GOLDSTONE’S GAZA REPORT: PART TWO:
A MISCARRIAGE OF HUMAN RIGHTS
*By Richard Landes

The second part of this two-part article explores two main themes: 1) How journalists and human
rights NGOs created the body of information Goldstone largely replicated, and 2) the role of
intimidation and advocacy on journalists, NGO workers, witnesses, and judges. It concludes with an
analysis of how such a systematic misrepresentation of events repeatedly occurred and the
dangerous results for the very cause Goldstone espouses--the protection of civilians and the human

rights culture.

PART II: WHY? GENEALOGY OF THE
“GOLDSTONE REPORT”

In order to understand how the Goldstone
Report, with all its pervasive flaws, came into
existence, one must first appreciate the culture
from which it arose. The pattern is largely as
follows: Palestinians create alleged facts or
information--often through the mediation of
NGOs--journalists hear and repeat the claims,
NGOs repeat it once again in their formal
reports, and finally it makes up most of the
Goldstone report, without any real critical
evaluation taking place at any step in the
process.

Media Coverage, Gaza War 1.0

The Gaza operation garnered immediate
and sustained attention from all Western news
outlets. Due to a controversial decision by the
Israelis not to allow journalists in through their
border crossings, much of what happened on
the ground was accessible only through Gazan
journalists such as Rushdi Abu Aluf (BBC),
Hazem Balousha (The Guardian), Taghreed
El-Khodary (New York Times), and Talal Abu
Rahmeh (CNN, France 2), who dutifully
reported on hospitals running out of medicine
even as Hamas refused to allow Egyptian
doctors and ambulances as well as Qatari
medical supplies to come across the border.'

Gazan “medical officials,” which is often
merely another way of referring to Hamas
spokesmen on these issues, insisted there had
been great carnage and Palestinian-held
cameras showed shocking glimpses of
desperate hospitals overwhelmed by victims,
with special attention to women and children.
UN representatives, NGO workers, and free-
lancers--such as the Norwegian doctor Mads
Gilbert--all emphasized the high civilian
casualties and the humanitarian crisis.’

These reports had an enormous impact on
public opinion in both the Arab and the
Western world. The vision of bombs falling on
“the densest population concentration on
earth™ immediately conjured up visions of
women and children blown to bits, and
inspired violent protests in the West and in the
Arab world. Annie Lennox, a participant in a
pro-Hamas protest in London on January 3,
2009, commented to the BBC: “When I saw
the images of the warplanes dropping bombs
in Gaza and knowing that there are innocent
civilians, women and children, at the receiving
end of this uh potential absolute carnage, I
became incredibly concerned.”

Massive demonstrations in Europe and the
United States expressed outrage at Israel’s
“disproportionate response” and brought out a
hostile  anti-Zionism that spilled into
antisemitic rhetoric.” In the Arab world, in
addition to the demonizing of Israel,
demonstrators made clear that the Arab
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leaders who remained silent were themselves
unworthy cowards.

One of the more revealing of the tales
retailed by news media came from the alleged
bombing on January 7, 2009, of the UN
School in Fakhoura, a neighborhood of Gaza
City where over 1,400 refugees had taken
shelter from the hostilities. Journalists,
depending on “Palestinian health officials,”
reported over 40 dead, primarily civilians.®
John Ging, the UN representative in Gaza
spoke angrily about the insecurity of the
people in Gaza and specifically mentioned
people who had taken refuge in the school and
were killed by Israeli bombs.” Commentators
like Juan Cole waxed eloquent about both the
Israeli crime and its role in stimulating jihad.8
It turns out that the school was never hit, no
one killed, and the casualties--many of them
combatants who had been firing mortars from
near the school--numbered at most 22,
possibly fewer than 20.” As for the civilians
killed in the shelling, some were children
recruited by combatants to help fortify their
position near the school.'

Why would the media so eagerly seize on
these stories, so single-mindedly focus on the
humanitarian crisis, despite the notorious
tendency of local sources to misrepresent?
Obviously, “if it bleeds, it leads,” that is, the
drama of the claims made them big stories.
One gets a sense, however, that something else
is at work here, something that overrides the
journalist’s normal inhibitions about running
with unverified news, and that is a moral
imperative. One also gets the sense that they
believe that by emphasizing the humanitarian
catastrophe caused by Israel, they somehow
contribute to peace. By putting pressure on the
Israelis, they reason, they can help to stop the
bombing. Christiane Amanpour revealed this
concept in a question to Tony Blair: “The
civilian casualties in Gaza are obviously going
to put a huge pressure on Israel. How long can
Israel withstand this pressure?”11 When such
diplomatic dynamics are so obvious to the
media, why should they not think that the
more they emphasize a humanitarian
catastrophe, the sooner the violence will end?
Thus, instead of showing caution at the

potentially inflammatory nature of some of the
tales they retail, journalists actually want the
most lethal narratives precisely to bring about
the urgently needed ceasefire.

This approach, however well intentioned,
reveals a fundamental violation of journalistic
principles against shaping the news to promote
a result, and, implicitly, a bias that assumes
that the “solution” will come from pressure on
Israel, not on Hamas.'? The ironic result of
this approach toward how to achieve peace
and end the violence was a strong overlap
between Hamas’ and the news media’s talking
points--humanitarian crisis, civilian casualties,
Israeli brutality, Palestinian suffering, the hell
of war brought home to the viewer, the
inevitable failure of Israeli violence to stop the
rockets, and the strengthening of solidarity
between Hamas and the Palestinian people.13
Indeed, news anchor Nisha Pillai aggressively
berated Arab League Secretary General Amr
Moussa for not immediately including Hamas
in the preparation of any response the Arabs
made to Israel."* News providers such as CNN
began each hour with an update, each starting
off with a collage of Palestinian suffering."” In
a far-reaching way, this approach worked:
Even if it did not end the carnage immediately,
it triggered widespread and influential outrage
against Israel among many opinionmakers,
especially among “progressives.” In particular,
the “human rights community” voiced its
outrage based entirely on accounts coming out
of Gaza via the media, and expressed
profound sympathy for Hamas.

On January 10, 2009, for example, “Stop
the War” held an anti-Israel rally in London’s
Hyde Park whose theme was “We are
Hamas.”'® The following day, a number of
prominent public figures signed a letter
published in the London Times entitled,
“Israel’s Bombardment of Gaza Is not Self-
Defence — It’s a War Crime.”"” Its use of
casualty figures and reports of destruction as
“facts” played a key element in its censorious
judgments and thereby illustrate the power of
“Palestinian sources”: “The killing of almost
800 Palestinians, mostly civilians [emphasis
added], and more than 3,000 injuries,
accompanied by the destruction of schools,
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mosques, houses, UN compounds and
government buildings, which Israel has a
responsibility to protect under the Fourth
Geneva Convention, is not commensurate to
the deaths caused by Hamas rocket fire.”'®

This overlap between the Western news
media and Hamas did not limit itself to
articulating the same points, but also to
observing the same silences about other issues.
For instance, Hamas frowned on the Western
news media reporting on how Hamas fired at
Israelis from civilian areas; used Palestinian
civilians as shields; blocked medical help at
the Egyptian border; shot mortars at the Israeli
crossing points when supplies were coming
in;'® stole supplies intended for the civilian
population; used ambulances for military
purposes;”” and incited its population to
genocidal rage against the Israelis. By and
large, the news media complied. In a way,
even this makes sense within the “peace
advocacy” position of the news media: If
Israelis hit violently at those consistently
portrayed as being complete innocents, the
outrage will grow even stronger than if they
are seen struggling with ruthless “guerrillas”
who hide among their population even as they
provoke the violence. If the latter were true,
then those voices justifying the attack might
gain traction with the public.

Accordingly, the Western public heard
barely a word critical of Hamas or its tactics
from reporters. At best, in their search for
some balance, journalists vaguely alluded to
Hamas’ intransigence. The BBC did a special
feature explaining Hamas on January 10,
2009, in which it spoke of Hamas’ desire that
Israel “cease to exist,” in its charter over 20
years ago, but that since then it has “evolved,”
and now, the “pragmatist” Isma’il Haniya
suggests that “co-existence with Israel might
be possible.””’ No mainstream reporter
mentioned that that charter invokes the
genocidal apocalyptic hadith (words and deeds
of Muhammad)--that on the coming day of
judgment the Muslims will kill every last Jew-
-with the pious wish that now it be
implemented.”” Nor do they mention that
Palestinian media and mosque sermons
regularly repeat this hadith and that it plays a

central role in the feelings of Gazans towards
Israel, and explains the “morally repugnant”
embrace of the culture of death that Goldstone
briefly noted and then ignored.”

Ironically, while the Western news media
thought it was furthering peace by proclaiming
an Israeli-caused humanitarian catastrophe and
passing over in silence the Hamas role in the
tragedy, Hamas used the same narrative to
ensure violence continued. By insisting that
there was deliberate and terrible Israeli
violence aimed against innocent Palestinians,
Hamas had a message useful in fomenting the
spirit of jihad among Muslims.** In late
December 2009, the Jordanian suicide
bomber, Humam Khalil Abu Mulal al-Balawi,
who killed seven CIA agents wrote: “The sight
of the blood of Muslims in Gaza, small
children, women, and powerless people, who
were killed by the bombs of the brethren of
apes and pigs, encouraged me to publish the
article, so that it may strengthen the resolve of
[even] a single Muslim in the frontlines, and
that I will gain reward from Allah.”>

As Abdel Bari Atwan, the Arab editor of
al-Quds al-Arabi in London noted to CNN:
“Hamas enjoying a huge sympathy in the Arab
world, they have many channels like al-
Jazeera, al-Arabiyya, al-Manar, and they are
putting forward Hamas view twenty-four
hours a day. And what’s happening in Gaza,
the carnage, actually is helping and supporting
the Hamas position.”26 In short, Hamas thrives
on the very things that horrify the Western
liberal mind. This suggests that Hamas’
strategy creates and sustains the belligerent
framework which so concerns a peace-minded
media; and yet that same pacific media, by
almost exclusively blaming Israel, help Hamas
maintain and escalate their belligerence. When
Juan Cole seizes on and amplifies every detail
of Israeli crimes, and warns, like Christiane
Amanpour, that they create radicalism in the
Muslim world, they are in fact contributing to
that process. 2

The role of the media in generating the first
draft of the Goldstone Report entered a new
stage once the fighting was over. Journalists
were then able to enter the area and report a
second round of alleged atrocities without
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noting how, in some cases, these contradicted
earlier Palestinian reporting. While some
unearthed evidence of Hamas’ brutality,
explained off-camera®® with the most extreme
of lethal narratives.”” The most incendiary
case concerned the January 6, 2009, death of
three girls belonging to the Abd Rabbo family.
Ma’an News Agency had reported the
following day that they died as the result of air
strikes. Yet a fortnight later, the story changed
into an elaborate tale of gratuitous, cold-
blooded murder, in which an Israeli soldier
popped out of a tank while his mates munched
on oranges and chocolate, and shot the three
girls and their grandmother, then the soldiers
crushed the ambulance that came to evacuate
them, so they bled to death. This story became
headline news around the world, most notably
in Tim McGirk’s articles for Time Magazine.30
Those who argue that coverage might have
been more responsible had the Western press
been there from the start should note how the
work of Bowen, McGirk, and others calls into
question that idea.

Perhaps the most disturbing element of the
overlap between journalists and
Hamas/Palestinians is the central focus on this
conflict out of all world news. The Western
media agrees with Hamas on the centrality of
the Palestinian cause, while ignoring other
conflicts or oppressed populations elsewhere.
If one compares the casualty footprint
(number of dead in a conflict) with the news
media footprint (amount of airtime/print a
conflict receives in the Western media), one
finds a startling inversion.

Comparing the Arab-Israeli conflict with
those occurring inside the Democratic
Republic of Congo, one finds that over the last
20 years (1989-2009), the former conflict has
killed about 10,000 people on all sides, and
the latter several million people!® If one
considers the media footprint one finds the
reverse: overwhelming focus on the Arab-
Israeli conflict, virtually none paid to
Congo.”One can make similar observations
about many places, including the Sri Lankan-
Tamil conflict, which, in the same period of
time as Operation Cast Lead, produced 20,000
civilian casualties.”

NGO Reports: Gaza War 1.2

The next round of “investigations,” what
should have been the second, corrected, draft
of the history of Operation Cast Lead, came
from various NGOs, both local (Palestinian
Center for Human Rights (PCHR), Israel’s
B’tselem) and international = (Amnesty
International, Human Rights Watch, Oxfam),
and various United Nations Works and
Refugee Agencies (UNWRA). This second
round largely replicated and reinforced the
findings of the “first draft,” in part because the
sources were all the same and partly because
the commitment of all these groups was to
document the violations of Palestinian human
rights by Israel. Indeed, one could argue that
the NGOs had already played a critical role on
the ground in providing journalists with much
of the material they use in their “first draft.”**

Throughout the over 500 statements that
came out of the major “human rights NGOs”
during and immediately after the conflict was
a remarkably consistent pattern of accusing
Israel and downplaying Hamas violations of
international laws of war. These replicated,
perhaps even more stridently than the media,
the essential overlap between
Palestinian/Hamas talking points and those
used by groups claiming to give Western
audiences accurate information. Noted NGO
Monitor after a study of these statements:

These statements exhibit severe bias and
double standards, focus overwhelmingly on
condemning Israel, and ignore or give
minimal attention to Israeli human rights
and casualties. Under the facade of
morality and universality, they exploit
international legal terminology and erase
Hamas’  violations of international
humanitarian law, such as the reckless and
cynical use of civilian instillations.... In
general, these documents misrepresent
international ~ humanitarian ~ law...and
largely parrot a PLO “legal opinion.”3 >

In the months after the hostilities had
ceased, “human rights NGOs” never produced
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any reports on Hamas or discussions of Hamas
violations of the laws of war but only on
alleged Israeli ones. In one particularly
revealing example, an Amnesty Report
accused Israel of using human shields (no
claims of deaths), but dismissed any
accusations that Hamas had done so, even
though this tactic in fact may have directly
caused hundreds of civilian deaths.*® On the
subject of Hamas uses of human shields, the
report stated unequivocally:

However, contrary to repeated allegations
by Israeli officials of the use of “human
shields,” Amnesty International found no
evidence [emphasis added] that Hamas or
other Palestinian fighters directed the
movement of civilians to shield military
objectives from attacks. It found no
evidence [emphasis added] that Hamas or
other armed groups forced residents to stay
in or around buildings used by fighters, nor
that fighters prevented residents from
leaving buildings or areas which had been
commandeered by militants.”’

On the one hand, this absence of evidence
derives from the “peculiarly restrictive
definition of ‘human shields’ that many of the
NGOs adopted and the Goldstone Report took
up, with the effect of “increas[ing] the scope
of alleged Israel violations and exonerat[ing]
Hamas of culpability.”*® Thus, video evidence
from an Arab news station of men dressed in
civilian clothes, firing Qassams at Israel from
the center of Jebalya, does not count because
there is no evidence that they forced the
civilians to stay while they fired.”

On the other hand, the absence of evidence
derives from a singular lack of initiative in
searching out what, specifically because of
Hamas intimidation, is hard to come by. When
asked why they accused Israel but not Hamas,
Amnesty International spokesperson Donatella
Rovera explained: “We did not find any
Palestinians who said that they had personally
been used as human shields by Hamas forces;
we did find some who had been used in such a
manner by Israeli forces.”*® The Goldstone
Report would later echo Amnesty’s insistence

that they had asked Israel for evidence of
Hamas’ use of human shields and it had never
responded.

Of course, neither is true: Israel provided a
long list of documented cases,41 but in any
case, what Israel did or did not do hardly
exonerates the mission from any investigation
of their own. Indeed, the evidence of Hamas
firing from and hiding behind civilians is both
extensive and widely available, from the
headquarters of Hamas being placed under
Shifa Hospital during the conflict (thus using
sick and injured as shields),42 to the videos of
firing at Israel from within civilian areas
available at Youtube,43 to murmured
Palestinian testimony about Hamas firing from
civilian areas and punishing those who
objected.**

To hear this side of the story from
Palestinians, however, one has to listen
carefully, as did this CNN reporter in the wake
of the fighting.*> Similarly, a member of the
Abd Rabbo family complained to an Arabic
news service about the way Hamas treated his
family, turning his compound into a launching
site for rockets into Sderot and bringing on
retaliation that turned their farm into ruins:
“The Abed Rabbo family members emphasize
that... they were unable to prevent the armed
squads from entering their neighborhood at
night. One family member, Hadi (age 22) said:
‘You can’t say anything to the resistance
[fighters], or they will accuse you of
collaborating [with Israel] and shoot you in the
legs.’46

As Time Magazine reporter Tim McGirk
noted, “Most residents of Jebel al-Kashif
claim there were no Hamas fighters in the area
at the time of the alleged incident [Abed
Rabbo], but a middle-aged farmer in a battered
army jacket took me aside and said, in a near
whisper, that Hamas had been firing rockets
from the vicinity of where the episode took
place.” This might explain how the Israelis
later hit the house with an artillery shell.” 1t
most probably constitutes one of the cases
where Hamas brought tragedy to its own
people.

Yet at the hands of Western news sources--
journalists, NGOs, and Goldstone--the
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grotesque cannibalism involved in such a
strategy has been reformulated as a tale of
ruthless and gratuitous Israeli child murder.
Noting the suppressed account of Hamas
attacking, McGirk nonetheless presented as
reliable the provocative narrative whereby,
while munching on chocolate, Israeli soldiers
shot the three Abed Rabbo girls in cold blood,
a narrative the Goldstone report affirms ({767-
89). This inversion occurs constantly and
underlines the systematic error that runs
through all these reports: its credulity of
Palestinian witnesses who made ferocious
accusations against Israel and avoided as
much as possible any criticism of their own
side even in the specific incidents in question.
On the critical issue of civilian casualties,
the NGOs, beginning with the Palestinian
Center for Human Rights (PCHR) in Gaza,
inflated civilian casualties systematically,
coming up with the key figures of casualties
and the percentage of civilian casualties. It
claimed there were 1419 killed, among them
1169 non-combatants (82 percent). The other
NGOs, including B’tselem, adjusted the
figures slightly, but retained the high
percentage of non-combatants. Israel Defense
Forces (IDF) figures and those of researchers
who found over 300 people, identified as
“civilians” on the PCHR list, featured as
heroic fighters at jihadi websites, came up
with dramatically different numbers, closer to
a 2:1 ratio of combatant to civilian
casualties.”® Note that even the 3:1 civilian
casualty rates of PCHR still constitute an
extraordinary low ratio for urban warfare.
Given the high stakes here and the
widespread allusion to high civilian casualties
by everyone accusing Israel of war crimes,
one would have expected the ‘“fact-finding
mission” to explore this topic. Yet not a trace
of a discussion appears in the report.
Goldstone merely complained to Christiane
Amanpour that, whatever Hamas did to hide
among civilians and use them as shields, “It
didn't justify the sort of civilian casualties that
we see as a result of Operation Cast Lead.”"
Not only did the major NGOs churn out
such skewed reports, they repeatedly called for
the UN Human Rights Council to create a

commission to investigate Israeli war crimes.
Three of the four senior people on the “Gaza
Fact-Finding Mission” that produced the
Goldstone Report signed an Amnesty
International-sponsored letter, claiming to be
“shocked to the core” by the events in Gaza
and calling for an international investigation in
terms that made clear the real target was
Israel.”

United Nations Human Rights Council
(UNHRC): Prelude to Gaza War 1.3

The UN as a world body created in the
service of peace and human rights has a
chronic and critical problem: the vast majority
of member states have dubious, even
adversary relationships with the basic
principles of human rights, including countries
like Libya, Cuba, and Sudan.’! This dilemma
reflects the historic fact that “human rights”
(and the democracies that declare and defend
them) are an unusual and late development in
human history. Most UN members are afraid
of free speech or any other rights that
undermine their authoritarian grip.

As a result, every time the UN sets up a
body designed to promote human rights, it
ends up being taken over by countries that
systematically undermine the intended mission
by doing everything they can to deflect
scrutiny of their own regimes and to attack
Western regimes that do try to play by the
rules. Israel, of course, lies at the heart of this
paradox and becomes the target par excellence
of human rights violations by countries that
could not bear a fraction of the scrutiny they
bring to bear on Israel.

The first iteration of this process, the
United Nations Commission on Human Rights
(1946-2006) devoted 15 percent of its time
and 33 percent of its country-specific
condemnations on Israel, a country with .01
percent of the world population. In August
2001, a UN-sponsored world conference
aimed at combating racism ended up
becoming a hate-fest in which countries that
were actively engaged in slavery and genocide
heaped vitriol on Israel and the United States.
In 2004, Sudan, perhaps the single most
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outrageous violator of the human rights of its
own citizens (slavery and genocide), was
elected to the Human Rights Commission and
the American delegate walked out. The
situation became so bad that Secretary General
Kofi Anan disbanded the 40-year old
organization and created the UN Human
Rights Council in an effort to reform the body.

This effort failed almost immediately.
Faced with the same problem of high
representation among human rights violators,
the new organization rapidly replicated, if not
intensified, the skew of its predecessor. In its
first three years, the UNHRC condemned
Israel in 26 resolutions, while condemning all
other countries in the world combined only 6
times, meaning 81 percent of the
condemnations for a nation that makes up .01
percent of the world population. Israel is the
only country that holds a permanent place on
the Council’s agenda. All the same forces
hammer away at the only country in the
Middle East that even tries to respect human
rights, while ignoring the real horrors like
Congo and Sudan.”® As Goldstone responded
to Fareed Zakaria’s request to compare
Israel’s deeds with those in Rwanda or Serbia,
“One cannot compare.... Gaza doesn’t get
anywhere near that kind of situation.””

Thus, when organizations such as Amnesty
International and Human Rights Watch called
on the UNHRC to establish a commission to
investigate Israel, it seemed the bias was built
in. Indeed, as early as January 3, 2009, the
Organization of Islamic Conference (OIC), the
largest intergovernmental organization outside
the UN and whose members hold a plurality of
seats on the UNHRC, made a request for a
formal investigation of Israeli war crimes in
Gaza.”® The fact that the OIC had just come to
the defense of Omar al-Bashir of Sudan,
architect of the most vicious and deliberate
genocide currently underway, and that they
had prevailed on the UNHRC not to
investigate that country’s behavior, had no
impact on the UNHRC’s receptivity to this
proposal.

Not surprisingly, the original mandate from
that council made it clear who was the

predetermined target of the investigation,
Israel, and who was not, Hamas:

Requests the United Nations High
Commissioner for Human Rights to report
on the violations of human rights of the
Palestinian people by the occupying Power,
Israel, by strengthening the field presence
of the Office of the High Commission in
the Occupied Palestinian Territory,
particularly in the occupied Gaza Strip, and
deploying the necessary personnel and
expertise to monitor and document Israeli
violations of the human rights of
Palestinians and the destruction of their
properties [emphases added]....

The mandate was so one-sided that major
figures, not known for partiality to Israel,
including Desmond Tutu and Mary Robinson,
refused to head the mission.”

Goldstone, who signed the Amnesty
International call for an investigation, insisted
that he took the position only on condition that
the mandate be changed. As proof of this
change, he points to remarks at a press
conference by the president of the council,
Nigerian Ambassador Martin  Thoeghian
Uhomoibhi:

I am confident that the mission will be in a
position to assess in an independent and
impartial manner all human rights and
humanitarian law violations committed in
the context of the conflict which took place
between 27 December 2008 and 18 January
2009 and provide much needed clarity
about the legality of the thousands of
deaths and injuries and the widespread
destruction that occurred.’®

Yet this new and expanded mandate was never
formally  codified. Moreover, despite
Goldstone’s claim that every nation involved
was consulted and had agreed with changing
the parameters of the investigation,”’ it is most
unlikely that the UNHRC, and certainly not
the OIC members who dominated it, would
have formally approved a more even-handed
mandate.

26 Middle East Review of International Affairs, Vol. 13, No. 4 (December 2009)



Goldstone’s Gaza Report: Part II: A Miscarriage of Human Rights

Indeed, as Irwin Cotler pointed out, even
Uhomoibhi’s oral mandate undermined
Goldstone’s request:

Any faith Goldstone possessed in the re-
definition of his mandate should have
dissipated when Uhomoibhi publicly stated
on the day the inquiry was announced...
[that] the alleged expansion of the
mandate’s timeframe that Goldstone
apparently fought for, to include reference
to Hamas’s provocation (apparently from
June 2008), was nowhere to be found in the
description of his mandate.”

While Goldstone’s statement that the mandate
had changed provided him with a rationale for
taking on the job, this factor had little effect
on the mission’s results. Here the skewed
nature of the NGOs and the OIC agendas
dominated. Indeed, the list of the 36 incidents
on which the investigation allegedly focused--
virtually all of them involving accusations
against Israel--may be the same list compiled
beforehand by Amnesty International.™
Moreover, the choice of Goldstone’s
associates for the mission make it clear that
the results were predetermined. In announcing
Goldstone’s appointment, the president of the
UNHRC also announced his associates,
Colonel Desmond Travers, Hina Jilani, and
Prof. Christine Chinkin. All three individuals
have been long-time players in the UN
“human rights” drama, “familiar faces” as
Uhomoibhi called them. In the case of
Chinkin, who had already served on one panel
of investigation into alleged Israeli war
crimes, the prejudice was clear. She signed the
(London) Times letter accusing Israel of war
crimes, when her only source was ‘“reporting”
from Palestinian and “human rights” NGOs on
the ground.60 Thus, at least one of the four
“judges” had already declared the defendant to
be guilty before any “investigation” was made.
Goldstone, however, refused to remove her.
Chinkin, meanwhile, claimed to be open-
minded, though she had already argued that
“the manner and scale of [Israel’s] operations
in Gaza amount to an act of aggression and is
contrary to international law.”®" The mission

also claimed that since it was a “fact-finding”
and not judicial panel her previous position on
the issues was alcceptalble.62 Had Goldstone
any real independence from the UNHR
“community,” he would have asked her to step
down, if only as a step to maintain the
committee’s credibility. Instead, as David
Matas points out, the text of the Amnesty
International letter she signed would look like
an “executive summary of the Goldstone
Report.”63

Israel, pointing to the obvious prejudice of
the enterprise, refused to cooperate with what
Alan Dershowitz called a kangaroo court.”*
Israel’s refusal to cooperate bothered
Goldstone immensely, and he alternated
between regret that Israel passed up a chance
to have him as its judge and using their
absence of defense as an argument against it.%

The Dream and the Nightmare: The Alchemy
of Advocacy

It is easier to point to the process by which
the Goldstone Mission Report on Gaza took its
fatally flawed final form, but harder to explain
the motivations of those involved. Why would
the Western news media be so susceptible to
Palestinian narrative, why were human rights
activists so eager to participate in such an
enterprise?®® How could Richard Goldstone, a
man with a long, distinguished career in law
and, if anything, a certain affection for Israel,
have worked for an organization that so
clearly served an agenda that at once assaulted
Israel and protected Sudan, and could then
produce such an sloppy report so much in the
service of that organization’s malevolent
agenda? Why did so many people with the
best of intentions about human rights adopt a
discourse designed by people with a
commitment to the very values they despise--
brainwashing children in hatred, demonizing
the “other,” and calling for genocide?

As noted above, however, the first element
lies in the probability that many such people--
journalists and NGOs--convinced themselves
they were doing good by such behavior; and in
an interview with Christiane Amanpour,
Goldstone articulated the dream that animated
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his work on the UN Fact-Finding Mission to
Gaza (UNFFMG): “It’s certainly my hope that
the effect of the report will have consequences
in the future for the protection of innocent
civilians in many places of the world.”® In
another interview, he elaborated: “My hope is
that making the facts public, and the debate
that has ensued as a result, will assist in
achieving an enduring peace in the Middle
East. I don’t believe that you can have an
enduring peace if violations of serious human
rights are not uncovered.”®®

It is a dream that animates many in the
global “human rights” community militating
against the targeting of civilians and trying to
protect the civil rights of innocents
unfortunate enough to be caught in the
crossfire. Yet behind that benevolent approach
lies a more troubling current, a capitulation to
forces of violence and intimidation that make
civilians their primary target.

In a highly revealing moment, Richard
Goldstone shared one of his nightmares with
the audience at Brandeis: “...three nights
before I went [to Gaza] I woke up in the
middle of the night after a terrible nightmare,
with sweat on my brow, because I had a vivid
dream that I’d been kidnapped by, by Hamas,
and people in Israel were rejoicing [laughter].
That was the nightmare, based on real fears.”®

Goldstone clearly didn’t tell this anecdote
in order to reveal the flaws of both his report’s
methods and conclusions, but reveal them he

did. The nightmare reflects the brutal reality of
life in the Gaza Strip, where foreign
journalists and critics of the regime face
violent sanctions--kidnapping, torture, knee-
capping, and death--at any time. The perpetual
threat reflects some fundamental aspects of
Hamas as a political organization from its
origins in the first intifada (during which
Palestinians killed almost as many Palestinians
as Israelis did),”® through the second (during
which collaborators and reporters were in
constant danger of retaliation), and finally
(briefly) reaching the public eye when it took
over Gaza in a bloody coup in 2006.”"
Moreover, during Operation Cast Lead, as
even the Goldstone Report chronicles, Hamas
pursued political enemies with remorseless
violence ({1345-72). Goldstone was thus
perfectly correct in adding “based on real
fears...”

On the other hand, as Goldstone tells it, the
story had a happy ending: “I was, I'm happy
to say, met warmly by ordinary Palestinians.
And what struck me in particular was how
similar the people of Gaza are to the people of
Israel, the atmosphere, the warmth, the food,
everything  [applause]....””> Note how
Goldstone here changed the subject from
Hamas to the “ordinary Palestinians.” Indeed,
Goldstone was greeted favorably wherever he
went, including by Hamas, which often served
as his direct guide, defining what he was
seeing and hearing.
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UN investigator Richard Goldstone, right, walks with Hamas parliament member Ahmed Bahr,
second right, and members of a UN delegation during a visit to the Palestinian parliament building
that was destroyed in January 2009 during Israel’s offensive on the Gaza Strip, in Gaza City.

The mission warmly thanked Hamas for its
cooperation in the report: “Q9. During its visits
to the Gaza Strip, the Mission held meetings
with senior members of the Gaza authorities
and they extended their full cooperation and
support to the Mission.” Goldstone refers to
Hamas here as the “Gaza Authorities,” a term
that the report uses several times before
defining it in the text’s first footnote: “{137,
n.1: The term ‘Gaza authorities’ is used to
refer to the de facto Hamas-led authorities
established in Gaza since June 2007.”

This positive reception stemmed in no
small part from Hamas’ perception that
Goldstone was “on their side.” For example,
the report’s account ({371-92) of the Israeli
bombing of the Palestinian Legislative
Council (visited in the picture above)
essentially adopted Hamas’ position: It was a
legitimate government and the government
offices were unjustly targeted.”” While
Goldstone insists he was quite critical--on
targeting Israeli civilians and brutalizing Fatah

opponents--none of this seems to have
bothered Hamas.

While initially some Hamas officials
denounced the report as “unfair” to Hamas,
others, like Hamas spokesman Fawzi Barhum,
made clear how they viewed the report: “The
UN report constitutes irrefutable proof that the
Zionist occupier committed crimes against
humanity....After this explicit report, the
international community should bring the
leaders of the Zionist enemy as war criminals
before the International Criminal Court.”™
Other Hamas officials agreed,75 while,
Hizballah,”® and Islamic Jihad also expressed
approval of “rallying support and backing for
the ‘Goldstone’ report.”’’ Tt was clear to
anyone on Hamas’ side, that this report was a
great victory. Why then, despite Goldstone’s
assurance that he was even-handedly critical,
would Hamas and its allies so appreciate the
report?

There are a number of obvious reasons.
First, Goldstone accused Hamas of nothing
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that would actually embarrass them. They are
proud of both their targeting of Israeli civilians
and the reputation for ruthlessness against
rivals (including other jihadi groups) that
makes “keeping order” in Gaza much easier.”®
Moreover, even where the report accuses
Palestinians of war crimes, it speaks of “armed
Palestinian groups,” not Hamas.”

If, on the other hand, the report had accused
Hamas of systematically endangering their
own civilians and trying to create the
“humanitarian crisis,” that would have done
damage, that would have embarrassed them.
Instead, the mission dismissed the only
charges against Hamas to which Hamas was
vulnerable--victimizing its own people. In so
doing, it at the same time exculpated Hamas
and inculpated the IDF. After all, if Hamas
were not hiding among civilians, the IDF must
have fired at civilian targets with the
deliberate aim to kill civilians. Hamas second-
in-command Musa Abu Marzuq noted
triumphantly:

All paragraphs in the Goldstone report
convict Israel and totally exonerate Hamas
from any misconduct. For instance, the
report exonerates Hamas from the
accusation of using civilians as human
shields and attributes this accusation to
Israeli  forces. Likewise, the report
exonerated Hamas from all other
accusations mentioned by Israel, and even
when the report is dealing with the rockets
which were launched from Gaza, it speaks
about military groups without naming
Hamas.®

Mahmoud Abbas, whose government
opposes Hamas but saw the report as helpful
for the overall Palestinian cause, referred
twice to Goldstone as “my brother, Richard
Muhammad Goldstone.”®!

There are two major alternative hypotheses
to explain the course of this mission: 1)
Goldstone’s mission went in and fearlessly
conducted a fair and even-handed
investigation that found Israel primarily guilty;
or 2) Goldstone’s mission went in and avoided

any issues that might displease Hamas and
produced a report that delighted Hamas.

Supporters of Hamas and many ‘“human
rights” advocates adopt the first hypothesis:
Goldstone was fair, even-handed, and
courageous, but consider this mental exercise:
What if Goldstone had gone into Gaza
determined to explore not only the 36
incidents that focused on alleged Israeli war
crimes, but also a dozen or so incidents that
concerned Hamas’ use of civilian shields?
What if he had seriously asked their witnesses,
in private hearings, about the presence of
Hamas and other jihadi groups and had known
enough of the important data to challenge
disinformation? What if his team had gone
into Shifa Hospital and searched the lower
levels for evidence--widely discussed during
the operation--of Hamas’ headquarters,
detention centers, and torture rooms. What
more shameful evidence against Hamas could
one find than the use of the sick and the
wounded as human shields?** What if they had
heard testimony of Hamas’ use of ambulances
to transport combatants and weapons; of its
deliberate efforts to control the flow of flour
from the AID agencies to the Gazan
population?

What if he had heard testimony from
Lorenzo Cremonesi and his informants about
the meaning of this passage?

“Get away! Get away from here! Do you
want the Israelis to kill everyone? Do you
want our children to die under the bombs?
Take your missiles and weapons away,” the
inhabitants of the Gaza Strip yelled at the
Hamas militants and their allies in Islamic
Jihad. The more courageous were
organized and blocked the entrances to
their courtyards and locked the doors to
their buildings, barricading quickly and
furiously the stairs to the highest rooftops.
But for all of that the guerrillas didn’t listen
to anyone. ‘“Traitors, collaborators with
Israel, spies of Fatah, cowards! The
soldiers of the holy war will punish you.
And in any case you will all die, like us.
Fighting the Zionist Jews we are all
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destined for paradise. Do you not wish to
die with us?’”

This is what they yelled furiously as they
broke down doors and windows, hiding
themselves on high floors, gardens, using
ambulances and barricading themselves
near the hospitals, schools and buildings of
the UN. In extreme cases the [Hamas
militants] shot those who sought to block
them from their streets and houses to save
their own families, or they beat them
savagely.83

How different might the report have then
looked?

What would have happened to the warm
welcome the mission received from the “Gaza
Authorities”? What kind of retaliation might
such actions have provoked against both
Goldstone and anyone who cooperated with
his mission?** One might expect outrage and
Goldstone’s nightmare might well have come
true, if not for him, surely for those Gazans
who spoke honestly to him. Only the most
naive (or, like Goldstone, defensive) could
argue that Hamas did not effectively
intimidate the mission. Goldstone and his
colleagues behaved the way they did and
produced their report not only out of a “human
rights gone post-colonial” advocacy, but to a
significant extent, out of fear of the
consequences of criticizing Hamas.

In doing so, the mission replicated the
behavior of journalists reporting from
Palestinian-run areas, who live in constant fear
of kidnapping and purchase their safety by not
telling anything that might displease those
they fear.* When BBC reporter Alan Johnston
was kidnapped, journalists evacuated the Gaza
Strip because if this could happen to Johnston,
an outright advocate of the Palestinian cause,
no one was safe.®® As Daniele Moro put it: “If
you write things they don’t like, they see you
as the enemy.” They understand that the media
is a theater of war, and so do the journalists
who have to survive in that environment.

One journalist who was very sympathetic
to the Palestinian cause found this out to his
chagrin at the time of the Ramallah lynching.

He was snapping photos of this savage
lynching when he was nearly beaten to death
by the Palestinian crowd and his camera was
shattered. Following his experience, he wrote
an article in the Telegraph entitled, “I’'ll Have
Nightmares the Rest of My Life.” The next
day, friends in fear of his safety advised him
to leave the Palestinian territories.®’

An Italian reporter took videotapes of the
lynching which, when aired, made the
Palestinian Authority (PA) very angry. In the
end, the head of another Italian news agency
wrote a sycophantic letter to Arafat trying to
avoid retaliation by insisting that they would
never do such a thing (release footage that
harms the Palestinian cause), and that they
“always adhere to the journalistic rules of the
Palestinian Authority for work in Palestine.”*®
These cases revealed Palestinian intimidation
of journalists on the one hand, and the degree
to which journalists, in order to protect
themselves from that violence, avoid
antagonizing Palestinians.*

Moreover, as Moro notes, journalists do not
talk openly about these matters; and nor did
Goldstone. Nor would journalists or NGOs
and UN officials agree to charges that their
accounts of events are the result of
intimidation. On the contrary, they would
point to every time they criticized Hamas as
proof of their independence.”® At most, one
might get the admission that these “reporters”
are sympathetic to the Palestinian cause as
advocates for the victims. As Bob Simon put
it, “in the Middle East, one picture can be
worth a thousand weapons,” and a number of
journalists have affirmed that “since Israel has
all the weapons, they can ‘level the playing
field® by giving the Palestinians the PR
victory.”

CNN’s Ben Wedeman and BBC’s Alan
Johnston clearly feel they are the voice of the
Palestinians oppressed by the Israelis.”’ Their
beat is precisely not to show how the
Palestinian leadership victimizes its own
people. There is no cost to criticizing Israel
even dishonestly; there is a high cost to even
the slightest and honest criticism of
Palestinian leadership.
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As a result, there is a disconcerting overlap
between what one might say as a result of
“advocacy” and of intimidation. In other
words, for journalists and representatives of
NGOs, whose ability to survive in these harsh
environments depends on reporting as the
Palestinians wish, “advocacy” is a fine cover
for intimidation. If it were truly a case of
“advocacy for the oppressed,” one would
imagine a fair number of journalists who
would turn against these predatory “leaders”
and denounce their systematic victimization of
their own people.92

In so doing, the journalists, the NGOs, and
Goldstone’s mission illustrate the folly of
violating Daniel Moynihan’s paradoxical law,
which illustrates so vividly the situation in
Israel and the PA: “The amount of violations
of human rights in a country is always an
inverse function of the amount of complaints
about human rights violations heard from
there. The greater the number of complaints
being aired, the better protected are human
rights in that country.”

Goldstone illustrates this “law” quite
precisely. Were he really a representative of
the “innocent civilian” rather than an
(unconscious) agent of an anti-Zionist agenda,
he would have looked a good deal harder at
Hamas’ behavior and would have found far
more evidence of their victimizing their own
people, as opposed to the “no evidence” that
so often mars the pages of his report. On the
contrary, his report serves Hamas’ cause of
war and hatred far more than that of those
innocents caught in the crossfire whom
Goldstone claims to represent.

The report damages everyone its authors
claims to care about, not only the civilians
whose human rights are violated daily by
thuggish elites, but even the culture that first
generated the principles of human rights they
champion. By judging Israel so harshly and
ignoring Hamas’s sacrificial abuse of Gazan
civilians, the report encourages “insurgent”
militias--the very people who most readily
violate the rules they value--to hide in civilian
populations. Knowing it was much weaker
militarily, Hamas wanted the Israelis to shoot
at civilians or their buildings so they could

accuse them of war crimes and win the media
war. If the Israelis strike at them, it is both a
media and legal victory; if they don’t, as in the
case of Shifa Hospital, it is a military
advantage; and Goldstone’s report takes that
victory to new levels of international legal
prominence.

Cognitive Warfare in the Service of the
“Weak” Side of Asymmetrical Warfare

In the final analysis, Goldstone’s report
represents yet one more example of a massive
failure of the West in its cognitive warfare
with Islamist forces.” For the West, cognitive
war is an adjunct to the real battlefield; for the
jihadists, the physical battlefield (where they
know they can only lose, for now) is an
adjunct to the cognitive battlefield. Hamas in
2008-2009, and Hizballah in 2006, pursued a
strategy literally unknown in the history of
warfare of maximizing their own civilians’
deaths in order to turn people the world over
against their designated enemies. For Hamas,
the media battlefield was their main concern.
Indeed, they barely fought in the field.

By echoing their accusations, journalists
and organizations like Amnesty, Human
Rights Watch, and the UNHRC make this
strategy a success; they make it “rational.” It is
hard to imagine a more spectacular victory of
the ruthless “weak” forces of an asymmetrical
war, one that specifically encourages sacrifice
of their own populations. Yet it couldn’t work
without the cooperation of peace and human
rights advocates. In the case of the Goldstone
mission’s  substitution of  “truth  and
reconciliation”  for  “fact-finding,” they
produced a perversion of the basic principles:
the former model was based on voluntary
confessions rather than accusations made
under the coercive gaze of people who could
not be accused. The perversion leads to a
complete  reversal: from truth and
reconciliation to lies and alienation.

As long as the militarily weaker side can
attack enemy civilians with impunity from the
midst of their own civilians and have every
attempt to strike back turned against the
society that tries to protect itself from their
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aggression, they advance their cause.
Accordingly, critics have denounced the report
for its wunintended consequences, as a
“terrorist’s charter,” as a roadmap for lawfare
that will tie the West down like the
Lilliputians did Gulliver, as a recipe for the
victimization of civilians by ruthless
jihadists.”

Colonel Richard Kemp remarked that Israel
is a particularly choice battlefield in this
asymmetrical war Dbecause of special
circumstances, making it the soft underbelly of
Western Europe in this campaign:

The IDF face all the challenges that I have
spoken about, and more... [It is very
difficult to be] fighting an enemy that is
deliberately trying to sacrifice their own
people, deliberately trying to lure you in to
killing their own innocent civilians... And
Hamas, like Hizballah, is also highly expert
at driving the media agenda. They will
always have people ready to give
interviews condemning Israeli forces for
war crimes. They are adept at staging and
distorting incidents. Their people often
have no option than to go along with the
charades in front of the world’s media that
Hamas so frequently demand, often on pain
of death. What is the other challenge faced
by the IDF that we British do not have to
face to the same extent? It is the automatic,
Pavlovian presumption by many in the
international media, and international
human rights groups, that the IDF are in
the wrong, that they are abusing human
rights [emphases added].95

Thus, while every Western country is an
ultimate target in the cognitive warfare of
jihadists against the West, Israel serves as the
prime one, the soft underbelly of Western self-
defense and self-respect.

Some might blame antisemitism for this
peculiar animus against Israel, and it would be
hard to dismiss it as a factor. Certainly, there
is an unmistakable moral Schadenfreude that
tickles the European (and, alas, the “leftist”)
palette--the seemingly irresistible appeal of
accusing Jews of doing to Palestinians what

antisemites have done to Jews for millennia.
Increasingly that accusation has spilled over
into moral sadism in which the Jews are
likened to the Nazis.”®

Like historical antisemitism, this
temptation harms the very people who indulge
in it.”’ European elites, even as they embrace
the lethal narratives of Palestinian Muslims
against Israel, stoke the flames of jihad in their
own midst. By getting the Western news
media to channel their accusations against
Israel, jihadists gain a valuable ally in
recruiting for jihad. The French prisons are
filled with jihadists whose awakening to the
cause came from watching French TV.”® What
Arab, even if he or she is aware of how
dishonest their media are, could imagine that
the West would echo that dishonesty?”’

Yet even if this virulent Western anti-
Zionism is antisemitic in inspiration, it is a
new, post Holocaust form, necessarily
unconscious. Virtually none of those who
embrace the Palestinian narrative in the West
will admit, even privately, even to themselves,
that they are antisemitic. Most deny it
heatedly. Of course, someone like Goldstone,
with a history of at least cultural ties to Israel,
denies constantly that he is in any way a “self-
hating” J ew.'” Some of his Jewish supporters
mockingly embrace the accusation.''

The problem, however, remains: How can
so many well-intentioned people, including
Jews, be so ferociously self-critical that they
end up being major conduits for the
propaganda of virulently antisemitic and
extremist organizations?'’” It is one thing to
renounce the principle of “my side right or
wrong” in favor of a just principle of
“whoever is right, my side or not,” but when
can it ever make sense to say “my enemy’s
side right or wrong”?

Intimidation and Advocacy: The Narcissistic
Payoff

There is something more sinister here even
than various forms of animosity toward Jews,
conscious and unconscious, or radical
ideologies that have somehow lost their way.
If it were only that problem, then reasoned
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discourse, hard evidence, and some serious
self-criticism on the part of the parties
involved might help, at least in some cases.
One wouldn’t find so much unanimity. There
is, however, something more fundamental that
underlies the positions taken in the Arab-
Israeli conflict, something that explains why,
despite so many powerful anomalies (like
Hamas using human shields and shutting out
aid at the Egyptian border), “progressives”
continue to cling to their self-destructive
paradigms and adopt positions that so violate
the very principles they claim to espouse. That
more powerful factor is: “We are afraid and
we cannot admit it.”

Journalists in particular, subject to
pervasive threats and occasional violence in
the Palestinian territories (and elsewhere in the
Middle East), cannot possibly admit this to
their readers and viewers for fear of losing
credibility. Moreover, not inclined toward
living in the constant recognition that they
have succumbed to the double indignity of
bending their knee to jihadi demands, and to
hiding that fact from their audiences, they
prefer to believe that they say what they do out
of advocacy. They can thus feel noble by
embracing the cause of the oppressed (who
happen to be the same people who threaten
them). How much braver it feels to accuse the
Israelis of whining about unfair coverage than
to admit one cannot report honestly on Hamas’
behavior. With the alchemy of advocacy for
the “oppressed” and “wretched of the earth,”
they transform this double cowardice into
bravery, “speaking truth to Israeli power.”

That intimidation, however, extends
beyond the journalistic front lines to the home
front as well. Since the Salmon Rushdie affair
in 1989, Muslims have realized that they can
extend Shari’a through intimidation, that when
they call for targeted killings of blasphemers
of Islam, the West will back down.'® The
twenty-first century has been a privileged
terrain for such spectacles of intimidation and
appeasement, among the most spectacular
(and enduring) concerned the “Muhammad
Cartoons.”'* Note that the same radical forces
in Islam that responded so violently--and so
openly about their agenda--to Western

indiscretions, also, in the first decade of the
twenty-first century, produced a stunningly
long list of suicide attacks on civilians of all
faiths around the world, beginning with Israel,
but then becoming frequent in both the West
and Muslim-majority societies.'”

Much of this intimidation has been
internalized in the form of a politically correct
narrative whose hegemony depends on the
silences it imposes. It denounces any criticism
that offends Muslims as gratuitous insult and
provocation. The key issue, of course, is
where should one draw the line between
gratuitous insult and important criticism? If
politeness is not saying certain things lest
there be violence, civility is being able to say
certain things and there won’t be violence. Is
contemporary Western discourse too obsessed
with being polite with Muslims? Are they too
thin-skinned (especially given how violently
they can dish out the criticism)? It certainly
seems strange then that supporters of human
rights and defenders of free speech expend far
more effort silencing those who ‘“seem” to
insult Islam, than offensive Muslims who call
for the death of blasphemers, who carry signs
in the streets of European capitals that read:
“Slay all those who insult Islam.”

Those who follow this politically-correct
line so dominate the public discourse that any
dissent takes one on a perilous path to
marginalization--those who make even mildly
critical remarks about Muslims, Arabs, or
Palestinians are rapidly dismissed as proto-
fascists. If they persist, they may be accused
of incitement, Islamophobia, and even
holocaust denial (of the genocide against the
Palestinians).'”® What is portrayed as
politically correct--whether Hina Jilani’s it
would be “cruel not to believe” or Erik
Alterman’s it is an “inarguably racist rant” to
say that “Arabs are feigning outrage”'"’--
trumps trying to determine what actually
happened based on the evidence. They think
they are being virtuously generous and open-
minded; but in the world of cognitive warfare,
the outcome is systematic renunciation all the
West’s main defenses.

As a result, Americans don’t know how to
protect themselves from real enemies like
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Major Malik Hassan,'®® FBI Arabic translators
whose loyalties lie elsewhere, or government
advisors who “help” law enforcement and
security deal with the Muslim community.'®
Ironically, stigmatizing as a ‘“right-winger”
and an “Islamophobe” anyone who points out
the “us-them” ideology--wala wa bara
(loyalty to fellow Muslims and enmity to
infidels),''"” a mentality so prevalent among
Muslims and so effectively incited by radicals-
-will make it harder to counteract that
problem.''" The losers here are moderates on
all sides, especially among the Muslims whom
jihadists like Hamas and Jama’at-e-Islami are
permitted to stigmatize as collaborators with
the enemy.'"?

Alas, Goldstone may have won his peaceful
sleep at the cost of the Gazans’--and everyone
else’s--nightmares, for not only does his report
target Israel, it will eventually serve to target
every civil polity with a powerful army
targeted by this asymmetrical war waged by
jihadi forces.'!? Ironically, once these armies
become aware of the heightened standards,
they go straight to Israel for advice on how to
lower the civilian tolls in their military
maneuvers.'

The consequences of such self-delusion are
massive. The Goldstone Report embodies an
astonishing failure of Western culture to
collect reliable intelligence, to “see” clearly
enough to make sober judgments and take
effective decisions. A systematic inversion
sets in: al-Dura 2000, symbol of Palestinian
blood libels, becomes “Israel’s images of
hate”;115 Jenin 2002, the most exceptional
example of military self-sacrifice for the sake
of sparing enemy civilians in the history of
human  warfare, becomes “the Jenin
Massacre”;116 Lebanon and Gaza 2006-2009,
the revolting spectacle of religious fanatics
victimizing their own people in a war of
extermination, become symbols of freedom
fighters resisting Israeli apartheid imperialism.
The result, as Irwin Cotler points out, is the
grotesque double moral inversion of making
Israel the only country accused of genocide,
even as it is the only contemporary country
subject to incitement as the object of genocide.

It may make many in the West feel good to
“believe” the Arab Muslim narrative of
suffering at the hands of the Israeli oppressor.
After all, it allows them to be generously
empathic, and to wag the finger at Israel. Yet
it also empowers the very forces of
intolerance, violence, and reactionary goals
they imagine they are opposing. It is neither
honorable nor courageous; it is a capitulation
that endangers the most hard-earned freedoms.
Even as they congratulate themselves on
bravely balancing advocacy and “objective”
journalism, reporters daily betray the very
charge given to them by the citizens they
serve--to report accurately.

If someone had told the founders of Hamas,
as they penned their genocidal “charter” of
Islamic supremacy in 1988,""” that in 20 years
time, infidels in Europe would be carrying
their flags and chanting “We are Hamas,”'"®
they would have laughed in disbelief. It is not
that the jihadists--violent and “non-violent”--
are so smart or talented at deception; it is that
their Western counterparts are so stupid. Great
civilizations do not necessarily die or fall to
superior powers; they can self-destruct.

Goldstone’s inexcusably unprofessional
report represents a major step on the way to
either the suicide of a human rights culture
unique in history and a millennium in the
making, or a global war that will beggar
World War II for casualties. The tragedy is
that this fight might be won largely non-
violently by showing some courage, honesty,
and judgment. Given the cost in lives that
would ensue in a war with the vicious forces
now empowered daily, is that too much to ask
for?

*Prof. Richard Landes was trained as a
medievalist, teaching history at Boston
University. His work on both forgeries and on
the role of intimidation in affecting narrative
in medieval history led him to switch fields to
the way the media (and academia) represent
the Arab-Israeli conflict in the twenty-first
century. He maintains four sites, The Center
for Millennial Studies (quiescent), The Second

Draft, Understanding the Goldstone Report,
and he blogs at The Augean Stables. His book
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on millennialism: Heaven on Earth: The
Varieties of the Millennial Experience (Oxford
University Press) will be out in December of
2010. He is also currently writing a book
entitled, They're so Smart.

NOTES

" For an analysis of Hamas’ blocking the

border, see Richard Landes, “Revealing
Silence at the  Egyptian  Border,”
PajamasMedia, January 3, 2009,
http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/revealing-
silence-at-the-gaza-egypt-border/. For a report
detailing the problems in the hospitals from
Hazem Balousha, The Guardian, December
29, 2009, the day after the story first appeared,
see:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hsBNIr2B
mkA. In the case of Rushdie Abu Aluf, trained
by Alan Johnston and rapidly promoted to on-
screen reporter, BBC’s John Williams referred
to Abu Aluf as the “unlikely star” of the Gaza
war
(http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/jan/10
/gaza-israel-reporters-foreign-journalists)
while James Stephenson lauded his “calm,
accurate, accounts of what is happening... a
model of impeccable journalism, in terrible
personal circumstances.”
(http://www.bbc.co.uk/blogs/theeditors/2009/0
1/reporting_from_gaza.html).

* BBC journalist Rushdie Abu Aluf goes on a
tour of Shifa Hospital, and interviews Mads
Gilbert on civilian casualties,
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=op5UlspDy
Tg. Gilbert’s radical politics and agenda were
detailed early on in the conflict. See
Committee for Accuracy in Middle East
Reporting in America (CAMERA) reports on
Gilbert,
http://www.camera.org/index.asp?x_context=
8&x_nameinnews=222.

> Ben Cohen, “Gaza: The Overcrowding
Myth,” Z-Word Blog, September 18, 2009,
http://blog.z-word.com/2009/09/gaza-the-
overcrowding-myth/.

* For Annie Lennox’s interview, see:
http://www.youtube.com/profile ?user=strtbald
win#tp/u/84/ukO19JQI8HQ; for this author’s

response, see
http://www.seconddraft.org/index.php?option
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