion outcome:

An intense last-minute effort among Chicago-area Jews to thwart Adlai Steven-
son’s attempt to unseat Illinois Gov. James Thompson in last Tuesday’s elec-
tion may have succeeded. The weekend before the election many Chicago and
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suburban rabbis spoke out against Stevenson and there were thousands of
pamphlets and leaflets distributed in Jewish areas . . . , all attacking the former
Senator.

After describing the attack, the editorial concluded,

The concentrated anti-Stevenson campaign, particularly since it went largely
unanswered, almost surely cost him thousands of votes among the 248,000
Chicago-area Jews—266,000 throughout the state—who traditionally have
leaned in his direction politically.

Campaign manager Joseph Novak agrees: “If that effort hadn’t
happened, Stevenson would be governor today.” In the predominantly
Jewish suburban Chicago precincts of Highland Park and Lake County
“We just got killed, just absolutely devastated.” Press secretary Rick
Jasculca adds, “What bothers me is that hardly any rabbis, or Jewish
leaders beyond Phil [Klutznick] were willing to speak up, and say this
is nonsense to call Adlai anti-Israel.”

Thomas A. Dine, executive director of the American Israel Public
Affairs Committee, gloated, “The memory of Adlai Stevenson’s hostil-
ity toward Israel during his Senate tenure lost him the Jewish vote in
Illinois—and that cost him the gubernatorial election.”

Stevenson too believes the effort to discredit him among Jews
played a major role in his defeat: “In a race that close, it was more than
enough to make the difference.”

Asked about the impact of the Israeli lobby on the U.S. political
scene, he responded without hesitation:

There is an intimidating, activist minority of American Jews that supports the
decisions of the Israeli government, right or wrong. They do so very vocally
and very aggressively in ways that intimidate others so that it’s their voice—
even though it’s a minority—that is heard and felt in American politics. But it
still is much louder in the United States than in Israel. In other words, you have
a much stronger, more vocal dissent in Israel than within the Jewish commu-
nity in the United States. The prime minister of Israel has far more influence
over American foreign policy in the Middle East than over the policies of his
own government generally.

The former Senator reports a profound change within the Jewish
community in recent years:

The old passionate commitment of Jewish leaders to civil liberties, social wel-
fare, in short, to liberalism has to a large extent dissipated. The issue now is
much more Israel itself. If given a choice between the traditional liberal com-
mitment and the imagined Israeli commitment, they’ll opt now for the Israeli
commitment.
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Reflecting on his career and the price he has paid for challenging
Israeli policies, Stevenson concluded:

I will have no hesitation about continuing. I wish I had started earlier and been
more effective. I really don’t understand the worth of public office if you can’t
serve the public, It's better to lose. It’s better not to serve than to be mortgaged
or compromised.

Stevenson followed the tradition of a colleague, a famous Senator
from Arkansas who eloquently criticized Israeli policy and American
foreign policy over a period of many years.

The Dissenter

“When all of us are dead, the only one they’ll remember is Bill
Fulbright.” The tribute by Idaho Senator Frank Church, a fellow De-
mocrat, was amply justified. As much as any man of his time, J. Wil-
liam Fulbright shaped this nation’s attitudes on the proper exercise of
its power in a world made acutely dangerous by nuclear weapons.
Dissent was a hallmark of his career, but it was dissent with distinction.
The fact was, Fulbright was usually right.

Fulbright first gained national attention by condemning the “swin-
ish blight” of McCarthyism. In 1954 while many Americans cheered
the crusade of the Wisconsin Senator’s Permanent Investigations Sub-
committee, Fulbright cast the lone vote against a measure to continue
the subcommittee’s funding. Because of this vote he was accused of
being “a Communist, a fellow traveler, an atheist, [and] a man beneath
contempt.”

Fulbright opposed U.S. intervention in Cuba in 1961 and in the
Dominican Republic four years later, and was ahead of his time in
calling for detente with the Soviet Union and a diplomatic opening with
China. When he proposed a different system for selecting presidents,
Harry Truman was offended and called him “that over-educated Ox-
ford s.o0.b.” Twenty-five years later, in 1974, the New York Times rec-
ognized him as “the most outspoken critic of American foreign policy
of this generation.” .

His deepest and most abiding interest is the advancement of inter-
national understanding through education, and thousands of young
people have broadened their vision through the scholarships that bear
his name. But Fulbright also became well known for his outspoken
opposition to the Vietnam War as “an endless, futile war . . ., debilitat-
ing and indecent”—a stand which put him at odds with a former col-
league and close friend, President Lyndon B. Johnson. President
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Johnson believed that America was embarked on a noble mission in
Southeast Asia against an international Communist conspiracy. Ful-
bright put no stock in the conspiracy theory, feared the war might
broaden into a showdown with China, and saw it as an exercise in “the
arrogance of power.”

In 1963 Fulbright chaired an investigation that brought to public
attention the exceptional tax treatment of contributions to Israel and
aroused the ire of the Jewish community. The investigation was
managed by Walter Pincus, a journalist Fulbright hired after reading a
Pincus study of lobbying. Pincus recalls that Fulbright gave him a free
hand, letting him choose the ten prime lobbying activities to be ex-
amined and backing him throughout the controversial investigation.
One of the groups chosen by Pincus, himself Jewish, was the Jewish
Telegraph Agency—at that time a principal instrument of the Israeli

" lobby. Both Fulbright and Pincus were accused of trying to destroy the
Jewish Telegraph Agency and of being anti-Semitic.

Pincus remembers, “Several Senators urged that the inquiry into
the Jewish operation be dropped. Senators Hubert Humphrey and
Bourke Hickenlooper [senior Republican on the Foreign Relations
Committee] were among them. Fulbright refused.”

The Fulbright hearings also exposed the massive funding illegally
channelled into the American Zionist Council by Israel. More than five
million dollars had been secretly poured into the Council for spending
on public relations firms and pro-Israel propaganda before Fulbright's
commiittee closed down the operation.

Despite his concern over the pro-Israeli lobby, Fulbright took the
exceptional step of recommending that the United States guarantee
Israeli’s borders. In a major address in 1970 he proposed an American-
Israeli treaty under which the United States would commit itself to
intervene militarily if necessary to “guarantee the territory and inde-
pendence of Israel” within the lands it held before the 1967 war. The
treaty, he said, should be a supplement to a peace settlement arranged
by the United Nations. The purpose of his proposal was to destroy the
arguments of those who maintained that Israel needed the captured
territory for its security.

Fulbright saw Israeli withdrawal from the Arab lands it occupied
in the 1967 war as the key to peace: Israel could not occupy Arab
territory and have peace too. He said Israeli policy in establishing
settlements on the territories “has been characterized by lack of flexi-
bility and foresight.” Discounting early threats by some Arab leaders to
destroy the state of Israel, Fulbright noted that both President Nasser
of the United Arab Republic and King Hussein of Jordan had in effect
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repudiated such Draconian threats, “but the Israelis seem not to have
noticed the disavowals.”

During the 1970s Fulbright repeatedly took exception to the con-
tention that the Middle East crisis was a test of American resolve
against Soviet interventionism. In 1971, he accused Israel of “Commu-
nist-baiting humbuggery” and argued that continuing Middle East ten-
sion, in fact, only benefited Soviet interests.

Appearing on CBS television’s “Face the Nation” in 1973, Ful-
bright declared that the Senate was “subservient” to Israeli policies
which were inimical to American interests. He said the United States
bears “a very great share of the responsibility” for the continuation of
Middle East violence. “It’s quite obvious [that] without the all-out
support by the United States in money and weapons and so on, the
Israelis couldn’t do what they’ve been doing.”

Fulbright said the United States failed to pressure Israel for a
negotiated settlement, because

The great majority of the Senate of the United States—somewhere around 80
percent—are completely in support of Israel, anything Israel wants. This has
been demonstrated time and time again, and this has made it difficult for our
government.

The Senator claimed that “Israel controls the Senate” and warned,
“We should be more concerned about the United States’ interests.” Six
weeks after his “Face the Nation” appearance, Fulbright again ex-
pressed alarm over Israeli occupation of Arab territories. He charged
that the U.S. had given Israel “unlimited support for unlimited expan-
sion.”

His criticism of Israeli policy caused stirrings back home. Jews
who had supported him in the past became restless. After years of easy
election victories trouble loomed for Fulbright in 1974. Encouraged, in
part, by the growing Jewish disenchantment with Fulbright, on the eve
of the deadline for filing petitions of candidacy in the Democratic pri-
mary Governor Dale Bumpers surprised the political world by becom-
ing a challenger for Fulbright’s Senate seat. Fulbright hadn’t expected
Bumpers to run, but recognized immediately that the popular young
governor posed a serious challenge: “He had lots of hair [in contrast to
Fulbright], he looked good on television and he’d never done anything
to offend anyone.”

There were other factors. Walter Pincus, who later became a
Washington Post reporter, believed Fulbright’s decision to take a golf-
ing holiday in Bermuda just before the primary deadline may have
helped to convince Bumpers that Fulbright would not work hard for the
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nomination. It was also the year of Watergate—a bad year for incum-
bents. In his campaign, Bumpers pointed with alarm to the “mess in
Washington” and called for a change. The New York Times reported
that he “skillfully exploited an old feeling that Mr. Fulbright . . . spent
all his time dining with Henry Kissinger and fretting over the Middle
East.”

The attitude of Jewish voters, both inside Arkansas and beyond,
was also a significant factor. “I don’t think Bumpers would have run
without that encouragement,” says Fulbright. Following the election, a
national Jewish organization actually claimed credit for the young gov-
ernor’s stunning upset victory. Fulbright has a copy of a memorandum
circulated in May 1974 to the national board of directors of B’nai
B’rith. Marked “confidential,” the memo from Secretary-General Her-
man Edelsberg, announced that “. . . all of the indications suggest that
our actions in support of Governor Bumpers will result in the ousting of
Mr. Fulbright from his key position in the Senate.” Edelsberg later
rejected the memorandum as “phoney.”

Since his defeat, Fulbright has continued to speak out, decrying
Israeli stubbornness and warning of the Israeli lobby. In a speech just
before the end of his Senate term, Fulbright warned, “Endlessly press-
ing the United States for money and arms—and invariably getting all
and more than she asks—Israel makes bad use of a good friend.” His
central concern was that the Middle East conflict might flare into nu-
clear war. He warned somberly that “Israel’s supporters in the United
States , . . by underwriting intransigence, are encouraging a course
which must lead toward her destruction—and just possibly ours as
well.”

Pondering the future from his office three blocks north of the
White House, Fulbright sees little hope that Capitol Hill will effectively
challenge the Israeli lobby:

It’s suicide for politicians to oppose them. The only possibility would be some-
one like Eisenhower who already feels secure. Eisenhower had already made
his reputation. He was already a great man in the eyes of the country, and he
wasn’t afraid of anybody. He said what he believed.

Then he adds a somewhat more optimistic note: “] believe a presi-
dent could do this. He wouldn’t have to be named Elsenhower ” Ful-
bright cites a missed opportunity:

I went to Jerry Ford after he took office in 1975. I was out of office then. I had
been to the Middle East and visited with some of the leading figures. I came
back and told the president, ‘Look, I think these [Arab] leaders are willing to
accept Israel, but the Israelis have got to go back to the 1967 borders. The
problem can be solved if you are willing to take a position on it.
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Fulbright predicted that the American people would back Ford if
he demanded that Israel cooperate. He reminded him that Eisenhower
was re-elected by a large margin immediately after he forced Israel to
withdraw after invading Egypt:

Taking a stand against Israel didn’t hurt Eisenhower. He carried New York
with its big Jewish population.

I told Ford I didn’t think he would be defeated if he put it the right way. He
should say Israel had to go back to the 1967 borders; if it didn’t, no more arms
or money. That’s just the way Eisenhower did it. And Israel would have to
cooperate. And politically, in the coming campaign, I told him he should say he
was for Israel, but he was for America first.

Ford, Fulbright recalls, listened courteously but was non-
committal: “Of course he didn’t take my advice.”

Yet the determination in the face of such disappointment echoes
through one of his last statements as a U.S. Senator:

History casts no doubt at all on the ability of human beings to deal rationally
with their problems, but the greatest doubt on their will to do so. The signals of
the past are thus clouded and ambiguous, suggesting hope but not confidence in
the triumph of reason. With nothing to lose in any event, it seems well worth a

try.

Warning Against “Absolutism”

James G. Abourezk of South Dakota came to the Senate in 1973
after serving two years in the House of Representatives. The son of
Lebanese immigrants—the first person of Arab ancestry elected to the
Senate—he spoke up for Arab interests and quickly became a center of
controversy.

Soon after he took office, Abourezk accepted an invitation to
speak at Yeshiva University in New York, but anxious school officials
called almost immediately to tell him of rising student protests against
his appearance. A few days later, the chairman of the dinner committee
asked Abourezk to make a public statement calling for face-to-face
negotiations between Israel and its Arab neighbors, assuring Abourezk
that this proposal, identical to the one being made by Israel’s prime
minister, Golda Meir, would ease student objections and end the pro-
test. Although Abourezk favored such negotiations, he refused to
make the requested statement. He explained, “I do not wish to be in
the position of placating agitators.” Rabbi Israel Miller, vice-president
of the school, came to Washington to urge Abourezk to reconsider.
When Abourezk again refused, the dinner chairman telephoned again,
this time to report that students were beginning to picket. Sensing that
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school officials wanted the event cancelled, Abourezk offered to with-
draw from the obligation. His offer was hastily accepted.

Soon after, Abourezk was announced as the principal speaker at a
rally to be held in Rochester, New York, to raise money for victims of
the Lebanese civil war. The rally’s organizing committee was im-
mediately showered with telephoned bomb threats. In all, 23 calls
warned that the building would be blown up if Abourezk appeared on
the program. With the help of the FBI, local police swept the building
for bombs and, finding none, opened it for the program. A capacity
crowd, unaware of the threats, heard the event proceed without inci-
dent.

After making a tour of Arab states in December 1973, Abourezk
sympathized with Arab refugees in a speech at the National Press Club
in Washington. Covering his speech for the AIPAC newsletter, Near
East Report, Wolf Blitzer wrote, “If [Abourezk’s] position were to
prevail, Israel’s life would be jeopardized.” Blitzer’s report was sent to
Jews who had contributed to Abourezk’s campaign, accompanied by a
letter in which I. L. Kenen, AIPAC director, warned that Abourezk
was “going to great lengths” to “undermine American friendship for
Israel.” The mailing, Abourezk recalls, began an “adversary relation-
ship” with AIPAC. He adds, “I doubt that I would have spent so much
time on the Middle East had it not been for that particular unfair
personal attack.” (In 1980, after retiring from the Senate, Abourezk
founded the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee, which
now has 20,000 members and whose purpose, he says, “is to provide a
countervailing force to the Israeli lobby.”)

On one occasion in the Senate, Abourezk turned lobby pressure to
his advantage. Wishing to be appointed in 1974 to fill a vacancy on the
Senate Judiciary Committee, he warned David Brody, lobbyist for the
B’nai B’rith’s Anti-Defamation League, that if he did not secure the
appointment he would seek a seat on the Foreign Relations Committee.
He recalls, with a chuckle, “This warning had the desired effect. The
last thing Brody wanted was to see me on Foreign Relations where aid
to Israel is decided. Thanks to the help of the lobby I received the
appointment to Judiciary, even though James Allen, a Senator with
more seniority, also wanted the position.” The appointment enabled
Abourezk to chair hearings in 1977 on the legality of Israel’s occupa-
tion of the West Bank and Gaza. “They were the first—and last hear-
ings—on this subject,” Abourezk recalls. “And not one of my
colleagues attended. I was there alone.”

In 1975, Abourezk invited the head of the PLO’s Beirut office,
Shafiq al-Hout, to lunch in the Senate and learned that PLO-related
secrets are hard to keep. On Abourezk’s assurance that the event
would be kept entirely private, eleven other Senators, including Abra-
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ham Ribicoff of Connecticut, who is Jewish, attended and heard al-
Hout relate the PLO side of Middle East issues. Within an hour after
the event was concluded, Spencer Rich of the Washington Post tele-
phoned Abourezk for comment. He had already learned the identity of
all Senators who attended. The next day Israel’s leading English lan-
guage daily newspaper, the Jerusalem Post, reported that Ribicoff and
the others had had lunch with “murderer” al-Hout.

A major storm erupted in 1977 when Abourezk agreed on short
notice to fill in for Vice-President Walter Mondale as the principal
speaker at the annual Jefferson-Jackson Day dinner sponsored in Den-
ver by the Colorado Democratic Party. Jewish leaders protested his
appearance, and John Mrozek, a labor leader in Denver, attacked
Abourezk as “pro-Arab and anti-Israel.” Betty Crist, a member of the
dinner committee, moved that the invitation be withdrawn. When the
Crist motion was narrowly rejected, the committee tried to find a pro-
Israeli speaker to debate Abourezk, with the intention of cancelling the
event if a debate could not be arranged. This gave the proceedings a
comic twist, as Abourezk at no point had intended to mention the
Middle East in his remarks. Unable to find someone to debate their
guest, the committee reconsidered and let the invitation to Abourezk
stand in its original form.

Arriving at the Denver airport, Abourezk told reporters, “As a
United States Senator, I have sworn to uphold the government of the
United States, but I never dreamed that I would be required to swear
allegiance to any other government.” In his remarks to the dinner
audience of 700, he warned of the “extraordinary influence of the Zion-
ist lobby.” He said the United States “is likely to become, if it has not
already, a captive of its client state.”

He said, “The point of the controversy surrounding this dinner has
been my refusal to take an absolutist position for Israel. There is ex-
treme danger to all of us in this kind of absolutism. It implies that only
one position—that of being unquestionably pro-Israel—is the only po-
sition.”

The Rocky Mountain News reported that his speech received a
standing ovation, “although there were pockets of people who sat on
their hands.” The Denver newspaper editorialized, “James Abourezk
is not a fanatic screaming for the blood of Israel. Colorado Democratic
leaders should be proud to have him as their speaker. He is better than
they deserve.”

“Sins of Omission”

The Israeli lobby’s long string of Capitol Hill victories has been
broken only twice during the past twenty-five years. Both setbacks
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occurred in the Senate and involved military sales to Saudi Arabia. In
1978 the Senate approved the sale of F-15 fighter planes by a vote of 54
to 44, and in 1981 the sale of AWACS (Airborne Warning and Control
System) intelligence-gathering planes and special equipment for the
F-15s by a vote of 52 to 48. Curiously, both controversies entangled the
American Israel Public Affairs Committee in the politics of the state of
Maine.

This involvement began on the Senate floor one afternoon in the
spring of 1978 when Senator Edward “Ted” Kennedy received a whis-
pered message which brought an angry flush to his face. AIPAC had
forsaken a Senate Democrat with a consistently pro-Israeli record.
Senator William Hathaway of Maine, who had, without exception, cast
his vote in behalf of Israel’s interests, was being “dropped” by the
lobby in favor of William S. Cohen, his Republican challenger. Ken-
nedy strode to the adjoining cloakroom and reached for a telephone.

Kennedy demanded an explanation from Morris J. Amitay, then
executive director of AIPAC. Flustered, Amitay denied that AIPAC
had taken a position against Hathaway. The organization, he insisted,
provides information on candidates but makes no endorsements.
Pressed by Kennedy, Amitay promised to issue a letter to Hathaway
complimenting him on his support of Israel.

The letter was sent, but the damage had already been done.
Though Amitay was technically correct—AIPAC does not formally
endorse candidates for the House or Senate—the lobby has effective
ways to show its colors, raise money and influence votes. In the Maine
race, it was making calls for Cohen and against Hathaway. The shift, so
astounding and unsettling to Kennedy, arose from a single “failing” on
Hathaway’s part. It was a sin of omission, but a cardinal sin
nonetheless.

Over the years, Hathaway had sometimes refused to sign letters
and resolutions which AIPAC sponsored. The resolutions were usually
statements of opinion by the Senate—called “sense of the Senate”
resolutions—and had no legislative effect. The letters were directed
to the president or a cabinet officer, urging him to support Israel. In
refusing to sign, Hathaway did not single out AIPAC projects; he often
rejected such requests from other interest groups as well, preferring to
write his own letters and introduce his own resolutions. Nor did he
always refuse AIPAC. Sometimes, as a favor, he would set aside his
usual reservations and sign.

Hathaway cooperated in 1975 when AIPAC sponsored its famous
“spirit of 76" letter. It bore Hathaway’s name and those of 75 of his
colleagues and carried this message to President Gerald R. Ford: “We
urge that you reiterate our nation’s long-standing commitment to Is-
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rael’s security by a policy of continued military supplies, and diplo-
matic and economic support.” At another moment, this expression
would cause no ripples. Since the administration of John F. Kennedy,
the U.S. government had been following a policy of *“continued military
supplies.” But when this letter was made public in January 1975, it
shook the executive branch as have few Senate letters in history.

Ford, dissatisfied with Israeli behavior, had just issued a statement
calling for a “reappraisal” of U.S. policies in the Middle East. His
statement did not mention Israel by name as the offending party, but
his message was clear: Ford wanted better cooperation in reaching a
compromise with Arab interests, and “reappraisal” meant suspension
of U.S. aid until Israel improved its behavior. It was a historic pro-
posal, the first time since Eisenhower that a United States president
even hinted publicly that he might suspend aid to Israel.

Israel’s response came, not from its own capital, but from the
United States Senate. Instead of relying on a direct protest to the
White House, Jerusalem activated its lobby in the United States,
which, in turn, signed up as supporters of Israel’s position more than
three-fourths of the members of the United States Senate.

A more devastating—and intimidating—response could scarcely
be conceived. The seventy-six signatures effectively told Ford he could
not carry out his threatened “reappraisal.” Israel’s loyalists in the Sen-
ate—Democrats and Republicans alike—were sufficient in number to
reject any legislative proposal hostile to Israel that Ford might make,
and perhaps even enact a pro-Israeli piece of legislation over a presi-
dential veto.

The letter was a demonstration of impressive clout. Crafted and
circulated by AIPAC, it had been endorsed overnight by a majority of
the Senate membership. Several Senators who at first had said “No”
quickly changed their positions. Senator John Culver admitted can-
didly, “The pressure was too great. I caved.” So did President Ford. He
backed down and never again challenged the lobby.

This wasn’t the only time Hathaway answered AIPAC’s call to
oppose the White House on a major issue. Three years later, Ford’s
successor, Jimmy Carter, fought a similar battle with the Israeli lobby.
At issue this time was a resolution to disapprove President Carter’s
proposal to sell F-15 fighters to Saudi Arabia. The White House needed
the support of only one chamber to defeat the resolution. White House
strategists felt that the House of Representatives would overwhelm-
ingly vote to defeat the sale, so they decided to put all their resources
into the Senate.

Lobbying on both sides was highly visible and aggressive. Freder-
ick Dutton, chief lobbyist for Saudi Arabia, orchestrated the pro-sale
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forces on Capitol Hill. The Washington Post reported, “Almost every
morning these days, the black limousines pull up to Washington’s
Madison Hotel to collect their Saudi Arabian passengers. Their des-
tination, very often, is Capitol Hill, where the battle of the F-15s un-
folds.”

The Israeli lobby pulled out all the stops. It coordinated a nation-
wide public relations campaign which revived, as never before,
memories of the genocidal Nazi campaign against European Jews dur-
ing World War I1. In the wake of the highly publicized television series,
“Holocaust,” Capitol Hill was flooded with complimentary copies of
the novel on which the TV series was based. The books were accom-
panied by a letter from AIPAC saying, “This chilling account of the
extermination of six million Jews underscores Israel’s concerns during
the current negotiations for security without reliance on outside
guarantees.” Concerning the book distribution, AIPAC’s Aaron Rosen-
baum told the Washington Post: “We think, frankly, that it will affect a
few votes here and there, and simplify lobbying.”

Senator Wendell Anderson of Minnesota at first agreed to support
the proposed sale. He told an administration official: “Sure, I'll go for
it. It sounds reasonable.” But a few days before the vote he called
back: “I can’t vote for it. I'm up for election, and my Jewish co-
chairman refuses to go forward if I vote for the F-15s.” Furthermore,
he said, a Jewish group had met with him and showed him that 70
percent of the contributions to the Democratic Senatorial Campaign
Committee the previous year came from Jewish sources.

The pressure was sustained and heavy. Major personalities in the
Jewish community warned the fighter aircraft would constitute a seri-
ous threat to Israel. Nevertheless a prominent Jewish Senator, Abra-
ham Ribicoff of Connecticut, lined up with Carter. This was a hard
blow to Amitay, who had previously worked on Ribicoff’s staff. Earlier
in the year Ribicoff, while keeping his own counsel on the Saudi arms
question, took the uncharacteristic step of criticizing sharply Israeli
policies as well as the tactics of AIPAC. In an interview with the Wall
Street Journal, Ribicoff described Israel’s retention of occupied terri-
tory as “wrong” and unworthy of U.S. support. He said AIPAC does “a
great disservice to the U.S., to Israel and to the Jewish community.”
He did not seek re-election in 1980.

The Senate approved the sale, 52 to 48, but in the process Carter
was so bruised that he never again forced a showdown vote in Con-
gress over Middle East policy.

Hathaway was one of the forty-four who stuck with AIPAC, but
this was not sufficient when election time rolled around. AIPAC
wanted a Senator whose signature—and vote—it could always count
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on. Searching for unswerving loyalty, the lobby switched to Cohen. Its
decision came at the very time Hathaway was resisting pressures on
the Saudi issue. The staff at the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Com-
mittee was outraged. One of them declared to a visitor: “AIPAC de-
mands 100 percent. If a fine Senator like Hathaway fails to cooperate
just once, they are ready to trade in his career.” A staff member of a
Senate committee declared: “To please AIPAC, you have to be more
pure than Ivory soap—99.44 percent purity is not good enough.” Lack-
ing the purity AIPAC demanded, Hathaway was defeated in 1978.

Caught in the AWACS Dilemma

William S. Cohen was elected to the Senate but soon found himself
in a storm similar to the one Hathaway, his predecessor, had encoun-
tered. Once again a proposal to sell military equipment to Saudi Arabia
raised concerns among pro-Israeli forces about a Senator from Maine.
It occurred soon after Ronald Reagan’s inauguration, when the new
president decided to approve the same request that the Carter adminis-
tration had put off the year before. Saudi Arabia would be allowed to
purchase its own AWACS planes, along with extra equipment to give
Saudi F-15 fighters greater range and firepower. Israeli officials op-
posed the sale, because, they said, this technology would give Saudi
Arabia the capacity to monitor Israeli air force operations.

As in 1978, the Senate became the main battleground, but the
White House was slow to organize. Convinced that Jimmy Carter the
year before had taken on too many diverse issues at once, the Reagan
forces decided to concentrate on tax and budget questions in the early
months of the new administration. This left a vacuum in the foreign
policy realm which AIPAC filled skillfully. New director Thomas A.
Dine orchestrated a bipartisan counter-attack against arms transfers to
Saudi Arabia. Even before Reagan sent the AWACS proposal to
Capitol Hill for consideration, the Associated Press reported that the
Israeli lobby had lined up “veto-strength majorities.”

AIPAC’s campaign against AWACS began in the House of Repre-
sentatives through a public letter attacking the sale sponsored by Re-
publican Norman Lent in New York and Democrat Clarence Long of
Maryland. Ultimately, in October, the House rejected the proposed
sale by a vote of 301 to 111, but the real battleground was the Senate.
Earlier in the year, before the Senate took up the question, Senator
Bob Packwood of Oregon, always a dependable supporter of Israel,
announced that fifty-four Senators, a majority, had signed a request that
Reagan drop the idea. Needing time to persuade the Senators to
change, the White House put off the showdown. By September, fifty
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Senators had signed a resolution to veto the sale and six more promised
to sign if needed. Once more, the White House had no choice but to
delay.

This time the Saudis were testing their relationship with the new
president and left more of the lobbying to the White House than was
true in 1978. Their case relied heavily on personal efforts of Republican
Senate leader Howard Baker, Senator John Tower, chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, and Senator Charles Percy, chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee. Lobbyist Frederick Dutton was in-
structed to keep in the background, though David Sadd, executive
director of the National Association of Arab Americans, helped organ-
ize the support of U.S. industries with a stake in the sale.

Meanwhile, Dine’s team roamed the Senate corridors while
AIPAC’s grassroots contacts brought direct pressure from con-
stituents. The Post reported that “AIPAC’s fountain of research mate-
rials reaches a readership estimated at 200,000 people.” Senator John
Glenn of Ohio, said: “I've been getting calls from every Jewish organi-
zation in the country. They didn’t want to talk about the issues. The big
push was to get me to sign this letter and resolution.” Glenn did not
sign, largely because he hoped to broker a deal with the White House.

Syndicated columnist Carl T. Rowan wrote “there is strong evi-
dence” that the AWACS struggle increased “public resentment against
the ‘Jewish lobby.’”

- The issue was portrayed by some as a choice between President
Reagan and Prime Minister Begin. Bumper stickers appeared around
Washington which read, “Reagan or Begin?”” When the Senate finally
voted, Cohen, although announced in opposition, switched and pro-
vided one of the critical votes supporting the AWACS sale. He ex-
plained his reversal by declaring that Israel would have been branded
the scapegoat for failure of the Middle East peace process if the pro-
posal were defeated.

Aside from this “sin,” one of “commission” in the eyes of AIPAC,
his behavior was exemplary. Never once did he stray from the fold, and
in 1984 AIPAC did not challenge his bid for re-election.

Standing Up for Civility

One of the most popular members of the Senate, Charles “Mac”
Mathias of Maryland is something of a maverick—a role probably nec-
essary for his political survival. He is a Republican in a state where
Democrats outnumber Republicans by three to one.

During the Nixon administration especially, he frequently dis-
sented from the Republican party line. His opposition to the war in
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Vietnam and his staunch advocacy of civil rights and welfare initiatives
earned him a place on the Nixon administration’s “enemies list” of
political opponents. In a December 1971 speech, before the Watergate
break-in at Democratic headquarters that led to Nixon’s downfall, and
while the country was angrily divided by domestic tensions and the war
in Vietnam, Mathias advised Nixon to work to “bind the nation’s
wounds.” He urged the president to “take the high road” in the 1972
campaign and to disavow a campaign strategy “which now seems des-
tined, unnecessarily, to polarize the country even more.” In the same
message Mathias criticized Nixon’s advisers for “divisive exploitation
of the so-called social issues [through] . . . the use of hard-line rhetoric
on crime, civil rights, civil liberties and student unrest.” Mathias was
alarmed at what he saw as the Republican drift to the right.

In 1975 and 1976 he even considered running for president as an
independent “third force” candidate in an effort to forge a “coalition of
the center.” The late Clarence Mitchell, director of the Washington
office of the NAACP, said: “He’s always arrived at his position in a
reasoned way.” In fact, early in his career he marked himself as a
progressive and a champion of civil rights, and his constituency takes
his liberalism on social issues in stride. A resident of Frederick,
Mathias’s home town, told the Washington Post, “Why, a lot of people
around here think he’s too liberal. But they seem to vote for him. The
thing is, he’s decent. He’s got class.”

He also has flashes of daring. In the spring of 1981, he wrote an
article in the quarterly Foreign Affairs that he knew would put him in
hot water with some of his Jewish constituents, criticizing the role
played by ethnic lobbies—particularly the Israeli lobby—in the forma-
tion of U.S. foreign policy. The controversial article upset Maryland’s
influential Jewish community, which had consistently supported
Mathias’s campaigns for office. Mathias had voted to sell fighter planes
to the Saudis in 1978 and his vote helped President Reagan get Senate
clearance for the AWACS sale in 1981.

The same year the controversial article appeared, just after voters
elected him to his third term in the Senate, Mathias took another step
which appeared so politically inexpedient that many people assumed
he had decided to retire from Congress in 1986. At the urging of
Senators Howard Baker and Charles Percy, who wanted another mod-
erate Republican on the Foreign Relations Committee, Mathias gave
up a senior position on the Appropriations Committee in order to take
the foreign policy committee assignment.

His committee decision shook the leadership of Baltimore, the
largest city in the state and a competitor for federal grant assistance.
As the Baltimore Sun noted in an article critical of the move, “Had he
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remained on the Appropriations Committee, Mr. Mathias almost cer-
tainly would have become chairman of the subcommittee that holds
the purse strings for the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, an agency of great importance to the ‘renaissance’ of Balti-
more.”

Contrary to the assumptions of Maryland political observers,
Mathias was not planning to retire. Although he left a committee im-
portant to his constituents, the Senator welcomed the opportunity to
help shape the issues that come before the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee. He was exhibiting a political philosophy admired by former
Senator Mike Mansfield, who once called Mathias “the conscience of
the Senate,” and by former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, who
recognized Mathias as “one of the few statesmen I met in Washington.”

These qualities led Mathias to write his controversial Foreign Af-
Jairs article calling for “the re-introduction of civility” into the discus-
sion of “ethnic advocacy” in Congress. He acknowledged that ethnic
groups have the right to lobby for legislation, but he warned, “The
affirmation of a right, and of the dangers of suppressing it, does not . . .
assure that the right will be exercised responsibly and for the general
good.”

Mathias cited the Israeli lobby as the most powerful ethnic pres-
sure group, noting that it differs from others in that it focuses on vital
national security interests and exerts “more constant pressure.” Other
lobbying groups *“show up in a crisis and then disappear” and tend to
deal with domestic matters. Mathias continued:

With the exception of the Eisenhower administration, which virtually com-
pelled Israel’s withdrawal from the Sinai after the 1956 war, American presi-
dents, and to an even greater degree Senators and Representatives, have been
subjected to recurrent pressures from what has come to be known as the Israel
lobby.

He added an indictment of his colleagues: “For the most part they have
been responsive [to pro-Israeli lobbying pressure], and for reasons not
always related either to personal conviction or careful reflection on the
national interest.”

Mathias illustrated his concern by reviewing the *“spectacular”
success of AIPAC in 1975 when it promoted the “spirit of 76 letter:
“Seventy-six of us promptly affixed our signatures although no hear-
ings had been held, no debate conducted, nor had the administration
been invited to present its views.”

The Maryland Republican felt the independence of Congress was
compromised by the intimidating effect of AIPAC’s lobbying. He
wrote that “Congressional conviction” in favor of Israel “has been
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immeasurably reinforced by the knowledge that political sanctions will
be applied to any who fail to deliver” on votes to support high levels of
economic and military aid to Israel.

Although he signed the 1975 AIPAC letter to President Ford,
Mathias resisted AIPAC’s 1978 lobbying against the Carter adminis-
tration’s proposal to sell 60 F-15 fighter planes to Saudi Arabia. In the
Senate debate before the vote he said that both Israel and Saudi Arabia
were important friends of the United States and that “both need our
support.”

Despite this attempt to balance American interests with Israel and
the Saudi Arabia, Mathias said an “emotional, judgmental atmosphere”
surrounded the arms sale issue. He quoted from a letter written to a
Jewish newspaper in New York condemning his vote:

Mr. Mathias values the importance of oil over the well-being of Jews and the
state of Israel. . . . The Jewish people cannot be fooled by such a person, no
matter what he said, because his act proved who he was.

Yet Mathias had already responded to such criticism in his Foreign
Affairs article:
Resistance to the pressures of a particular group in itself signals neither a

sellout nor even a lack of sympathy with a foreign country or cause, but rather
a sincere conviction about the national interest of the United States.

He appealed to both the president and the Congress to “help to reduce
the fractiousness and strengthen our sense of common American pur-
pose.” The president’s national constituency afford him a unique op-
portunity to work toward this end, but Congress, *“although more
vulnerable to group pressures,” must also be active, he wrote.

Mathias asserted that it is not enough simply to follow public
opinion: “An elected representative has other duties as well—to formu-
late and explain to the best of his or her ability the general interest, and
to be prepared to accept the political consequences of having done so.”
He warned that ethnic advocacy tends to excessiveness and can thwart
the higher good of national interests.

The Baltimore Jewish Times reported that Jewish leaders faced “a
delicate dilemma” as they considered how to respond to the article:

Basically, they’re damned if they do and damned if they don’t. If they keep a
low profile and do not challenge Mathias’s assertions, they feel they will be
shirking their duty and giving in. Yet if they “go after” the Senator, they will be
falling into a trap by proving his point about excessive pressure.

Some Jews decided to take the latter course. Arnold Blumberg, a
history professor at Towson State University, charged that Mathias “is
in the mainstream of a tradition which urged Americans to pursue trade
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with Japan and Nazi Germany right up to the moment when scrap
metal rained on the heads of American GIs from German and Japanese
planes.” A prominent Jewish community official charged that the arti-
cle was “malicious” and expressed hurt that Mathias had the “poison in
him to express these views.” Congressman Benjamin S. Rosenthal, a
Democrat from New York and a senior member of the House Foreign
Affairs committee, charged that Mathias was “standing on the
threshold of bigotry” and denying “to the ethnic lobbies alone the right
to participate in shaping the American concensus on foreign policy.”
Other critics expressed the fear that the article would encourage anti-
Semitism.

A spokesperson for the Maryland Jewish War Veterans organiza-
tion said Mathias had “sold” himself “to the cause of the Saudis,” while
a letter to the Baltimore Sun chided, “I wish that [Mathias] had had the
integrity to express those views one year prior to his re-election rather
than one year after.”

One critic, identified as “a former lobbyist,” told the Jewish Times
of Baltimore,

Mathias is a bright, well-respected legislator who’s been effective on Soviet
Jewry, but when it comes to Israel he was always the last to come on board. He
was always reluctant, and was pressured by Jewish groups, and he resented the
pressure. He sees himself as a statesman above the fray. Now he obviously
feels he’s in a position to say what he really believes.

The Jewish Community Relations Council in San Francisco
criticized Mathias in its August 3, 1981, “Backgrounder” issue for rais-
ing the issue of *“dual loyalty” within the “Jewish lobby.” Mathias
dismissed the charge as a false issue. In Maryland, the article was
denounced by some rabbis, though Rabbi Jacob Angus of Baltimore
publicly defended Mathias.

Two journalist friends, Frank Mankiewicz and William Safire,
warned Mathias at the time that his article would “cause trouble.” Two
years later Mankiewicz assessed the Senator’s future and said he felt
the article had created serious problems.

Ethnic lobbying still worries Mathias. Pondering each word over a
cup of tea one afternoon in the fall of 1983, he told me,

Ethnic ties enrich American life, but it must be understood they can’t become
so important that they obscure the primary duty to be an American citizen.
Sometimes the very volume of this kind of activity can amount to an excessive
zeal.

Some of his critics had not read his article, Mathias recalls with a
smile. “In a way, they were saying, I haven’t read it, but it’s outrag-
eous.” At breakfasts sponsored by Jewish groups, Mathias was regu-
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larly challenged. “When this happened, I would ask how many had
actually read my article. In a crowd of 200, maybe two hands wouid be
raised.”

Did the article close off communication with Jewish constituents?
I can’t say it closed off access, but I have noticed that invitations have
fallen off in the past two years.”” Mathias did not seek a fourth term
in the Senate. He told a friend that controversy in the Jewish community
was a factor in his decision.

$3.1 Million from Pro-Israel Sources

Boy wonder of industry, self-made millionaire, tireless Republican
campaigner for progressive causes, Charles H. Percy was a bright pros-
pect for the presidency for a time in the late sixties. He skyrocketed to
prominence during his first term in the Senate, which began in 1967
after he won an upset victory over Paul Douglas, the popular but aging
liberal Democrat.

In his first election 60 percent of Jewish votes—Illinois has the
nation’s fourth largest Jewish population—went to Douglas. But in the
next six years Percy supported aid for Israel, urged the Soviet Union to
permit emigration of Jews, criticized PLO terrorism, and supported
social causes so forcefully that Jews rallied strongly to his side when he
ran for re-election. In 1972 Percy accomplished something never before
achieved by carrying every county in the state and, even more remark-
able for an Illinois Protestant Republican, received 70 percent of the
Jewish vote.

His honeymoon with Jews was interrupted in 1975 when he returned
from a trip to the Middle East to declare, “Israel and its leadership, for
whom I have a high regard, cannot count on the United States in the
future just to write a blank check.” He said Israel had missed some
opportunities to negotiate and he described PLO leader Yasser Arafat
as “more moderate, relatively speaking, than other extremists such as
George Habash.” He urged Israel to talk to the PLO if the organization
would renounce terrorism and recognize Israel’s right to exist behind
secure defensible borders, noting that David Ben Gurion, Israel’s first
prime minister, had said that Israel must be willing to swap real estate
for peace.

A week later Percy received this memorandum from his staff: “We
have received 2,200 telegrams and 4,000 letters in response to your
Mideast statements. . . . [They] run 95 percent against. As you might
imagine, the majority of hostile mail comes from the Jewish community
in Chicago. They threaten to withhold their votes and support for any
future endeavors.”
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That same year Percy offended pro-Israel activists when he did not
sign the famous “spirit of 76 letter through which seventy-six of his
Senate colleagues effectively blocked President Gerald R. Ford’s in-
tended “reappraisal” of Middle East policy. This brought another flood
of protest mail.

Despite these rumblings, the pro-Israel activists did not mount a
serious campaign against Percy in 1978. With the Senator’s unprece-
dented 1972 sweep of the state fresh in mind, they did not seek out a
credible opponent either in the primary or the general election. In fact,
when the Democratic nomination went largely by default to an un-
known lawyer, Alex Seith, Jews took little interest. Even Percy’s vote
to approve the sale of F-15 planes to Saudi Arabia during the campaign
year caused him no serious problem at that time.

In fact, only about one hundred Chicago Jews, few of them promi-
nent, openly supported Seith. Seith’s scheduler, who is Jewish, called
every synagogue and every Jewish men’s and women’s organization in
the state, but only one agreed to let the candidate speak. His campaign
manager, Gary Ratner, concludes, “It was a ghetto mentality. Most
Jews felt there was no way Percy would lose, so why get him mad at
us.” Of the $1 million Seith spent, less than $20,000 came from Jews.
Encouraged by Philip Klutznick, a prominent Chicago Jewish leader,
Illinois Jews contributed several times that amount to Percy. Of 70
Jewish leaders asked to sign an advertisement supporting the Senator,
65 gave their approval. On election day, Jewish support figured heavily
in Percy’s victory. He received only 53 percent of the statewide total
but an impressive 61 percent of the Jewish vote.

The 1984 campaign was dramatically different. Pro-Israel forces
targeted him for defeat early and never let up. Percy upset Jews by
voting to support the Reagan administration sale of AWACS radar
planes to Saudi Arabia (a sale also supported by the Carter administra-
tion). These developments provided new ammunition for the attack
already underway against Percy. Percy’s decision was made after staff
members who had visited Israel said they had been told by an Israeli
military official that the strategic military balance would not be af-
fected, but that they did not want the symbolism of the United States
doing business with Saudi Arabia.

Early in 1984, AIPAC decided to mobilize the full national re-
sources of the pro-Israel campaign against Percy. In the March pri-
mary, it encouraged the candidacy of Congressman Tom Corcoran,
Percy’s challenger for the nomination. One of Corcoran’s chief advis-
ers and fundraisers was Morris Amitay, former executive director of
AIPAC. Corcoran’s high-decibel attacks portrayed the Senator as anti-
Israel. His fund-raising appeals to Jews cited Percy as “Israel’s worst
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adversary in Congress.” A full-page newspaper advertisement, spon-
sored by the Corcoran campaign, featured a picture of Arafat and
headlined, “Chuck Percy says this man is a moderate.” A letter to
Jewish voters defending Percy and signed by fifty-eight leading Illinois
Jews made almost no impact.

Although Percy overcame the primary challenge, Corcoran’s at-
tacks damaged his position with Jewish voters and provided a strong
base for AIPAC’s continuing assault. Thomas A. Dine, executive di-
rector of AIPAC, set the tone early in the summer by attacking Percy’s
record at a campaign workshop in Chicago. AIPAC encouraged fund-
raising for Paul Simon and mobilized its political resources heavily
against Percy. It assigned several student interns fulltime to the task of
anti-Percy research and brought more than one hundred university
students from out-of-state to campaign for Simon.

Midway in the campaign, AIPAC took a devious step to make
Percy look bad. The key votes selected by AIPAC and used to rate all
Senators showed Percy supporting Israel 89 percent of the time during
his career. This put him only a few points below Simon’s 99 percent
rating in the House of Representatives and was hardly the contrast
AIPAC wanted to cite in its anti-Percy campaign. The lobby solved the
problem by changing its own rulebook in the middle of the game. It
added to the selected list a number of obscure votes Percy had cast in
the subcommittee and letters and resolutions that Percy had not signed.
The expanded list dropped the Senator’s rating to only 51 percent, a
mark useful to Simon when he addressed Jewish audiences.

While most financial support from pro-Israel activists came to
Simon from individuals, political action committees figured heavily. By
mid-August these committees had contributed $145,870 to Simon,
more than to any other Senate candidate. By election day, the total had
risen to $235,000, with fifty-five committees participating.

In addition, a California Jewish activist, Michael Goland, using a
loophole in federal law, spent $1.6 million for billboard, radio and
television advertising which urged Illinoisans to “dump Percy” and
called him a “chameleon.”

Percy undertook vigorous countermeasures. Former Senator
Jacob Javits of New York, one of the nation’s most prominent and
respected Jews, and Senator Rudy Boschwitz, chairman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee subcommittee concerning the Middle
East, made personal appearances for Percy in Chicago, and one hun-
dred Illinois Jews led by former Attorney General Edward H. Levi
sponsored a full-page advertisement which declared that Percy “has
delivered for Illinois, delivered for America and delivered for Israel.”
The advertisement, in an unstated reference to Goland’s attacks,
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warned, “Don’t let our U.S. Senate race be bought by a Californian.”

Except for charging in one news conference that Simon pro-
claimed that he had a 100 percent voting record for the pro-Israel
lobby, Percy tried to avoid the Israel-Jewish controversy in the cam-
paign.

These precautions proved futile, as did his strong legislative en-
deavors. His initiatives as chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee brought Israel $425 million more in grant aid than Reagan
had requested in 1983 and $325 million more in 1984, but these suc-
cesses for Israel seemed to make no difference. A poll taken a month
before the election showed a large majority of Jews supporting Simon.
The Percy campaign found no way to stem the tide.

When the votes were counted, Percy had lost statewide by 89,000
votes. One exit poll indicated that Percy won 35 percent of the Jewish
vote. In the same balloting Illinois Jews cast only 30 percent of their
votes for the re-election of President Ronald Reagan, despite their
unhappiness with the chief executive’s views on the separation of
church and state, abortion, and other social issues—not to mention his
insistence on selling AWACS planes to Saudi Arabia.

In an election decided by so few votes, any major influence could
be cited as crucial. Although broadly supportive of Reagan’s program,
Percy was remembered by many voters mainly as a moderate, progres-
sive, Republican. Some conservative Republicans rejoiced at his de-
feat. The “new right,” symbolized by the National Conservative
Political Action Committee, withheld its support from Percy and early
in the campaign indicated its preference for Simon, despite the latter’s
extremely liberal record in Congress.

Yet the Middle East controversy alone may have been sufficient to
cost Percy his Senate seat. Thousands of Jews who had voted for Percy
in 1978 left him for the Democratic candidate six years later. And these
votes fled to Simon mainly because Israel’s lobby worked effectively
throughout the campaign year to portray the Senator as basically anti-
Israel. Percy’s long record of support for Israel’s needs amounted to a
repudiation of the accusation, but too few Jews spoke up publicly in his
defense. The Senator found that once a candidate is labeled anti-Israel
the poison sinks so swiftly and deeply it is almost impossible to re-
move.

The Middle East figured heavily in campaign financing as well as
voting. Simon’s outlay for the year was $5.3 million and Percy’s about
$6 million. With Goland spending $1.6 million in his own independent
attack on Percy, total expenditures in behalf of the Simon candidacy
came to $6.9 million.
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Forty percent—$3.1 million—came from Jews disgruntled over
Percy’s position on Arab-Israel relations. Indeed, Simon was promised
half this sum before he became a candidate. While he was still ponder-
ing whether to vacate his safe seat in the House of Representatives in
order to make the race, he was assured $1.5 million from Jewish
sources. The promise came from Robert Schrayer, Chicago area busi-
nessman and leader in the Jewish community, whose daughter,
Elizabeth, was helping to organize anti-Percy forces in her job as as-
sistant director of political affairs for AIPAC.

Reviewing the impact of the Middle East controversy on his de-
feat, Percy says, “Did it make the difference? I don’t know. But this I
believe: I believe Paul Simon would not have run had he not been
assured by Bob Schrayer that he would receive the $1.5 million.”
Simon acknowledges, “This assurance was a factor in my decision.”

AIPAC'’s Dine told a Canadian audience: “All the Jews in America,
from coast to coast, gathered to oust Percy. And American politi-
cians—those who hold public positions now, and those who aspire—
got the message.”



Chapter 4

The Lobby and the Oval Office

On a Sunday afternoon, just a few days before the presidential election
in 1960, John F. Kennedy, the Democratic candidate, parked his car in
front of the residence at 4615 W Street, just off Foxhall Road in a
fashionable section of Washington. He was alone, unencumbered by
the Secret Service officers soon to be a part of his life.

He wanted to get away from campaign pressures and have a chat
with Charles Bartlett, a journalist and a close friend of many years.
Their friendship had remained firm since they became acquainted in
Florida immediately after World War 11, and it was Bartlett who first
introduced Kennedy to his future bride, Jacqueline Bouvier.

The night before, Kennedy had gone to dinner with a small group
of wealthy and prominent Jews in New York. An episode of the eve-
ning troubled him deeply. Describing it to Bartlett as an “amazing
experience,” he said one of those at the dinner party—he did not iden-
tify him by name—told him he knew his campaign was in financial
difficulty and, speaking for the group, offered “to help and help
significantly” if Kennedy as president “would allow them to set the
course of Middle East policy over the next four years.” It was an
astounding proposition.

Kennedy told Bartlett he reacted less as a presidential candidate
than as a citizen. “He said he felt insulted,” Bartlett recalls, *“that
anybody would make that offer, particularly to a man who even had a
slim chance to be president. He said if he ever did get to be president
he would push for a law that would subsidize presidential campaigns
out of the U.S. Treasury. He added that whatever the cost of this
subsidy, it would insulate presidential candidates in the future from this
kind of pressure and save the country a lot of grief in the long run.”

Just what Kennedy said in response to the proposition, Barlett did
not know. “Knowing his style, he probably made a general comment
and changed the subject.”

114
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After learning of the event from Bartlett, I talked with one of the
people attending the dinner, Myer Feldman, a Washington attorney
who worked closely in the Kennedy campaign in 1960 and later became
assistant to the president with special responsibilities for liaison with
the Jewish community. I hoped he could supply further details. As a
freshman Congressman in 1961-62, I had had several friendly encoun-
ters with Feldman over wheat sales to the Soviet Union.

He recalled the gathering which, he said, was held at the apart-
ment of Abraham Feinberg, chairman of the American Bank and Trust
Company in New York and influential in national Jewish affairs and the
Democratic Party. Those attending, Feldman recalled, were “ambigu-
ous about Kennedy.” They weren’t sure “which way he would go” on
Middle East policy and therefore not sure they would support him. The
candidate was “peppered with tough and embarrassing questions.”
Asked for his opinion about moving the U.S. embassy in Israel from Tel
Aviv to Jerusalem, Kennedy had replied, “Not under present circum-
stances.” He said Kennedy answered all questions directly and made a
good impression on his hosts. Feldman said he was unaware of the
proposition that “insulted” the future president.

It was not the first time Middle East politics intruded forcibly into
presidential campaigns. Bartlett says that when he related the episode
to Roger L. Stevens, head of the John F. Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts in Washington, D.C., Stevens responded, “That’s
very interesting, because exactly the same thing happened to Adlai
[former U.N. Ambassador Adlai E. Stevenson] in Los Angeles in
1956.” Stevenson was then the Democratic candidate for president,
opposing the re-election of Dwight D. Eisenhower.

Ethnic group pressure is an ever-present part of U.S. partisan
politics, and because the president of the United States is the executor
of all foreign policy, and the formulator of most of it, pressures natu-
_ rally center on the people who hold or seek the presidency. When the
pressure is from friends of Israel, presidents—and presidential candi-
dates—often yield.

Lobby pressure on the White House is applied at several different
levels. The most direct—person-to-person—varies greatly, depending
on the inclinations of the person who is president at the time.

Some of those applying pressure are close personal friends whose
influence is limited to just one presidency, an example being Harry S.
Truman’s close friendship with Ed Jacobson, his former haberdashery
partner and an ardent Zionist. Mr. and Mrs. Arthur Krim, Jewish lead-
ers from New York, maintained a close relationship with Lyndon B.
Johnson. A White House official of the period recalls: “Arthur Krim
stayed at the LBJ Ranch during crucial moments before the 1967 war
and his wife, Mathilde, was a guest in the White House during the
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war.” White House logs show that Mrs. Krim talked frequently by
telephone with Johnson.

Other Jewish leaders maintain a relationship from one administra-
tion to another. Abraham Feinberg of New York, who hosted the dinner
for Kennedy in October 1960, kept close White House ties over a
period of years. He was a frequent visitor at the White House during
the Johnson years, and as late as 1984, during the pre-convention presi-
dential campaigning, brought the leading Democratic contenders, Wal-
ter Mondale and Gary Hart, together for a private discussion at his
New York apartment. Philip Klutznick of Chicago, former president of
B’nai B’rith, kept close relations throughout the Truman, Eisenhower,
Kennedy, Johnson and Carter administrations.

Sometimes Israeli diplomats have a personal relationship which
gives them direct access to the president. Ephraim Evron, then deputy
chief in the Israeli embassy and a friend since Senate days, sometimes
talked privately with Johnson in the Oval Office.

The second level of pressure comes through officials close to the
president—his adviser on relations with the Jewish community or
others among his top aides. President Kennedy told a friend, with a
chuckle, that he learned that when he was away from Washington,
Myer Feldman, his adviser on Jewish matters, would occasionally in-
vite Jewish leaders to the White House for a discussion in the Cabinet
Room.

The third level for pressing the presidency is within the top levels
of the departments—the State Department, Defense Department and
National Security Council—where Israeli officials and groups of U.S,
citizens who are pro-Israeli activists frequently call to present their
agendas to cabinet officers or their chief deputies (see chapter five).

“The Votes Are Against You”

Zionists began pressing their case early in the administration of
Harry S. Truman and intensified their efforts in 1947 when Truman
initially expressed opposition to the establishment of a Jewish state in
Palestine. Jewish leaders bought newspaper advertising designed to
transform public shame and outrage over the Holocaust into popular
support for the idea of a Jewish national homeland. Both Houses of
Congress passed resolutions urging presidential support.

When Truman continued to resist and publicly urged citizens to
avoid inflaming “the passions of the inhabitants of Palestine,” a group
of New Jersey Jews wired: “Your policy on Palestine . . . has cost you
our support in 1948.” With election day approaching, it was a reminder
of the grim political facts of life. Two-thirds of American Jews lived in
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New York, Pennsylvania and Illinois, and these states would cast 110
electoral votes in the presidential voting. Considered the underdog in
the upcoming election despite his incumbency, Truman knew he must
have those votes to win.

With a proclamation announcing the new state of Israel expected
soon, Truman assembled his Middle East ambassadors to get their
views. Their spokesman, ambassador to Egypt Pinkerton “Pinky”
Tuck, advised against immediate recognition. He told Truman the deci-
sion should be delayed long enough to carry out the consultation with
Arab states that Truman’s predecessor, Franklin D. Roosevelt, had
promised the king of Saudi Arabia.

Truman replied, “Mr. Tuck, you may be right, but the votes are
against you.” In deciding to recognize Israel immediately, Truman re-
jected not just Tuck’s advice but that of all his military and diplomatic
advisers. He chose instead the recommendation of his close friend and
former associate in the haberdashery trade, Ed Jacobson. In fact, pro-
Israeli partisans today generally view Truman’s immediate recognition
of Israel as a prime example of effective lobbying through a “key
contact” rather than the usual pressure tactics. Jacobson’s pro-Zionist
view was shared by Truman’s political advisers, particularly Clark Clif-
ford.

Secretary of State George C. Marshall opposed the decision so
strongly that he bluntly told Truman soon after his recognition an-
nouncement that if the election were held the next day he would not
vote for him. Sentiments were of course much different in Israel. Dur-
ing a 1949 White House visit, the chief rabbi of Israel told the presi-
dent, “God put you in your mother’s womb so you would be the
instrument to bring about the rebirth of Israel after 2000 years.”

In partisan political terms, Truman’s decision paid off. On election
day he received 75 percent of the Jewish vote nationally, which helped
him win a razor-thin upset victory—and a permanent place of honor on
the face of Israeli postage stamps, as well as in the hearts of Zionists.

“Dismayed by ‘Partisan Considerations’”

Presidential behavior toward the state of Israel took a turn in the
opposite direction when Truman’s successor, Dwight D. Eisenhower,
assumed office. He resisted pressures from the Israeli lobby and on
three occasions forced Israel to abandon major policies to which it was
publicly and strongly committed.

In September 1953, he ordered a cancellation of all aid—
amounting to $26 million—until Israel stopped work on a diversion
canal being constructed on the Jordan River in violation of the 1949
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ceasefire agreements, a project which would help assure Israeli control
of water resources which were important to all nations in the region. It
was the first time a president actually cut off all aid to Israel. He also
instructed the Treasury Department to draft an order removing the tax-
deductible status of contributions made to the United Jewish Appeal
and other organizations raising funds for Israel in the U.S.

Predictably, Eisenhower’s decision kicked up a majo