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Palestinian Dance Education under Occupation: Need or Frill?
Omar Barghouti, The Electronic Intifada, 1 October 2006
 
Despite  an almost  obvious and persistent  need to  promote  creativity,  imagination and 
freedom of expression as crucial ingredients in cultural development, dance as a form of 
spiritual and cultural education as well as a useful medium in education has been virtually  
non-existent  in the formal  education system in the occupied Palestinian territory (oPt). 
Music, drama and plastic arts may have fared relatively better, but not by much. It is high 
time to challenge this deficiency head-on, both from a cultural and a political perspective,  
particularly since its causes are self-inflicted, to a large extent.

Arabs in general have traditionally viewed and practised dance as a communal expression 
of happiness, experienced during revered folk festivities of all  sorts: a good harvest,  a 
wedding, even a spiritual occasion, although the latter demands its own, quite different 
choreographies. Unlike in some other world cultures, where traditional dance may express 
grief, fear, defiance and readiness for battle, among other dramatic themes, folkloric Arab 
dance -- of which Palestinian dabkeh is a branch -- as a genre has for generations been 
restricted to more or less a single celebratory theme. Among other effects,  this mono-
thematic prevalence limits the value of dance as an educational medium and as a field of  
education in its own right, as it prevents dance from artistically adapting to more complex 
or  demanding  themes  and  from  enhancing  the  cognitive  and  critical  faculties  of 
participants and spectators alike.

In the Palestinian context, decades of occupation, exile and colonial oppression have left 
their mark on the Palestinian collective approach to art, where the above limitations are 
evident.  While  theatre,  plastic  art  and  film  had  more  flexibility  and  agility  to  adapt  to  
changing circumstances and needs, even in the formal education sector, the movement 
alphabet of traditional Palestinian dance was, comparatively speaking, set in stone. To 
make a "new" dance about prisoners of conscience, say, you only need to compile steps 
from the same old constrained repertoire, only set to the "right" song with prisoner-related,  
preferably direct, lyrics and a familiar traditional tune that guarantees applause from start 
to finish. Such artistic experiences, if they can be so called, can rarely touch minds or 
hearts, let alone play any transformative or liberating role; they can only appease some 
sectors'  basic obsession with familiarity and stability -- stagnation, really -- in a sea of  
political turmoil and rapid socio-economic changes.

Under conditions of occupation Palestinian dance has been largely viewed as yet another 
tool  for  political  agitation  against  the  oppressor  or  a  politically-motivated  exercise  in 
reviving cultural roots, again in defiance of the will of the occupiers, who have consistently 
tried  to  confiscate  or  altogether  suppress  any  expression  of  Arab-Palestinian  cultural 
heritage.  Artistic  excellence,  innovation  and  growth,  deemed  far  less  significant  than 
political content, were thus forfeited or ignored. As a result, developing dance -- in both  
technique and content -- even as a form of artistic resistance, open to the fresh influences 
of world cultures and changing Palestinian circumstances, has faced serious challenges 
from within society,  not just from the occupation authorities.  Social  conservatives were 
particularly incensed by the tendency inherent in contemporary Palestinian dance, as in all  
contemporary  art  forms  around  the  world,  to  defy  anachronistic  norms,  challenge 
patriarchic and clerical authority, or rebel against molded, inherited parameters of allowed 
thought and expression. 
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With boldness and almost a sense of mission, some Palestinian dance groups were able 
to  build  on  the  roots  of  Arab-Palestinian  folkloric  dance,  while  wisely  and  selectively 
integrating techniques and style details learned through international exposure, to create  
an  altogether  fresh  spirit,  texture  and  movement  terminology  that  is  distinctively 
Palestinian in character yet universal in appeal. This development succeeded in capturing 
new audiences,  particularly  among Palestinian  youth,  who  for  many years  have  been 
gradually and steadily losing their devotion to -- and sometimes their belief in -- Palestinian 
cultural  manifestations  and  symbols.  Being  Palestinian  was  no  longer  exclusively 
associated in their minds with being traditional, or being like their grandparents! It can be 
fun and hip to be Palestinian, too! If only for this, education officials and experts alike must 
reconsider the current exclusion of dance from art education in the school system.

But the value of integrating dance into Palestinian education goes well beyond its function 
in rehabilitating a sense of identity among youth or invoking self-respect for Palestinian 
culture  and  its  potential.  Dance,  as  an  art  form  that  involves  the  coordinated  and 
expressive  movement of  the entire  body,  has its  unique,  critically  needed,  therapeutic  
effect  on  a  community  deeply  traumatized  by  Israel's  relentless  crimes:  wanton 
destruction;  indiscriminate  killings;  the  medieval-like  siege;  the  colonial  Wall;  denial  of 
education rights, and all  the other systematic efforts designed to induce gradual ethnic 
cleansing.  For  children  and  youth  facing  such  terribly  inhumane  conditions,  artistic 
expression, especially through dance and drama, becomes a necessity, not a luxury. 

Finally, aside from its internal benefits, so to speak, dance, like other local arts, is a vehicle 
through which Palestinian culture may be presented to the world in our untiring effort to  
counter, to refute, to substitute the myriad forms of dehumanization we must reckon with at 
the hands of our oppressors, their fervent lobbies, and their enormous media machine. But 
for dance to reach a deeper medium in our international audiences' thinking and feeling 
and to be worthy of its name, it should by all means avoid falling into the trap of "victim  
art," begging sympathy -- which is transient, sometimes patronizing, and often superficial -- 
instead of building solidarity -- which is more lasting, respectful, and principled. Many in 
the West think of Palestinians as one-dimensional, as if placed in a mental box. We may 
indeed be incarcerated in the world's largest open-air prisons, surrounded by the world's  
most barbaric concrete walls, but our minds can still  be free, and so can our ability to 
express ourselves in movement, music, poetry, or any other form of artistic articulation. It 
is time we told the world our whole story,  not as victims, not as heroes either,  but as 
human beings who aspire to live in dignity, in freedom, and who struggle to realize their 
fullest humanity without fetters, colonial or otherwise. 

3



A New Middle East is Born: But not exactly the one Shimon Peres had in mind
Omar Barghouti, Electronic Lebanon, 19 July 2006
 
Six  long,  bloodstained days  have  passed since Israel  launched its  barbaric  attack  on 
Lebanon without succeeding in exacting a significant military toll on the resistance itself. 
Six days are exactly what it took Israel to deal a crushing and humiliating military defeat to 
the largely inferior armies of Egypt, Syria and Jordan in June 1967, and to subsequently 
occupy the Palestinian Gaza Strip and West Bank, including East Jerusalem, the Syrian 
Golan Heights, and the Egyptian Sinai peninsula. How the “Middle East” has changed in 
the  past  4  decades!  Indeed,  thanks to  the  Lebanese resistance,  and to  an  extent  its 
Palestinian  counterpart,  this  volatile  zone  is  undergoing  radical  transformation  from a 
region where  Arab regimes --  and societies,  more  or  less --  have largely  internalized 
defeat and US-Israeli hegemony as fate to one that is palpably rebuilding its confidence in 
the  future  and  its  hope  for  an  era  of  justice  and  peace,  without  colonial  and  racist 
oppression.

This is certainly not the “New Middle East” that had been on the agenda before the current  
Palestinian intifada broke out. Shimon Peres, the current Israeli deputy prime minister and 
one of the few remaining historic Zionist leaders, often spoke during the heyday of the 
Oslo “peace process” between Israel and the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) of 
his  vision  for  a  new Middle  East,  where  Israel  and its  Arab “neighbors”  would  live  in 
harmony, peace and common prosperity. For the uninitiated in Zionist talk, this translates 
into an official Arab capitulation to Israel’s hegemony over the Middle East, opening up 
lucrative Arab markets to its advanced economy and to its insatiable desire for becoming a 
regional empire. Conspicuously missing from Peres’s grand plan was a just solution of the 
Arab-Israeli  conflict  which,  according  to  international  law,  would  entail  ending  Israel’s 
occupation and colonization of the Palestinian, Syrian and Lebanese territories occupied in 
1967; recognizing the rights of Palestinian refugees to return to their lands, from which 
they were ethnically cleansed to establish Israel on the ruins of their society; and ending 
Israel’s system of racial discrimination against its own Palestinian citizens, who are denied 
any  semblance  of  equality  in  a  state  that  not  only  discriminates  against  them in  the 
provision of basic services and recognition of fundamental rights, but precludes them from 
its very self-definition as well.

After six days of Israel’s aggression against Lebanon -- ostensibly to free two of its soldiers 
captured by Hizbullah in a stunningly sophisticated military operation at the Lebanese-
Israeli border -- and its deliberate, gradual massacre of innocent Lebanese civilians as a 
tactic  to  erode  Hizbullah’s  public  support,  the  Lebanese  resistance  has  not  only 
persevered but has also dealt Israel some unexpectedly harsh blows that have already 
succeeded in lastingly changing the face of the Middle East.  While the West chose to 
ignore the plight of Arab civilians who have fallen victim to these latest Israeli war crimes,  
the Arab world did not miss the blunt felling of several other “victims,” illusions and myths  
that have hitherto been perceived by many as facts of life.

The first of those victims is Israel’s “deterrence.” Israel explicitly admitted that its deliberate 
use of overwhelming -- or “disproportionate,” in the West’s sanitized language -- force was 
aimed at recovering its “damaged deterrence.” Its patent means for achieving this end is 
through indiscriminate killing and gratuitous devastation, both intended to reinforce Israel’s  
image in the collective “Arab mind” as an invincible, unrivaled power in the region, and,  
crucially, as a “mad dog” that knows no rational bounds to the exercise of brute force to  
achieve its objectives, as Moshe Dayan once advocated. From this perspective, instilling 
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despair and utter fear becomes Israel’s weapon of choice in psychological warfare, the 
tools of which it has mastered for decades. Accordingly, hope among the oppressed must 
be crushed at any price lest it  leads to upheaval and open defiance to the oppressive 
order. What Hizbullah did in six days, coming at the heels of six years of open Palestinian 
defiance in the occupied Palestinian territory (OPT), is nothing less than tearing down that 
“iron wall” of Arab hopelessness, thereby further undermining the foundations of Israel’s 
deterrent capability.

Another casualty of Israel’s double-aggression on Gaza and Lebanon is the official West’s 
claim  to  moral  consistency,  decency,  or  even  respect  for  international  law.  Western 
governments have, by and large, openly or bashfully supported Israel’s invasion of Gaza 
and its ruthless bombardment of  Lebanon as a form of “self-defence,”  overlooking the 
standard definition of this notion and the limits set on it in international legal conventions.  
European submission  to,  or  voluntary  adoption  of,  the  US doctrine  that  only  Israel  is  
entitled to the right to “defend” itself in this conflict betrays Europe’s collusion in reinforcing 
a key pillar in the US empire’s world view: might makes right, and international law can 
take a hike. As an editorial in the Guardian today rightly states, “Not calling clearly for a 
truce at once could suggest [Europe’s] complicity with what Israel is doing and the US is  
tacitly  backing:  using  overwhelming  force  to  defeat  or  cripple  Hizbullah,  whatever  the 
consequences for Lebanon or the region.”

Furthermore, by expressing a nauseatingly unbalanced concern over loss of Israeli lives -- 
military and civilian -- while comparatively devaluing loss of life among Arab civilians in 
Lebanon and Gaza to little more than a nuisance that may potentially blemish Israel’s 
otherwise bright image, Western officials and most of the sheepish, corporate-controlled 
mainstream media in  the West have betrayed a level  of  naked racism that  many had 
thought  extinct  in  these  beacons  of  democracy  and  enlightenment.  Reflecting  this 
phenomenon, a recent New York Times editorial, for instance, describes Israel’s atrocities 
in Lebanon as “far-reaching military responses” that are “legally and morally justified.”

Of course this hardly comes as a surprise to anyone closely monitoring Western political 
and cultural discourse about the Arab world, as expressed by officials, pundits and media  
editorials. Still, the unmitigated disregard for the sanctity of human life in the “global south” 
in  general,  whether  in  Afghanistan,  Iraq,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Rwanda,  Palestine  or 
Lebanon, in comparison with Western -- including Israeli -- lives, is a disturbing reminder 
that racism, far from being an ugly memory of the colonial West’s past, is live and kicking  
and abundantly present in its corridors of power, singularly affecting its decision making 
vs. the Middle East. At the core of this resilient bigotry is a common view -- not always 
overtly articulated -- of non-whites as merely relative humans, lacking some of the basic 
attributes  associated  with  “full”  humans,  i.e.  whites.  The essentially  equal  worth  of  all 
human life, irrespective of ethnicity, color, gender or faith, has again become among many 
Western elites a matter of opinion. 

The latest fatality in Israel’s war of aggression is the Arab-Israeli “peace process.” The 
Arab League’s Secretary General, Mr. Amr Moussa, has officially announced its death in a 
press conference held right after the emergency meeting of Arab foreign ministers in Cairo 
on Saturday. Again, this is not news to any observer of this process of deception, which 
was carefully designed to legitimize Israel’s control over parts of the occupied Palestinian 
territory and its denial of some of the inalienable rights of the people of Palestine, as well  
as to dictate Israel’s terms for “peace,” namely unqualified Arab submission to its injustice.
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Given all the real and virtual victims of Israel’s ongoing trashing of international law and 
mockery of the so-called international  political  system,  purportedly headed by the UN, 
Arab civil society ought to struggle to further spread the reach and depth of the growing,  
progressive movement advocating a boycott of Israel, similar to that applied to apartheid 
South Africa. Ultimately,  only such a morally sound, non-violent form of resistance can 
produce sustainable and practical pressures that can hold Israel to account and therefore 
give just peace a chance.

Israel embarked on its latest bloody adventure hoping to change the rules of the game.  
People of  conscience everywhere  can indeed hand it  brand new “rules of  the game”:  
turning it into a pariah state until it fully complies with its obligations under international law 
and starts treating its victims as equal humans who deserve full human and political rights, 
most crucial of which is their unassailable right to live in freedom and dignity.
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Israel's  Latest  Massacre  in  Qana:  Racist  Jewish  Fundamentalism  a 
Factor
Omar Barghouti, Electronic Lebanon, 30 July 2006 Opinion/Editorial
 
Lebanese Prime Minister Fouad Siniora condemned Israel's massacre in Qana today as a 
"heinous crime" and called Israeli leaders "war criminals." Reacting to an earlier atrocity,  
he wondered: "Is the value of human life in Lebanon less than that of the citizens of other  
countries?"[1] The answer, at least as far as Israel is concerned, is an unambiguous "yes!" 
Israel's latest bloodbath, which claimed the lives of dozens of children and women hiding 
from the relentless bombing in what they hoped was a secure basement in Qana, betrays  
not  only Israel's  criminal  disregard for the value of  Arab human life,  a typical  colonial  
attitude towards natives, but also its increasingly fundamentalist perception of Gentiles in 
general as lesser humans. 

Israel apologists who will  try to spin this new massacre as yet  another "mistake" must 
expect  their  audience  to  have  an  awfully  short  memory  or  a  very  low IQ.  Israel  has 
explicitly indicated in the past few days that it  may resort to such atrocious measures, 
especially since its armed forces have failed to achieve any tangible military gains after 19 
days  of  rolling  massacres  and  wanton  destruction  across  Lebanon.  Israeli  minister  of 
justice, Haim Ramon, issued a stern warning only days ago that a large area in south 
Lebanon  was  regarded  by  his  government  effectively  as  a  free-fire  zone,  advocating 
indiscriminate bombing of villages inside it to ease the so-far unsuccessful advance of the 
Israeli army.[2] "These places are not villages. They are military bases in which Hizbollah 
are hiding  and from which  they are operating,"  he  said,  adding that,  since Israel  had 
ordered  Lebanese  civilians  to  leave  the  area,  "All  those  now  in  south  Lebanon  are 
terrorists who are related in some way to Hizbollah."

Israel's biggest-selling paper, Yedioth Ahronoth, advocated raising the threshold of Israel's 
response to Katyusha rockets: "In other words: a village from which rockets are fired at 
Israel  will  simply be destroyed by fire."[3]  It  is  worth noting that  all  available evidence 
points to the fact that no Katyusha was fired by the Lebanese resistance from Qana before 
the bombing.

Among Israel's staunch Zionist  supporters in the West, the same "talking points" were 
parroted. Harvard academic Alan Dershowitz recently argued that "Hezbollah and Hamas 
militants [...] are difficult to distinguish from those 'civilians' who recruit, finance, harbor and 
facilitate their terrorism. Nor can women and children always be counted as civilians, as 
some organizations do. Terrorists increasingly use women and teenagers to play important 
roles  in  their  attacks."[4]  He  concluded  by  saying,  "The  Israeli  army  has  given  well-
publicized notice to civilians to leave those areas of southern Lebanon that have been 
turned into war zones. Those who voluntarily remain behind have become complicit."

Thus the massacre in Qana.

Qana's name is associated with an earlier Israeli massacre. In 1996, during its military 
offensive codenamed "Grapes of Wrath," Israel's air force bombed a UN shelter in the 
village,  slaying  more  than  100  civilians,  mostly  children,  and  inviting  almost  universal 
verbal condemnation but no real threats of sanctions or any other form of effective punitive 
measures from the international community. In the current Israeli war on Lebanon this is 
only the most recent episode in a series of smaller atrocities deliberately committed by the 
Israeli army against Lebanese civilians in an attempt to collectively "punish" them for the 
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humiliating  defeat  its  elite  military  units  have  so  far  experienced  at  the  hands  of  the 
formidable Lebanese resistance, most noticeably in the legendary town of Bint Jbeil. 

This intentional and coldly calculated Israeli policy of targeting innocent Lebanese civilians 
and civilian infrastructure stems from a time-honoured, but hardly ever successful, Israeli 
doctrine of applying intense "pressure" against a civilian population in order to compel 
them, in-turn, to pressure the resistance into submitting to Israeli dictates, thereby doing 
Israel's bidding by proxy. It has been consistently used against the Palestinians ever since 
the Nakba of 1948, and is still applied now in the ongoing barbaric offensive and hermetic 
siege against Gaza. Israel may have plagiarized this doctrine from the legacies of previous 
oppressors, but it has refined it to a degree that it no longer raises any moral qualms in  
most of Israeli society, where it is widely accepted by the public as a right, even a duty in  
the fight for Israel's "security." 

Such blatant racism, which may have been frowned upon in the past by many Jewish-
Israelis as a pathological anomaly, is now quite popular in the Israeli mainstream, including 
among lawmakers,  academics, journalists and, of course, military leaders. While it  has 
become  normal  to  read  scathing  --  occasionally  valid  --  critiques  of  the  hateful  and 
chauvinistic discourse "inherent" in Islamic and even Christian brands of fundamentalism, 
Jewish fundamentalism, which is among the key factors informing current Israeli apartheid 
policies and laws, remains a taboo subject that is rarely discussed or debated in the West.  
It  is  rooted in  a  long tradition  of  fanatic,  yet  popular,  fundamentalist  interpretations  of  
Halakhah, or Jewish law, propagated by influential  rabbis and internalized by a widely 
acquiescent Israeli society, secular and religious sectors alike. Even before the creation of 
Israel, the core concept in this fundamentalist worldview was publicly espoused by Rabbi 
Abraham  Yitzhak  Kook,  the  first  Ashkenazi  chief  rabbi  of  Palestine,  who  said,  "The 
difference between a Jewish soul and the souls of non-Jews ... is greater and deeper than 
the difference between a human soul and the souls of cattle."[5]

The late Israeli academic and human rights advocate, Israel Shahak, traced the roots of 
Israeli  public justification for killing Palestinians, for  instance, to similar readings of the 
tenets of Halakhah. While the murder of a Jew is considered a capital offence in Jewish 
law, the murder of a Gentile is treated quite differently. "A Jew who murders a Gentile," 
Shahak reveals,  "is guilty only of a sin against the laws of heaven, not punishable by 
court." Indirectly, but intentionally,  causing the death of a Gentile is "no sin at all."[6] A  
booklet published in 1973 by the Central Region Command of the Israeli army subscribes 
to this same doctrine. In it, the Command's Chief Chaplain writes:
"When our forces come across civilians during a war or in hot pursuit or in a raid, so long 
as there is  no certainty  that  those civilians are incapable of  harming our  forces,  then 
according to the Halakhah they may and even should be killed ... Under no circumstances 
should an Arab be trusted, even if he makes an impression of being civilized ... In war, 
when our forces storm the enemy, they are allowed and even enjoined by the Halakhah to  
kill even good civilians, that is, civilians who are ostensibly good.[7]
In 1996, the same year the first Qana massacre was committed, Rabbi Yitzhak Ginsburgh, 
a leader of the powerful Lubavitch Hassidic sect, echoed the same principle, rhetorically 
asking, "If a Jew needs a liver, can he take the liver of an innocent non-Jew to save [the 
Jew]?,"  answering,  "The  Torah  would  probably  permit  that.  Jewish  life  has  an  infinite 
value. There is something more holy and unique about Jewish life than about non-Jewish  
life."[8] Moreover, Ginsburgh coauthored a book defending the 1994 massacre of Muslim 
worshippers in Al-Ibrahimi mosque (Patriarchs' Cave) in Hebron, in which he argued that 
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when a Jew kills a non-Jew the act does not constitute murder according to the Halakhah, 
adding that the killing of innocent Palestinians as an act of revenge is a Jewish virtue. 

During the first months of the current Palestinian initfada, it was common for Israeli army 
spokespeople to  justify killing Palestinian children throwing stones by saying  that  they 
"threatened human life." (B'Tselem Report) Not soldiers' lives, not Israeli lives, but human 
life.  One cannot  escape the implication that  the alleged sources of  the threat  are not  
exactly eligible to be called human in the army's common diction. 

In this context, it is entirely justified to see Israel's second massacre in Qana as the rule, 
not the exception.

This often ignored menace of Jewish fundamentalism needs to be addressed as seriously 
as other forms of fanatic religious thought which sows racial hatred, animosity and war 
mongering. While adhering to moral principles alone will certainly not bring any of Qana's 
murdered children back to life or compensate any bereaved parent or loved one anywhere, 
perhaps insisting on the equal worth of all human lives, regardless of ethnicity or religion,  
and rejecting racism from any source, including from sanctimonious former victims, can 
help diminish the chances of such ruthless crimes recurring in the future. Irrespective of 
the Holocaust, or precisely because of it, Israel should not be allowed to get away with its 
racist,  at-will  flaunting  of  international  law  and  its  state  terrorism against  defenseless 
civilians. It is time to go beyond mere condemnation to properly channel irrepressible grief  
and simmering anger into morally sound acts of intervention. Just as it worked against 
apartheid South Africa, a comprehensive regime of boycott against Israel is urgently called 
for. People of conscience everywhere share the responsibility of stopping this unrestrained 
behemoth  before  it  scorches  everything  in  its  blind  quest  for  hegemony  and  colonial  
control.
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Time to Reopen the Palestine File at the UN? Not Yet!
Omar Barghouti, The Electronic Intifada, 12 August 2006 Opinion/Editorial

 
Several  Arab  officials  intimated  after  the  unanimous  UN  Security  Council  vote  for 
resolution 1701, intended to stop Israel's unjust war on Lebanon, that it was time to build  
on this rare Arab "diplomatic triumph" by reopening the file of the root cause of the Arab-
Israeli conflict, the question of Palestine. This logic is faulty and imprudent, despite all its  
luring appearance. Not every old man with a white beard is wise, after all. 

Most Arabs, Palestinians included, have vied for years to snatch the Palestine question 
away from U.S.-Israeli clenching claws and return it to where it formally started: the United 
Nations. From their perspective, so long as the U.S. is allowed to control  "99% of the 
cards,"  as  the  late  Egyptian  president  Anwar  Sadat  notoriously  believed,  there  is  no 
chance for a just and enduring peace. That much has become obvious to most. However,  
the UN of yesteryear is not the same organization we have today. The new realities of a 
unipolar  world  have  abrasively  reflected  themselves  in  the  US-imposed  positions  and 
interventions  of  the  international  organization,  more  than  in  any  other  "theater  of 
operations."  Increasingly,  Arabs  along  with  many  in  the  global  South  view  the  UN, 
especially  its  all-powerful  Security  Council,  as  little  more  than  a  tool  of  American 
hegemony. This bitter dismissal of the UN, though exaggerated, is amply justified by its 
record since the collapse of the Soviet Union. 

Not that the UN in the bipolar phase was ever a sincere representative of the common 
interests of the world's nations, but at least the cold war between the two dominant blocs  
allowed  weaker  nations  some  room  for  maneuver,  for  fighting  for  their  rights  and 
occasionally attaining them. With hindsight, those were the good old days, as gloomy as 
they  seemed  at  the  time.  Ironically,  a  world  under  the  continuous  threat  of  nuclear 
annihilation from two opposing, more or less equivalent powers, experience tells us, is a 
far more secure and peaceful place than a world subjugated to the whims of a single, fat,  
ruthless and criminal empire intent on trampling international law and monopolizing the 
use of force worldwide to further its dominion and control of world resources. With the U.S. 
in  effect  controlling  the  UN,  and in  the  lamentable  absence  of  any viable,  alternative  
international forum capable of arbitrating and settling conflicts as well as maintaining a 
reasonable level of world peace and stability, nations of the South are compelled to create 
new, evolving and effective means of resistance and solidarity that take into consideration 
contemporary conditions in striving to wrest control  of the world's fate from the bloody 
hands and the demented minds of the new Rome and its no less hubristic partners. The 
frantic processes that led to the latest UN resolution on Lebanon may give some insight 
into one, some say unique, way of doing just that.

The first draft of the US-French UNSC resolution looked very much like a "declaration of 
surrender" of the Arab side, as a discerning Hizbullah official commented. "If this is what 
they're  suggesting  after  Israel  lost  the  military  confrontation,  what  would  they  have 
proposed if Israel had won?" asked the witty speaker of the Lebanese parliament, Nabih 
Berri, echoing a widely held view among Arab and international observers alike. Only a 
few days after that draft was first made public the text underwent dramatic changes to the 
extent that its final version was seen by many, with some embellishment, as a declaration  
of Hizbullah's victory over Israel. What on earth could have compelled America's most 
undiplomatic,  arrogant  and  viceroy-ish  ambassador  to  the  UN  to  make  such  an 
uncharacteristic U-turn? While Arab officials on the delegation that negotiated the outcome 
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are likely to take credit for their claimed deftness and newly discovered diplomatic skill, the 
truth is that this relative triumph was created on the ground in South Lebanon, from Bint 
Jbail to Aita ash-Shaab and Khiyam, where the able Lebanese resistance inflicted upon 
the Israeli invading forces in less than a week massive losses including tens of destroyed  
or impaired fortified tanks and other armored vehicles, a badly damaged state-of-the-art 
military vessel and dozens of dead soldiers, quite a few among them from the army's elite  
units.  The radical  shift  of  the balance on the ground in  Hizbullah's  favor,  the political 
steadfastness in  Beirut  and the  resulting  loss  of  direction  and embarrassing  wobbling 
among Israel's  political  and military leaders together  painted a picture of  what  can be 
accurately  perceived  as  the  very  first  Arab  military  victory  over  Israel's  much  feared, 
"unbeatable" army. 

Through its breathtaking streak of military successes in preventing Israel from attaining 
any of the declared objectives of its massive assault and by overwhelmingly winning the 
hearts and minds of the Arab, Muslim and other publics, Hizbullah managed to turn the  
tables at the political and diplomatic levels.  

The collapse of Israel's famed "power of deterrence" on the ground in Lebanon and on the 
air in Al-Jazeera's scrupulous and unparalleled broadcasts reaching tens of millions of 
Arabs directly translated into a decline in US resolve at the UN to maintain its defiance of  
world public opinion -- including a noteworthy minority among Americans -- or to keep up 
the fight for a foolishly prejudiced resolution that came across as preposterously detached 
from reality, having been premised on an imaginary Israeli military accomplishment that 
never  materialized.  Through its breathtaking streak of  military successes in preventing 
Israel  from  attaining  any  of  the  declared  objectives  of  its  massive  assault  and  by 
overwhelmingly  winning  the  hearts  and  minds of  the  Arab,  Muslim and other  publics, 
Hizbullah managed to turn the tables at the political and diplomatic levels. 

The previously complicit  French leadership immediately had to distance itself  from the 
resolution it had "co-authored" with its senior American partner. The main US "allies" in the 
Arab  world  were  consumed  by  panic,  "concerned  about  the  grave  consequences"  of 
continuing  this  "futile"  Israeli  war  on  Lebanon.  The  Arab  League  which  was  hastily 
summoned  at  the  ministerial  level  to  take  some  belated  action,  met  in  Beirut  and 
unanimously endorsed the cleverly drafted Lebanese 7-point plan to end the aggression -- 
adopted  after  full  coordination  with  Hizbullah's  leadership.  The  Russians  suddenly 
expressed  their  frustration  with  the  dubiously  slow  pace  of  the  Franco-American 
"negotiations," accused by some as giving war a chance, and offered their own plan for a  
humanitarian truce, largely seen as exerting significant pressure on the Americans and the 
French. The British government suddenly fell  in love with a ceasefire after spending 4 
deadly  weeks  passionately  arguing  with  the  US  and  Israel  against  one.  Even  the 
pathetically compliant UN Secretary General, Kofi Annan, found deep in him some leftover 
courage to mourn the lost credibility of the UN as a result of the Security Council's inability  
to stop the bloodshed in Lebanon. Hence John Bolton had to blink, for a change. And 
Israel's abrasive UN ambassador, Dan Gillerman, was left with no choice but to grudgingly 
accept the deal after his bosses in Tel Aviv swung from initially rejecting it out of hand to  
"welcoming" it, in a not-so-subtle reversal by Israeli prime minister Ehud Olmert designed 
to save face.

Palestine is not and has never been Lebanon. Far from demonstrating common strategies 
of resisting Israel's aggression, the parallel wars on Gaza and Lebanon exposed just how 
different the two situations are. 
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For Palestinians struggling against Israeli occupation, colonization, denial of refugee rights  
and system of racial discrimination the above scenario may be inspiring in many ways but 
not quite relevant as a model to be replicated or literally emulated. Palestine is not and has 
never  been  Lebanon.  Far  from demonstrating  common  strategies  of  resisting  Israel's 
aggression, the parallel wars on Gaza and Lebanon exposed just how different the two 
situations  are.  Intentions,  desires  and  rare  successes  aside,  armed  resistance  in  the 
occupied Palestinian territory (OPT) for almost four decades has been largely ineffective in  
raising the cost of the illegal Israeli occupation and colonization enough to push them back 
or even to deter Israel from pursuing its ultimate goal of  ethnically cleansing the OPT 
through  a  rolling,  piecemeal  massacre  against  innocent  Palestinian  civilians;  massive 
campaigns  of  home  demolition;  a  monstrous,  land-grabbing  wall;  abduction  and 
incarceration of thousands of political prisoners and other activists; and wanton destruction 
of  social,  educational  and  health  institutions.  Palestinians  under  occupation  have  to 
wrestle with a hermetic Israeli siege that severs them completely from their natural Arab 
environment, leaving control over their trade, communications and travel in the hands of 
the Israeli occupation authorities. Under these circumstances, it is nearly impossible for  
any  resistance  movement  to  launch  a  sustainable  guerilla  war  with  any  likelihood  of 
success. 

In addition, as the ongoing barbaric Israeli attack on Gaza has shown, Israel's response to 
the  slightest  armed  "provocation"  in  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  strictly  follows  the 
established and time-honored Israeli doctrine of brutally savaging the targeted Palestinian 
civilians  in  order  to  "sear  into  their  consciousness"  the  utter  futility  of  fighting  the 
occupation  forces.  This,  given  the  US-provided  political,  economic  and  military  shield 
enabling Israel's colonial  oppression and protecting it  from effective world pressures or 
even condemnation, has helped make Israel's occupation army virtually invincible in the 
OPT.  With no supply routes from the outside world,  almost  no place to  hide,  and no 
possibility  of  turning  the  cost-benefit  equation  to  their  interest,  Palestinian  armed 
resistance factions are doomed to playing at best a marginal role in bringing about an end 
to the occupation, not to mention the more strategic Palestinian objective of realizing the 
return of the Nakba refugees, ethnically cleansed by Zionists in the process of establishing 
the state of Israel in 1948. 

Even at an organizational level, despite evident differences between the two, neither Fatah 
nor Hamas has come close to the sophistication, incorruptibility, talent or resourcefulness 
of the Lebanese resistance, least of all in leadership qualities. 

Given all the deficiencies mentioned above, no degree of diplomatic or political suaveness 
or  wizardry  can  turn  such  a  bleak  reality  into  a  political  victory.  Taking  the  Palestine 
question back to the UN at this stage will only be a pointless exercise in political posturing  
or an abortive attempt to build on the Lebanese accomplishments, which do not readily 
lend  themselves  to  the  Palestinian  experience.  The  fundamental  lesson  Palestinians 
learned from Lebanon -- twice -- is that Israel's almost mythical might is anchored in its 
occupation of our minds far more than its control of our land and resources. Overcoming 
self-inhibitions to resisting Israel's oppression is key to waging an effective, cumulative and 
well-planned struggle against that oppression. Lebanon has shown us that Goliath can 
indeed be knocked over, but not how. If the Lebanese resistance can inspire us to beat the 
"cop in  our  heads,"  as  the  phenomenal  Brazilian  playwright  Augusto  Boal  would  say, 
perhaps  the  South  African  civil  struggle  against  apartheid  can  more  relevantly  and 
practically  teach  us  how  to  get  there  from  here.  Pragmatic  considerations  aside, 
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Palestinian  non-violent  resistance  offers  a  morally  sound  strategy  that  can  potentially 
mobilize  most  of  civil  society,  giving  society  at  large  more  say  in  shaping  the  future 
resolution of the colonial conflict with Israel. 

Only then will it make sense to revisit the UN, emboldened, self-confident, with massive 
world support and, therefore, with true prospects of achieving our inalienable right to self-
determination, emancipation, justice and unmitigated equality.
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About El-Funoun Palestinian Popular Dance Troupe

El-Funoun Palestinian Popular Dance Troupe was established in 1979 by a small number 
of enthusiastic, talented and committed artists. Since then, El-Funoun has been throned as 
the lead Palestinian dance company. In Palestine, as well as among Palestinians in exile,  
El-Funoun has achieved an unprecedented popular recognition; in fact, quite a few of the 
Troupe's songs and dances have become household tunes.

Since  its  inception,  El-Funoun  has  aimed  at  expressing  the  spirit  of  Arab-Palestinian 
folklore and contemporary culture through unique combinations of traditional and stylized 
dance and music. The Troupe's repertoire comprises folkloric dance forms, called "dabke",  
in addition to more elaborate choreographed forms that embody El-Funoun's own unique 
vision of Palestinian dance.

El-Funoun is widely recognized as the cultural entity that has played the most significant 
role  in  reviving  and  reinvigorating  Palestinian  dance  and  music  folklore.  This 
accomplishment  is  particularly  important,  since  it  effectively  countered  the  systematic 
attempts by the Israeli  occupation to suppress the Palestinian national identity through 
banning or expropriating any forms of Palestinian cultural expression.

El-Funoun is composed of fifty dancers, singers, musicians and support personnel. It is an 
independent,  non-profit  organization  that  is  virtually  entirely  volunteer-based.  The 
members are therefore motivated by the vision of the Troupe more than by any other 
factor. This not only keeps the Troupe's administrative cost quite low, but also ensures a 
strong sense of belonging to and ownership of the group. This resolve, coupled with a 
driving  commitment  to  artistic  excellence  and  an  authentic  Palestinian  vision  have  all 
afforded El-Funoun its current leadership status.
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Israel/Palestine and the paradoxes of academic freedom
Judith Butler, Radical Philosophy 135 (January/February 2006)

In the last few years, two separate debates on academic freedom have emerged in the United States, and 
both  of  them  have  Israel/Palestine  at  their  centre.  The  first  has  to  do  with  arguments  against  the  
academic boycott of Israeli institutions on grounds of academic freedom, and the second has to do with  
the new Academic Bill  of  Rights,  sponsored by David  Horowitz,  which  maintains that  the classroom 
should  present  balancing  points  of  view  on  political  issues  and  that  the  faculty  should  represent  a 
balanced spectrum of such points of view (1). 

I shall consider both of these debates. In the case of the boycott, a clear paradox emerged in which 
'academic freedom' became the principle under which many people opposed the boycott, arguing that  
academic freedom involves the free circulation of ideas and scholars across national boundaries and 
without discriminating on the basis of nationality. The fear that some Israelis who strongly oppose the 
Occupation  might  be  exempted  from the  boycott  produced  the  response  that  there  would  be  'lists'  
distinguishing good and bad Israelis. These conjectured 'lists' clearly constituted, in the minds of some, 
discrimination on the basis of political  viewpoints.  The American Association of University  Professors 
(AAUP) published their objection in the spring of this year, arguing that the resolutions originally passed 
by  the  British  Association  of  University  Teachers  (AUT)  'damage  academic  freedom'.  As  will  be 
remembered, those resolutions called for a boycott against two specific institutions of higher learning, 
Haifa University and Bar Han University. The AAUP noted that the boycott excluded 'conscientious Israeli 
academics and intellectuals opposed to their state's colonial and racist policies', and on the basis of what  
appeared to be an ide.ological litmus test the AAUP concluded that the exclusion, and the standard of 
judgement it implied, 'deepens the injury to academic freedom rather than mitigates it'.

We can see in the AAUP's first point that boycotts based on an ideological or political viewpoint are 
considered abrogations of  academic freedom, and that  the positive  principle at  stake is that  academic 
exchange ought to be freely conducted without instating standards of inclusion and exclusion on the basis of 
political  viewpoints.  Yet  the  AAUP,  in  a  second paragraph,  makes another  point,  and this  is  one that 
underwrites First Amendment jurisprudence in the United States. They write,

since  its  founding  in  1915,  the  AAUP  has  been  committed  to  preserving  and  advancing  the  free  
exchange of ideas among academics irrespective of govemmental  policies and however unpalatable  
those policies may be viewed. We reject proposals that curtail the freedom of teachers and researchers 
to engage in work with academic colleagues, and we reaffirm the paramount importance of the freest  
possible international movement of scholars and ideas. The AAUP urges the AUT to support the right of  
all in the academic community to communicate freely with other academics on matters of professional  
interest.

Here we find a substantive notion of freedom at work, one in which academics are (a) free to exchange 
ideas, (b) free to move across national boundaries or, at least, have ideas that are free to move across 
national  borders,  and,  finally,  (c)  free  to  communicate  with  other  academics  on  shared  matters  of  
professional concern.

Whether the AAUP was right to oppose the boycott is not my concern here. There are intelligent positions 
on both sides, and I am less interested in settling the question than in thinking about the different concep-
tions of academic freedom at work in the debate itself. I will begin with two relatively narrow questions and 
then move in the course of  my reflections to the broader politics  involved.  First,  then,  what  version of 
academic  freedom  is  at  stake  here  and,  more  particularly,  how  are  freedom  of  movement  and 
communication circumscribed and defined by a particular conception of academic freedom? Second, do 
debates on academic freedom constitute something of a displacement of political analysis away from both 
focus on the devastation of Palestinian educational institutions and, in the US and UK, the heightened  
regulatory  powers  of  the  state  as  well  as  non-state  institutions,  such  as  the  Ford  and  Rockefeller  
foundations.

Lists
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One of the arguments against those who opposed the boycott on grounds of academic freedom was that 
there is no effective academic freedom for Palestinian students in the occupied territories: students and 
faculty at institutions on the West Bank are regularly stopped at checkpoints and fail to get to class; they are 
often without fundamental material support for schooling, even lacking classrooms and basic supplies, and 
are subject to sudden closures that make the idea of a completed 'semester' almost unthinkable.
Indeed, substantive notions of freedom of ‘movement’ and freedom of ‘communication' are systematically  
undermined under such conditions.
Now this  counter-argument  does not  precisely  rebuff  the opposition to  the  boycott  based  on academic 
freedom, since it does not address the first principle articulated by the AAUP regarding an ideological litmus 
test separating those who will  be boycotted and those who will  not. The argument that the conditions of 
Occupation more hamper the educational life of Palestinians than any boycott of Israeli academic possibly 
could seems true enough. But that argument does not answer the criticism that the boycott would be applied  
differentially on Israelis depending on what viewpoints they hold. It is this last point that provokes defenders  
of academic freedom, since, in their view, suspending academic rights is unacceptable. In fact, the language 
of the boycott recommends an exemption from the boycott for those who actively oppose the Occupation. 
Actively opposing the boycott indicates not just a set of beliefs, but an active and ongoing set of practises 
against the Occupation. Still, the question of who would judge which academics actively (enough) oppose 
the Qccupation, and then distinguish them from those who only occasionally oppose or fail to oppose at all,  
left open a  void into which the fears of a renewed McCarthism proceeded to gather and foment..
My sense is that the boycott drafters sought to keep the question of how such distinctions would be made  
and enforced deliberately open, leaving it to the discretion of those who implemented the boycott. The effort  
not to be overly prescriptive, however, gave way to grave concern over how such distinguishing lists would  
be drawn up and enforced. Since the boycott language in its most recent version was aimed at institutions,  
and not individuals or nationalities, the provision that anti-Occupation Israelis would be exempt immediately 
reintroduced the problem of discrimination on the basis of political viewpoints. This is perhaps ironic since 
many of the Israelis most vocal in their opposition to the Occupation, such as Ilan Pappe, were also those 
who were saying 'boycott me!' But many anti-Occupation Israelis were not of that persuasion. Is there, then,  
ground for bringing together these various positions that oppose the Occupation and that clearly oppose as  
well the devastation of Palestinian institutions of higher learning? The question remains: how can we now 
help to formulate a framework in which competing concerns for academic freedom might be rejoined in a set  
of mutually supportive political projects?
One stumbling block surely  centres on the question of  whether  academic freedom should,  like  the first 
amendment of the US Constitution, be understood as one right among several that has to be adjudicated. 
Omar Barghouti, who, along with Lisa Taraki, helped to formulate the terms of the boycott and is a founding  
member of the Palestinian Campaign for the Academic and Cultural  Boycott of Israel,  makes clear that 
academic freedom is sometimes in conftict with basic human rights, and that when such conflicts occur it 
must be that basic human rights are the more important good to defend. He writes in response to the repeal 
of the vote in favour of the boycott at the British AUT:

Freedom  to  produce  and  exchange  knowledge  and  ideas  was  deemed  sacrosanct  regardless  of  the  
prevailing conditions. There are two key faults in this argument. It is inherently biased - regarding as worthy  
only the academic freedom of Israelis. The fact that Palestinians are denied basic rights as well as academic  
freedom due to Israel's military  occupation is  lost  on those parroting it.  And its  privileging of  academic  
freedom as a value above all other freedoms is antithetical to the very foundation of human rights. The right  
to  live,  and freedom from subjugation  and colonial  rule,  to  name a few,  must  be of  more  import  than  
academic freedom. If the latter contributes in any way to suppression of the former, more fundamental rights,  
it must give way. If the struggle to attain the former necessitates a level of restraint on the latter, then so be  
it.

Barghouti makes two separate claims here: the first is a calI to revise and expand our operative notions of  
academic freedom; the second is to consider that  academic freedom is  not,  as some First  Amendment 
absolutists might claim, a social good that is always more important than most, and so should not be pre-
empted by other goods, such as human rights. He makes the first claim when he argues that the anti-boycott  
movement addresses only the academic freedom of Israelis, but not those of Palestinians. According to this  
argument, we would expect that he would be in favour of extending the protections of academic freedom to 
Palestinians as well,  and so favour a more inclusive version of the doctrine across national borders and  
along egalitarian lines. Such a move would address the accusation of 'hypocrisy' that both he and Lisa Taraki 
have noted characterize the Israeli response to the boycott where the academic freedom of Israelis under the 
terms of the boycott appears to be more important than the abrogations of academic freedom within the 
Palestinian territories.
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In his second point, however, we are asked to understand the pIace and relative importance of academic  
freedom in light of more fundamental rights and, indeed, within a broader set of freedoms understood as 
basic human rights. It is this last that interests me, not only because it asks us to consider the relative pIace  
of academic freedom in light of alI other human freedoms in need of protection, but because it implicitly 
suggests that  academic freedom only gains its meaning within a broader conception of  freedom on the 
condition that other basic political entitlements are first secured. This latter suggests that academic freedom 
is essentially linked to other kinds of freedoms and entitlements and comes to make sense as a doctrine only 
in the context where these other broader freedoms are actively articulated and secured. Whereas Barghouti  
ends up arguing against academic freedom as the highest good, maintaining that the freedom to produce  
and exchange knowledge and ideas should sometimes be considered secondary to other, more fundamental  
human rights, it seems to me that there emerge several other conclusions to his analysis as well.
(1) The new formulation of an academic-freedom argument that insists that academic freedom requires and 
consists in the workable material infrastructure of educational institutions and the ability to travel without 
impediment and without harassment to educational sites; by linking academic freedom to the right to be free 
from violent threats and arbitrary detentions and delays, one would effectively be saying that the very idea of 
academic freedom makes no sense and its exercise is foreclosed by the conditions of Occupation. This 
would be a way of affirming that academic freedom is essentially linked with other kinds of protections and  
rights and cannot be separated out from them.2

(2) When academic freedom becomes a question of abstract right alone, we miss the opportunity to consider 
how academic  freedom debates  more  generally  -  and here  I  would  include  both  pro-  and  anti-boycott  
debates - deflect from the broader political problem of how to address the destruction of infrastructure, civil  
society, cultural and intellectual life under the conditions of the Occupation. As much as rights, considered as 
universal, have to be imagined transculturally and transpolitically, they also bring with their assertion certain 
geopolitical presuppositions, if not geopolitical imaginaries, that may not be at alI appropriate for the situation 
at hand.
After all, if Palestinians cannot assume that Birzeit University will remain open, that books can be ordered 
and arrive, that a class can meet, and if  they cannot assume this because of the enormous delays and 
harassment that  takes pIace at  the checkpoints and because the economic conditions of  Palestine and 
Palestinian universities are abysmal, then clearly there are no means through which to exercise academic 
freedom, no means by which to secure mobility, and no abiding material conditions that would make possible 
the expression and communication of ideas either between faculty and students or between colleagues who 
teach at different institutions within the occupied territories. Witness the enormous difficulty that Faculty For 
Israeli Palestinian Peace has had in trying, with MIFTAH, to secure visas for Palestinian academics to come 
to these events in London, much less in Jerusalem. According to the website right2edu maintained by Birzeit,

“between  1973  and  1992,  Birzeit  University  was  closed  on  fifteen  separate  occasions,  a  time  period  
amounting to over seven years when aggregated. Hebron University had suffered a similar length of closure  
up until the Israeli army reoccupied the West Bank cities as part its 'operation defensive shield' in 2002.  
Soon after, in January 2003, Hebron University and Palestine Polytechnic University (PPU) in al-Khalil were  
both summarily closed down by military order (initially for fourteen days). These closures lasted for months -  
well beyond any plausible security motivation - until in June 2003 Hebron University students invaded and  
occupied their  campus, demanding its reopening. Classes resumed on part of the campus until  soldiers  
reinforced the embargo with an extended military order, closing both institutions for a second time on 30 July  
2003. The Universities resumed teaching in August.”

The  reopenings,  however,  have  not  proceeded  without  continued  harassment.  Some other  facts  seem 
relevant here:
 
“New students enrolling at  Birzeit  University  from the Jenin governorate in the northern West Bank,  for  
example, had declined by 100% by 2004 – that is, ceased entirely For the academic year 2002-3,
An-Najah  University  reported that  1574 students were unable  to  register  (over  15% of  the  University's  
student  population)  due  largely  to  the  hazards  of  and  costs  incurred  from  military  occupation.  From  
September 2000 to July 2004, a total of 196 university and college students and 38 school teachers and  
university employees had died.3

Students from Gaza are currently denied access to West Bank universities, establishing a very deleterious 
situation for thousands of Gazans who have been able in the past to study in the West Bank. The shut-down 
of travel between Gaza and the West Bank has for many students left only the Islamic University, run by 
Hamas, as the sole option for education.

2 
3 
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Can contemporary formulations of academic freedom address these conditions of occupation, and should 
they? After all,  we could say that  these are terrible circumstances and ought to be addressed by other  
means, but that, strictly speaking, these are not matters of academic freedom. If the very capacity to exercise 
rights of academic freedom, however, is undermined by these çonditions, then the inability to exercise a right 
constitutes a negation of the right in advance; in other words, these rights are, we might say, abrogated 
through foreclosure and pre-emption. They are not asserted and then restrained: rather, they have from the 
start no opportunity to be asserted. Or if they begin to be asserted, they are violently denied. If the discourse 
of academic freedom cannot rise to this occasion, able to condemn widespread abrogation of rights, then to 
what  extent  is  the  discourse  and  practice  of  academic  freedom involved  in  shielding  such  conditions, 
deflecting attention from them, and thus perpetuating them?
So it may seem that I am simply arguing for abstract rights to be reconsidered as material ones, or, rather, 
that I am demonstrating that the exercise of abstract rights of exchange, production and movement, of both 
persons and ideas, requires that certain material conditions first be secured. That is, indeed, part of what I 
am maintaining - but only part. The problem with that kind of analysis is that it continues to think of 'freedom' 
as something exercised on the basis of material conditions; it is not yet a material conception of freedom. If 
someone is unable to travel to the university because of checkpoints, sudden closures, harassment and acts 
of reckless violence by the Israeli military forces, then it is not possible to say that such a person is free, but  
under the present circumstances not actualIy able to exercise that freedom. The freedom whereof we speak 
consists in its exercise and maintains no other abstract or metaphysical  status apart from the acts and  
practices by which it is exercised again and again. By this, I do not mean to say that we cannot invoke  
academic freedom in the abstract to show its absence in certain political conditions: we can and we must.  
But it makes no sense to value the doctrine in the abstract if we cannot calI for its implementation. As an  
abstraction,  it  makes sense only  in  reference  to  the  possibility  of  its  implementation.  If  the exercise  of 
academic freedom ceases or is actively thwarted, that freedom is lost, which is why  checkpoints are and 
should be an issue for anyone who defends a notion of academic freedom.

'Balance'

So let me shift focus for a moment in order to consider how the prevailing discourse on academic freedom 
circumscribes itself, and what kinds of politics it ushers into public discussion and what kinds it shuts out. Of 
course, in the United States, the conception of academic freedom defended by the American Association of  
University Professors differs considerably from that version formulated by Daniel Horowitz and those who 
would  heighten  political  surveillance  of  the  academy.  To  the  extent  that,  with  the  AAUP,  we  consider  
academic freedom as an entitlement that professional faculty have to engage in self-governance and the free 
exchange of ideas, then we are already articulating a set of rights and obligations that presuppose a certain 
geopolitical organization of time and space. We imagine, as it were, an upright and mobile set of individuals 
equipped with necessary visas bound by their employment relations to exercise certain kinds of prerogatives. 
Those prerogatives are in pIace on the condition that institutions exist,  endure through time, exist within 
territories or state boundaries that are governed by open and free exchange, and that alI of these supports  
for entitlement are intact over time. In the same way that rights exist to the extent that they can be exercised,  
they can be said to  exist  only to the extent  that  they can be enforced and institutionalIy  enabled.  The 
question of whether rights can be exercised brings up the problem not only of the capacity, but of the 'power'  
to  exercise  these  rights  (a  doubleness  preserved  by  the  French pouvoir).  In  this  sense,  institutional 
authorities have to persist and abide - and be recognized - in precisely those ways that would allow for the 
exercise and protection of such rights. If the institutional apparatus is destroyed or attacked or shut down, 
then the exercise of the right cannot take pIace. This means, quite literally, the right is abrogated through a 
pre-emptive foreclosure of that exercise. For this reason, the debates on academic freedom make a mistake 
by thinking that the material  devastation of a university or,  indeed, the systematic blockage of routes of 
passage to and from the university are outside the purview of their rights discourse.
Similarly, if too little institutional structure makes the exercise of such rights impossible, so too do heightened 
forms of state surveillance that, in the name of national security, subject various political points of view to 
excessive  scrutiny  and  fault  the  perceived  proliferation  of  certain  viewpoints  with  being  corrosive  of 
democracy. On the right wing of the political spectrum in the US, academic freedom is linked directly to the 
ideaI of a democracy in which a balance of opinions is desired and regulated. The Campus Watch operation 
of  Daniel  Pipes and the new legislative  initiatives proposed by David  Horowitz  define democratic ideals 
restrictively  in  order  to  emphasize  not  only  the  need  for  'balanced'  viewpoints,  but  the  power  of  state 
legislatures to regulate and enforce that 'balance'. As a result, the democratic ideaI they formulate leads 
directly to anti-democratic forms of surveillance and regulation. Thus, under the name of academic freedom, 
this conservative seizure of academic freedom explicitly calls for increased surveillance of faculty viewpoints 
and activities. If the pro-boycott position tends to demean academic freedom as something that is not as 
worthy as some other basic human rights, such as the right to an education, to travel freely, to live free of  
harassment by the Israeli military forces, to attain citizenship and rights of recognition, then the right wing in 

18



the US redefines academic freedom in order to support its methods of heightened scrutiny and regulation of  
intellectual positions. Interestingly enough, the drafters of the boycott proposal issued no lists, even as they 
were accused of requiring lists to implement their rules regarding who should be exempted from the boycott;  
David  Horowitz,  with  Daniel  Pipes,  Campus  Watch,  and  the  online  journal  Frontpage,  were  the  most 
productive of lists, posting them on the Internet, and trying to cast doubt on the scholarly integrity of scholars  
on the Left. They especially targeted scholars criticaI of Israeli policy or those raising questions about the  
current basis on which Israel claims its legitimacy.
I think that we can see in both of these instances a truism about academic freedom debates that exceeds the  
ones outlined in  this  brief  essay.  When we turn  to academic freedom arguments as they are currently  
formulated, we invariably turn away from two related political problems: the first is the material devastation of 
institutional  life,  and  the  second  is  the  heightened regulatory  and  disciplinary  apparatus  on  political  or 
politicized points of view that has become characteristic of the 'Academic Bill of Rights' in the United States. I  
understand that Home Secretary Charles Clarke has issued guidelines from the UK government to higher 
education  institutions  on  matters  of  extremism  and  intolerance,  where  what  constitutes  evidence  of 
'intolerance' and 'suspicious activity' is extremely unclear. That Blair targets viewpoints as incendiary in his  
own public remarks on the issue seems to echo, if  not cite, the Campus Watch approach in the United 
States.

The AAUP clearly took issue with the new 'Academic Bill of Rights', and one can see now how the term 
'academic freedom' has become a centraI term of debate between liberals and neoconservatives within a 
politically liberaI paradigm for the thinking of academic freedom. But if one is to be able to argue against the 
restrictive concept of 'balance of viewpoints' as the salient feature of democracy within the academy at the 
same time that one broadens the concept of academic freedom outside the classically liberaI paradigm, one 
needs to include as essential to these debates considerations of institutional devastation and heightened 
regulation, two effects of contemporary power that undermine any substantive claims to democracy and to 
academic freedom in  these debates.  According to  Horowitz  and company,  'academic freedom'  involves 
making sure that students have exposure to a balanced set of viewpoints, and that the faculty is hired, in  
part,  on  the  basis  of  producing  this  balance  and  diversity  of  viewpoints.  Horowitz  also  argues against  
considering the political views of faculty as part of any determination of merit. At the same time, though,  
there is no way not to consider such views if institutions and, indeed, state legislatures are to be charged 
with the task of maintaining political balance. The Academic Bill  of Rights thus seeks to restore political 
balance to the faculty at large and to the classroom. So though the Academic Bill of Rights argues against 
scrutinizing politics as part of merit, it mandates precisely this scrutiny, especially on controversial issues 
such as reproductive freedom, Israeli state policy, Palestinian self-determination. One cannot guarantee a 
balance of viewpoints unless one scrutinizes viewpoints for the purpose of achieving that balance. Of course, 
some versions of 'academic freedom' are designed precisely to protect those viewpoints from scrutiny, since 
they were understood either to be extracurricular (part of a faculty member's private political views or even 
public political activism). The claim made on behalf  of Horowitz et al.  is that the US academy is biased  
towards the left of the political spectrum, and that this bias needs correction in the name of pluralism and 
objectivity.
Although academic freedom can be a means by which to protect individuals against unfair treatment on the 
basis  of  their  political  beliefs,  it  is  now becoming a way to  produce a certain  conception of  a  political  
environment, thus politicizing the classroom more than ever. If the Israeli Left by and large opposed the  
boycotts because it differentiated between Israelis on the basis of their political viewpoint (i.e. those who  
actively oppose the Occupation and those who do not), and left unclear what standard would be used and  
who would be applying it, something of the inverse is at work in the US context. The conservative version of 
academic freedom in the US is mandating something called 'balance' as a way of compelling change in an 
academy ostensibly suffused with leftists who produce a skewed notion of objective reality. Whereas the first 
point  of  view opposes distinctions  among scholars  on  the  basis  of  political  viewpoints  in  the  name of  
democratic  freedoms,  the  second,  despite  its  commitment  to  meritocracy,  insists  upon  a  tallying  of 
viewpoints as a way of fulfilling its idea of democracy.
The conservative view of intellectual pluralism that demands that all perspectives be made available within a 
given  classroom  would  prove  problematic  if  not  impossible  to  impose.  It  would  certainly  heighten 
administrative  and  state  control  over  what  gets  taught  in  the  classroom.  A  university  would  become 
responsible for making sure that a balance of political opinions is represented by the faculty, at which point  
political opinions would become a legitimate and obligatory consideration at the time of hire. In the same 
breath, though, the Academic Bill  of Rights seeks rigorously to distinguish between academic merit  and 
political belief, and holds that the latter has no bearing on the former. I am not sure the crafters of this bill can  
have it both ways. If one were to accept their idea of political balance, would it mean that courses in biology 
should include creationism as well as evolution? Would it mean that courses on the Holocaust should include 
the views of Holocaust deniers, and give them equal time? And does it mean that courses in lesbian and gay 
studies should include homophobic views? Would it mean that courses in conservative political philosophy 
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should include Marx and the Frankfurt School? Indeed, the standards that the government imposes on the 
media in an effort to establish fair and balanced political reporting seem to provide the model according to 
which Horowitz and others think perspectives within the classroom ought to be represented. The classroom, 
however, is not the public sphere, and the faculty member is not the owner of a media corporation whose  
political interests might need to be checked in the name of public access to information. Moreover, the idea 
of balance that we see in the media ends up caricaturing political opposition and producing exceedingly 
reductive notions of what kinds of political viewpoints actually exist. In the classroom, what is clearly required 
is a pedagogical openness to all points of view that happen to emerge there, but also a criticaI perspective 
on how those views get framed, and what forms our contemporary political debates tend to take.
Interestingly, the campaign for the Academic Bill of Rights does ask us to consider how censorship functions 
within the academy. The Bill is not concerned with any form of censorship other than that imposed by what it  
calls 'left totalitarians'. The defenders of this bill do not draw attention to new forms of effective censorship at  
work through funding organizations, like Ford and Rockefeller - which now include the influence of private 
donors, another area of pressing concern which will  have to be addressed another time. When funding 
organizations or private donors effectively require that academic work take on a certain form, ask only certain 
kinds of questions, and refrain from certain kinds of politically normative judgements about existing states,  
then no less than the restriction of  intelIectual  and political  innovation is  at  stake.  There is  a threat  to  
academic freedom from donors and funding organizations from the Higher Education Act in the US as it  
seeks to monitor all work done on the Middle East to make sure there is no trace of a colIaboration with what  
someone has chosen to calI 'terrorism'.4

On 19 October 2004, the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) declined a $1.15 million grant from the Ford  
Foundation, claiming that Ford's new restrictions on the political activities of grant recipients were a threat to  
existing civil liberties. Earlier, the Ford Foundation voluntarily adopted language that would exclude certain 
grants from consideration on the basis of the political content of scholarly research projects as welI as the 
extramural political activities of applicants. We are witnessing a private funding institution impose restrictions 
on the field of applications that paralIel those recently imposed upon recipients of federal grants; whereas the 
latter proposes to monitor the activities of researchers in area studies, the former does not make clear how it  
will ascertain whether applicants have ever or presently do participate in the proscribed activities that they 
listo As a private institution, the Ford Foundation nevertheless elected to propose Title VI restrictions under  
other  kinds  of  pressures,  and  in  doing  so  illustrated  the  effect  that  governmental  norms  on  legitimate  
scholarship have on private considerations of the same. Ford apparently formulated these new restrictions in 
response to the charge that the Foundation funded some Palestinian groups that attended the Human Rights  
conference in Durban, South Africa, in the summer of 2003.5 As a result, the Ford Foundation now states 
among its criteria for grant alIocation that grant recipients may not engage in any activity that 'promotes 
violence, terrorism, bigotry,  or the destruction of any state'.  The RockefelIer Foundation adopted slightly 
different language, stating that recipients of its funds may not 'directly or indirectly engage in, promote, or  
support other organizations or individuals who engage in or promote terrorist activity'.6

There are at  least  two  features to  be noted about  these new restrictions.  The first  has to  do with  the  
ambiguity of the terms themselves and the overreaching interpretations to which they could give rise. The 
second has to do with the matter of whether this policy is enforceable and what means these foundations  
would  use  to  enforce  these  new stipulations.  Indeed,  if  universities  agree  to  provide  the  resources  to  
administer these grants and become co-beneficiaries in that sense, will  universities have to monitor the 
speech of their faculty? Will these private funding organizations now engage in information gathering about  
the  political  activities  of  grant  recipients,  or  rely  on federal  agencies  to  do  so?  Although it  may seem  
reasonable that the Ford Foundation does not want its own funds to be used in support of bigotry, violence, 
terrorism, it is unclear what is meant by those terms, and whose definitions will prevail when judgements 
have to be made. The question of whether or not a given research project involves a normative claim about 
whether an existing state should continue in its present form raises yet another set of issues that I will  
consider  below.  The  term  'bigotry',  as  the  ACLU  ably  pointed  out,  refers  to  discriminatory  attitudes,  
statements  and  actions;  it  is  also  a  term  that  is  sometimes  invoked  inappropriately  to  quelI  open 
disagreement on policy issues. There are those who say, for instance, that any criticism of Israel is itself, or 
effectively, anti-Semitic, assuming that Jewishness and Israel are one. But one might wish a different state  
for the Jews on the basis of Jewish values. Does a dissenting opinion on the state of Israel, its current 
boundaries,  its  constitutional  basis,  its  military  and  economic  policy  towards  the  Palestinians  become 
equated with 'bigotry'? Could one level such criticisms within research, or extramurally, and still be eligible for 
a Ford Foundation grant? What measure would one use to adjudicate the claim that some or all of these  
points of view constituted bigotry or discrimination?

4 
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Even if the terms 'bigotry', 'violence', 'terror', could be rendered unambiguous and invoked in ways that were 
clearly not intended to quell political expression, and elaborated according to refined criteria of application,  
the formulation of the final restriction stipulated by Ford is untenable on other grounds, the one that currently  
maintains that grant recipients may not engage in any activity that calIs for 'the destruction of any state'. Let 
us consider that a grant recipient, either as part of his or her research, or in political activity conducted to the  
side of his or her research, maintains the view that only through regime change in Iran will  rights of free 
expression  ever  become universalIy  guaranteed  in  that  country.  If  that  person  understands  by  'regime 
change' that one state is to be supplanted by another state, then that person is effectively calling for the 
destruction of one form of the state in the hopes of bringing about a new and more democratic state. What if, 
under former conditions of apartheid in South Africa, a grant recipient either in the context of research or in  
extra-muraI activity had called for the replacement of the South African constitution by another in which equal 
rights of political participation were guaranteed to all citizens regardless of race? That person would have  
been calling for the destruction of one state with the hopes of seeing another more radically egalitarian state 
established in its pIace. Similarly, if someone were to make an argument for a binational state where Israel 
and the Palestinian territories now exist, and were to argue, either in research or in extra-muraI expression, 
that  the one-state  solution has advantages over  either  the two-state  solution or  the continuation of  the  
Occupation, that person would be arguing for a new form of statehood for those lands. Indeed, some now 
claim that such a person with such views is effectively calling for the 'destruction' of the State of Israel. It  
would  be,  minimally,  a  'destruction'  of  the  current  law  governing  rights  of  citizenship  and  political  
participation, and it would be as well the 'destruction' of the most recently established borders in an effort to  
make a more encompassing border for a binational state or a new border that would be more effective in 
securing peace for the region. 

This ambiguity plagues public discussion on the Middle East, since even nonviolent political solutions that 
suggest that the conditions of citizenship in Israel are in need of revision to include entitled Palestinians are  
accused of 'destroying' the State of Israel even when their means are decidedly nonviolent. These positions 
are regularly confused with those that do call for violent attacks on Israeli property and citizens, but in some  
important ways the former is a serious nonviolent alternative to the latter, and is regularly stigmatized as  
'violent' nevertheless. It is perhaps ironic in this context to note that the boycott is understood by many of its  
supporters  as  precisely  an  alternative  to  violence,  an  effort  to  make  use  of  established  international  
institutions and precedents to demand action on behalf of those whose suffering under the Occupation has 
yet to be adequately addressed.

A broader concept

Though this last point may well seem polemical, I want to suggest that we have yet to develop a broad 
enough understanding of what academic freedom is and what concrete threats to its existence are at work in 
the political present. If those who sought the boycott sought a nonviolent way to make a demand on those  
institutions that have shown criminal neglect towards the conditions of Palestinian educational institutions 
under the Occupation, and those who oppose the boycott sought to maintain a view of academic freedom 
that would maximize the exchange of ideas and oppose forms of discrimination against those who might  
participate,  then  both  stand  a  chance  of  getting  their  ends  met  through  a  renewed  movement.  This 
movement would have to consider the threats to academic freedom that emerge not only from discriminatory 
action on the basis of political viewpoints or facts of institutional membership, but from those infrastructural  
devastations that  make the exercise of  academic freedom nearly  impossible,  and those new regulatory  
mechanisms that would deform the very meaning of the term in order to regulate political viewpoints in the 
name of academic freedom itself.
It seems to me that in order to make the case in favour of assisting Palestinian universities and showing how 
the Occupation itself  abrogates academic freedom, we have to be able to say that there the freedom of  
academics to move, to arrive at academic institutions, convene and teach a class, and complete a course of  
instruction is radically undermined by the Occupation. If being able to move to the university to teach and to  
transmit ideas is itself thwarted by the Occupation, then surely the Occupation constitutes an abrogation of  
academic freedom.
When we say, as we surely should, that academics should be free to exchange ideas, we tacitly imagine an 
academic who is free to secure a visa and attend a conference in another country. Do theories of academic  
freedom maintain, as it were, tacit conceptions or, indeed, overt theories of the border? Do they presume 
national territorialities, and if so how do they function in those cases where the presumption does not exist  
or, indeed, a  settler colonialism pervades the institutional and legaI apparatus which governs a shifting and  
highly politicized border? Do we really want a theory that permits us only to say that academics should be 
free to engage in international exchange and, so, be able to cross national boundaries to do so, but that  
academics who do not live in territories recognized as nation-states, as is the case under the Occupation, do 
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not have rights, under the theory of academic freedom, to know that they can, with regularity, arrive at the 
university to teach a class to which students also are equally entitled to arrive?
Although the road from Ramallah is now open to Birzeit, the access from the north is repeatedly blocked, and 
some universities  stand little  chance of  recovery  or  assuming the capacity  for  full-time operations.  It  is  
probably important to note that, according to Sari Nusseibeh, who, incidentally, opposed the boycott, nearly 
seven hundred teachers this year employed by Arab schools in East Jerusalem will be unable to reach their  
classrooms. With the 'security' wall around Jerusalem now reaching completion, cutting off East Jerusalem 
from its traditional Arab surroundings, and entry restrictions becoming more stringent, teachers who have 
neither Israeli IDs nor special permits will no longer be able to reach their places of work. Even with permits, 
the wall - and the heightened regulatory apparatus surrounding the wall - will  make such delays routine, 
undermining the possibility  that  teachers and students can actually  arrive  at  the educational  sites.  With 
extreme travel restrictions intact between the West Bank and Gaza, the rights of mobility are so severely  
abrogated that  they constitute the main concern of  academic freedom itself.  Indeed, where one idea of 
academic freedom objects to the boycott because it would undermine the rights of mobility of those within 
nation-states, it is very clear that under current conditions Palestinian teachers, researchers and students  
lack the basic entitlements to travel without which the idea of the university itself cannot be sustained.
I have tried here to lay out three different ways of seeking recourse to the doctrine of academic freedom and  
suggested that these positions do not always broker the differences among them. My point is not to argue in  
favour of or against the boycott, but to discern the various invocations of academic freedom by both sides of  
that debate, and to see whether a new possibility for extending the domain of academic freedom claims can 
emerge from such a consideration. By indexing the Academic Bill of Rights, I hope also to have shown the 
stakes in coming up with a more robust conception of academic freedom, one that considers the material  
and  institutional  foreclosures  that  make  it  impossible  for  certain  historical  subjects  to  lay  claim  to  the 
discourse of rights itself. If the defenders of academic freedom attend only to its abrogrations, they will not 
see the ways it is foreclosed. And if rights of mobility for members of nation-states are to be protected above 
all else, then academic freedom advocates will not be able to attend to the fate of educational institutions that 
exist  within  contested  borders,  where  those  contestations  actually  calI  into  question  the  viability  of  the 
university itself. The rightwing seizure of academic freedom also poses new problems, mobilizing a restrictive 
idea  of  pluralistic  objectivity  as  the  aim  of  democracy,  thereby  aiding  and  abetting  those  heightened 
surveillance powers that work against academic freedom, and freedom of expression more generalIy. By 
staying  internaI  to  academic  freedom debates  as  they  are  currently  staged,  we risk  becoming blind  to 
questions of material devastation and to the anti-democratic effects of heightened regulatory surveillance -  
that is, forms of economic destitution, brutal coercion at checkpoints, and new forms of disciplinary power 
meant to quell forms of active political dissent. If to enter the debate on academic freedom is precisely to 
bracket out both the material devastations characteristic of the Occupation and the heightened forms of  
disciplinary  power,  both  governmental  and  non-governmental,  then  what  form of  political  constriction  is 
performed through restricting the discourse of  academic freedom to a narrow liberaI  conception? Either 
academic freedom has to be rethought so that we can see how the freedom of academics is linked with the 
broader struggles for substantive freedom during this time, or we will have to ask whether it has become the 
instrument for modes of state and economic power that seek the erosion of a collective life for some who 
might  otherwise  be free to teach and to  learn,  to  think,  travel  and communicate and,  hence,  enjoy the  
benefits and rights of a life that might plausibly be called 'free'.
If academic freedom remains restrictively liberaI, it will not be able to see that the subject who would exercise 
the rights of such a freedom must first be given rights to travel, be able to pass over borders unobstructed  
and unharassed. 'This means that to exercise such rights, we must presuppose an opposition to the security  
wall,  to the heightened military harassment at  the borders,  and to the Occupation itself.  Similarly,  if  the 
conservative seizure of academic freedom is to faiI, there must be more robust and substantive ways to 
relate academic freedom to ideals of democracy that include not only right of free expression but opposition  
to forms of surveillance that target political viewpoints. Finally, if there is to be a widespread opposition to the 
Occupation, then perhaps it will require a full-scale boycott. But when and if it does, it will have to make sure  
to show that the systematic undermining of Palestinian institutions of higher learning is itself an abrogration  
of academic freedom as well as the ideals of democracy to which it is invariably linked. We will have to leave  
the scrutiny of political viewpoints outside the formulation, since we have seen how the right wing seizes 
upon this tactic. Once that is done, it  may be possible to radicalize the classically liberaI conception of  
academic freedom with  a view that grasps the political  realities at  stake,  and see that  our struggles for 
academic freedom must work in concert with the opposition to state violence, ideological surveillance, and 
the systematic devastation of everyday life.

Notes

1.  Horowitz,  a  former  Marxist,  is  a  neo-conservative  working  on a  variety  of  fronts  to  combat  what  he 
perceives as totalitarian leftism within the US academy: promoting an 'Academic Bill of Rights'; writing books, 
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a database on 'leftists' and 'jihadists', and the FrontPage 'magazine'. FrontPage is primarily a platform for a 
strong Zionist attack on leftists and especialIy on academics who may be criticaI of Israel or the current US 
war efforts, and to hurl ritual abuse against 'jihadists', who seem to comprise any and alI people of Arab 
descent  with  whom the  author  disagrees.  His  websites  regularly  smear  the  progressive  broadcaster  Al 
Franken's  photo  as  welI  as  disparaging  Rachel  Corrie,  the  23-year-old  volunteer  from the  Intemational  
Solidarity Movement who was killed by the Caterpillar trucks belonging to the Israeli army.

2. Neve Gordon points out in correspondence with me that 'this was the conclusion of the World Conference  
on Human Rights (the Vienna conference) in 1993, where human rights practitioners from alI over the world 
gathered. It was basicalIy the representatives of Third World NGOs that led to the formulation of Article 5 in 
the Vienna Declaration: 'AlI human rights are universal, indivisible and interdependent and interrelated.' The 
Third World practitioners argued that one cannot, for example, have freedom of speech without education. 
http://www. unhchr.ch/huridocda/huridoca.nsf/.

3. In an appeal formulated in 2002 by faculty and students at Birzeit, the folIowing situation was graphicalIy 
described: 'the working life of the University has been severely disrupted by an intimidating Israeli military  
checkpoint on the RamalIah-Birzeit road, which is part of the expanded network of roadblocks preventing 
communication  between  alI  Palestinian  towns  and  villages  in  the  West  Bank.  Even  when  open  the  
checkpoint allows only pedestrian traffic to pass; Israeli soldiers posted there arbitrarily deny passage to  
students and other civilians, as welI as regularly engage in various forms of harassment which at times have  
resulted in the physical injury of students and faculty. When closed the checkpoint effectively brings the 
working life of the university to a halt. Since March 2002, the situation at the checkpoint has deteriorated  
further and access to the University has on the majority of days been totalIy impeded. FolIowing Israel's 
military reoccupation of West Bank towns (including RamalIah) in mid-June 2002, alI Palestinian educational 
life within the reoccupation zones has been brought to a grinding halt by a blanket curfew imposed on the 
civilian population. The majority of Birzeit students and faculty are confined to their homes with dwindling  
hope of returning to their academic lives in the foreseeable future. The cumulative effects of these measures 
over the past 18 months have put the future of Birzeit University at grave risk.'

4.  For  a  longer  version  of  the  discussion  that  folIows,  see  my contribution  to  Beshara  Doumani,  ed.,  
Academic Freedom Post 9/11, Zone, New York, 2006.
5. See JTA, The Global News Service of the Jewish People, www.jta.org, for one of many attacks on the 
Ford Foundation for ostensibly supporting 'Palestinian causes'.
6.  See  for  Ford  Foundation  www.fordfound.org/about/guideline.cfm;  and  for  Rockefeller  Foundation 
www.rockfound.org/grantmaking/FundingPrograms.
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