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“I know what America is. America is a thing you can move very
easily, move it in the right direction.”

Benjamin Netanyahu, speaking to Jewish West Bank settlers in 2001.
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1 THE ISRAEL LOBBY

Asking whether the Israel lobby exercises undue influence has only
recently stopped being entirely taboo. If defined as “influence by which
a person is induced to act otherwise than by their own free will or
without adequate attention to the consequences,” then the power
wielded by the lobby clearly is undue. In modern-day America there is,
however, nothing particularly unique about undue influence since a
number of well-funded and highly organized interest groups,
representing only a tiny minority, also exercise “undue influence,”
sometimes in concert with the Israel lobby. These certainly include
financial services, the energy industry, and weapons-making elites.
However—and unlike most lobbying for Israel—those groups openly
exercise undue influence, lobby overtly and are the subject of robust
news reporting and public debate. Due to the long and well-
remembered history of conflict as Jewish minorities within larger
populations, those running the most influential Israel Affinity
Organizations—a term that will be defined in detail—that are
predominantly Jewish often unfairly characterize attempts to analyze or
quantify their influence as driven by anti-Semitism. As a barrier to
scrutiny, this charge has effectively prevented a great deal of critical
analysis. In particular, it prevents many individuals who are neither
Jewish, nor minor insider critics of tactical Israel lobbying issues, nor
working to advance more “acceptable” TAO initiatives, from speaking

up.
This book proceeds, unapologetically, into this minefield on the

principle that TAOs are more than “fair game” and overdue for
exhaustive review, particularly to reveal those broader interests



negatively affected by their actions. Declaring oneself “pro-Israel” has
become as much a litmus test for running for public office as it is a
screen to evaluate appointees wishing to work in sensitive positions in
agencies such as the U.S. State Department, Department of Justice or
Treasury. The attributes of IAOs—some replicable, others utterly
unique—their history, trajectory, battles lost and won, and seeming
permanence on the scene, also make them one of the most fascinating
players in so-called “special interest” politics in America. A
fascinating and timely example is B’nai B’rith.

Established in 1843, B’nai B’rith formed a fraternal lodge system
that offered social welfare services and a bridge toward integration to
the waves of Jewish immigrants entering the United States. Yet within
a decade, B’nai B’rith attempted to use the power of its membership
base to change U.S. foreign policy. Its first well-known foray occurred
in 1851 when a number of Swiss states refused to permit Jewish
residence. B’nai B’rith lobbied against the U.S. secretary of state
signing a trade agreement with Switzerland unless the policy was
reversed. This effort was celebrated as “the beginning of a B’nai B’rith
commitment to fight for and protect Jews and Jewish interests around

1
the world.”U

In 1903, a Jewish community in the Bessarabian province of the
Russian empire (current day Moldova) was attacked by groups spurred
on by accusations that Jews were murdering Christians for Passover
matzo. In two days of rioting nearly fifty Jews were killed, ten times as
many were injured, 700 homes were destroyed, and 600 stores were
robbed while police and military stood by without intervening.
Response to the 1903 Kishinev pogrom in Tsarist Russia was the
second major foreign policy lobbying initiative by an organization that
today is only one among hundreds promoting the advancement of Israel
by harnessing the influence of the United States government. B’nai



B’rith’s president, Simon Wolf, met with President Theodore Roosevelt
and Secretary of State John Hay—persuading them to use the power of
the state—to transmit a petition of signatures gathered by B’nai B’rith
lodges through the U.S. Charge de Affairs in Saint Petersburg to the
Tsar. The Russian government rejected it

Jewish leaders inside and outside B’nai B’rith then agitated for more
U.S. Russia policy “linkage” to what they termed “Jewish interests.”
They demanded an immediate reduction in American cooperation with
the Russian government on a range of vital issues because of Kishinev.
Momentum also continued to build for creating a lobby that could
credibly be perceived to speak with a unified voice representing all
American Jews on domestic and international affairs. This effort by
fairly elite and unrepresentative organizations to portray themselves as
a unified front continues today, though it faces much greater scrutiny.

In 1910, B’nai B’rith invited President Taft to address its general
assembly. B’nai B’rith leaders were, in turn, cordially received in the
White House. In 1912, the U.S. abrogated its commercial treaty with
Russia, an act for which Taft received B’nai B’rith’s annual medal to
the “person who had done the most for Jews.” B’nai B’rith’s success
was an important political milestone in Washington. It had elevated the
concerns of a new special interest over those of business, cultural and
other interests in Russia.

However, the core challenge to those advancing this new special
interest was obvious. Initiatives had to be carefully framed as
“American interests” so as not to draw too much criticism. These
efforts would later become preemptive. Criticism of those writing
about organized agitation for the U.S. to fight wars that benefitted the
formation and interests of Israel became harsh and immediate—most
often characterized as “anti-Semitism” or “hatred of the Jews,” or if
one was Jewish, “self-hatred.” Careers were damaged or destroyed by



such charges.

Today, the Israel lobby, defined here as the collective of Israel
Affinity Organizations, is more openly considered to be a powerful
lobbying force, with some caveats. This has been disturbing to
organizations such as the Anti-Defamation League, which branded
itself as a Jewish defense organization. Few things have challenged
Israel Affinity Organizations and their programs so much as this recent
open acknowledgement that such a group of organizations exists and
forms an interlocking interest that wields vast—and undue—influence
in the United States, primarily to promote Israeli interests. Beyond
actual recognition of this fact, proceeding toward any informed
criticism of their true and sometimes unflattering history, programs,
operational codes, secrecy, interrelations and quantifiable negative
impact on other Americans is mostly ignored, suppressed when that
fails, or decried as anti-Semitism when it finally breaks into any
relevant or high profile public forum.

Yet the public’s attention is not waning. The costs of TAO policies in
terms of blood and treasure when successfully packaged and sold in the
past as U.S. national interests that must be pursued above all others
have steadily mounted. Recently, many U.S. states individually passed
their own Iran economic sanctions, sent their U.S. law enforcement
officials to Israel for training and inserted anti-Boycott Divestment and
Sanctions measures into various laws in order to protect Israel’s
occupation of Palestinian territory in global trade legislation. This is
mostly the work of IAO model legislation drives in tight coordination
with national organizations with ties to the Israeli government rather
than grassroots efforts on behalf of a state’s voters. That most
Americans reject the many resolutions praising Israel in their name is
demonstrable in surveys.

The negative outcome of IAO influence exemplifies what economists



have dubbed the “collective action” problem. Small interest groups—
and the lobby is small—with a strong interest in a particular issue are
better able to coordinate their activities and impact on policymaking

than larger groups with diffuse intelrests.m Add to that the ability to
coordinate with a foreign government to create incidents abroad and
constant external pressure on the United States—without, as the top
lobbying TAO the American Israel Public Affairs Committee once
boasted “leaving fingerprints”—and an insidious challenge to sensible

American public policy emerges.@ The impact that this “collective
action” has on Congress has been significant long before the creation of
Israel in 1948. But it is why, the following year—1949, over U.S. State
Department opposition and long before any evidence of Israel’s value
as a “Cold War ally” or country of “shared values” with the United
States—Congress delivered a billion dollars in foreign aid (adjusted for
inflation). Since then, American taxpayers have—not counting secret
intelligence aid—paid a quarter trillion in foreign aid to Israel. Israel
receives the largest share of the U.S. foreign aid budget and is
historically the largest single recipient. With most of Congress today
automatically voting “yes” on any of what members now call an
“AIPAC vote”—and TAO revenues reaching dizzying new heights—
America’s annual foreign aid payment to Israel is poised to return to
Cold War levels, if not far, far higher.
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Figure 1 U.S. annual foreign aid to Israel ($ U.S. million, adjusted for inflation)

This influence is why at the beginning of the last century the United
States began punitive trade and other measures against Russia.
Additional measures were enacted in the name of facilitating Jewish
emigration to Israel from the Soviet Union in the 1980s. It is why in the
mid-1980s the United States signed its very first “free trade” agreement
with Israel—over the opposition of powerful U.S. corporations like
Dow and Monsanto and with a bit of a boost from Israeli espionage—
and not a more economically substantial state that had more to offer
Americans in return. From a balance of trade perspective, the U.S.-
Israel “Free Trade Area” turned out to be a constant headache for U.S.
exporters and is essentially yet another assumed, guaranteed, subsidy
for Israel. Fear of IAOs is also why the U.S. ignores important laws
governing foreign lobbying, fails to prosecute ongoing Israeli
espionage campaigns against its nuclear weapons material and
technology, national intelligence and other resources of the state. IAOs
have been the sole driver of economic boycotts of Iran. IAOs through
constant activity monopolize scarce and less tangible resources—
saturating the “bandwidth” and “attention span”—of federal
government agencies that are supposed to be focused elsewhere. IAOs



operating overseas such as the American Jewish Committee often write
up a sumptuous program menu and have the table set for a lavish
operational banquet, only to pass the bill to Uncle Sam. This occurs
when [AOs transfer their own programs over to U.S. agencies to
implement and fund with tax resources most would assume were
supposed to improve the lives of ordinary Americans living in the
United States. Instead scarce resources flow to the Israeli Defense
Forces engaging in questionable operations or indirectly supporting
Soviet or Brooklyn-born Jewish settlers colonizing the West Bank.

The 2015 battle to subvert the comprehensive agreement on the
Iranian nuclear program flushed IAOs such as United Against Nuclear
Iran and various highly active Jewish federations out into the open—
terrain in which many do not normally wish to be seen exercising their
influence. In mid-July of 2015, Iran signed the agreement with the
permanent members of the UN Security Council plus Germany (P5 +1)
agreeing to additional limitations on its civilian nuclear program in
exchange for relief from international economic sanctions. AIPAC, the
American Jewish Committee, the Anti-Defamation League and the
Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations
worked in coordination with the Israeli government to try to kill the
deal, spurred on by Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. The
Netanyahu administration spied on U.S.-Iran negotiations then leaked
details to Israel Affinity Organizations in the United States. Israel even
openly asked undecided U.S. lawmakers, “What it would take to win

) [5]
their votes.”

Though not accurately reflected in mainstream media, the entire Iran
nuclear scare was largely a “manufactured crisis” that focused pressure
on Israel’s regional rivals and away from the longest running—and
arguably most damaging to the U.S.—regional conflict—that between



Israel and Palestine.[ﬂ That a primary objective of many such TAO
initiatives is to divert attention away from the problems created by
Israel is a perception increasingly gaining traction among informed
Americans.

Quite appropriately, President Barack Obama identified the source of
opposition to the Iran nuclear deal as largely the same organizations
that advocated for the disastrous 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq. In an
August 2015 speech at American University, Obama even highlighted
the naked motivation behind the drive to kill the deal—affinity for
Israel. He also began discussing, in a way no doubt alarming to IAQOs,
Israel’s “conventional” military superiority—indirectly implying
something IAOs and the Israeli government insist must not be
officially recognized by the United States—that Israel also has
“unconventional” military capabilities in the form of nuclear weapons.

Although major American news media reported about the parallels
between Obama’s address and John F. Kennedy’s 1963 speech at the
same venue, to promote peace and overcome widespread opposition to
arms control with the Soviets—they missed the more far more relevant
Israel connection. In 1963, the Kennedy administration was secretly
fighting Israel’s nuclear weapons development program and had even
secretly ordered Israel’s top—and largely foreign funded—Ilobbying
organization the American Zionist Council to register as a foreign
agent and openly report its public relations and secret lobbying
expenditures on behalf of Israel.

When Kennedy was assassinated the following November and
conspiracy theories about Russian and Cuban complicity began to
swirl, nobody of significance speculated about possible Israeli
connections. That is because—as has become the norm in such cases—
the relevant and highly detailed government records about the



administration’s initiative to keep Israel’s lobby in check were
effectively kept bottled up, in this case classified as secret until 2008.
The story of JFK’s fight against the Israeli nuclear program was
similarly withheld from the public until fairly recently. Nevertheless,
one outcome is clear. JFK’s assassination settled both issues. After
Kennedy’s death, Israel proceeded at full speed ahead with its nuclear
weapons program, smuggling material, technology and know-how out
of the U.S. to Israel with the direct involvement of IAO officials (in
this case, the Zionist Organization of America). American presidents,
from Nixon onward, agreed to never acknowledge the Israeli program.
Presidents subsequently gagged government employees and contractors
from discussing it in public. Presidents have refused to enforce a law
forbidding U.S. foreign aid to countries with clandestine nuclear
weapons programs—because Israel is just such a state. The lobbying
division of the American Zionist Council, which was ordered to register
as a foreign agent by the Kennedy administration—split off and
incorporated six weeks after the AZC order. Today it is known as the
American Israel Public Affairs Committee. AIPAC seamlessly took
over AZC’s activities without ever registering as an Israeli foreign

agent.[ﬂ AIPAC’s history as a foreign funded agent, and not a
representative of the broader American Jewish community, has again
became clear as it bucked widespread Jewish support for the Iran
nuclear deal and instead sided with the Israeli government in
opposition.

Today, unlike JFK’s era, the fight between the Obama administration
and IAOs/Israel has been public. There are also new factors—
alternative media and independent investigative journalism. If unusual
circumstances (equivalent to the Niger uranium forgeries used to
justify the Iraq invasion) were to arise that seemed to compel
immediate U.S. military action against Iran, or the immediate “snap-



back” of economic sanctions against Iran, questions would immediately
arise about whether TAOs and/or Israel were involved. Such questions
would not come from The New York Times or The Washington Post
which history suggests would more likely be channeling disinformation
or substantiating a false flag attack than leading a squad of debunkers.
Rather, truth squads would emerge on peer-to-peer social media, blogs
and the alternative news websites that have expanded to fill the gaping
investigatory void left by establishment media. When the Associated
Press surfaced a sketchy story in 2015 that secret “side agreements”
would allow Iran self-inspection rights under the nuclear agreement,
the recitation of obviously suspicious terminology not commonly used
in side agreements quickly set off alarm bells. AP’s report was quickly
debunked in the alternative media by real experts rarely consulted as
fact-checkers by establishment media.

The Internet has also finally debunked an IAO canard so integral and
longstanding as to be considered the Israel lobby’s central pillar of
legitimacy—that IAOs are somehow “representatives” that consolidate
and channel a “Jewish consensus view” on what actions the United
States should take. IAO claims to represent them have been overturned
by surveys revealing the tiny percentage of American Jews actually
involved in any way with such organizations and chants of “not in my
name” from prominent Jewish individuals and non-IAO Jewish
organizations. Nevertheless, the Internet also amplified the non-Jewish
voices for peace and reason often entirely excluded or drowned out in
the debate. Their growing resentment over the subordination of the
common good and commonwealth to Israeli prerogatives has grown
exponentially even as major demographic shifts suggest that the Israel
lobby will have a much harder time maintaining their grip on the levers
of power in coming decades. When that happens, it will be a positive
beginning. More sensible resource allocation. Peace and justice.



Restoring America’s image after years of undue and harmful IAO
influence on policymaking. This book’s little known historical facts
and current data place Israel lobby activities and external costs into a
proper, unvarnished perspective.



2 ISRAEL AFFINITY ORGANIZATIONS

Not-for-profit Israel Affinity Organizations (IAOs) are entities that
support Israel in both common and unique ways. Together, they make
up the Israel lobby. Even the smallest organizations engage in multiple
tactics, from taking influential Americans on trips to Israel, reactive
media pressure campaigns, hosting on-campus Israel advocacy
programs, publishing advocacy literature and academic studies, to
proactively placing editorials and op-eds in elite and hometown
newspapers. They convene non-stop conferences and events aimed at
shaping U.S. foreign policy. Some organizations and their leaders have
engaged in illegal activities of immense damage to the United States on
behalf of Israel. When caught, they argue—mostly from behind the
scenes and exercising uncanny influence over enforcement officials—
that law breaking in support of Israel should not be punished. IAOs
have a major impact not only on U.S. foreign policy, but also on the
news media, within political campaigns, and on academia. They also
have a significant impact on the U.S. economy and how scarce
government resources are allocated at the local, state and federal levels.
Much of that impact, as revealed in this book, is negative because it
externalizes costs onto millions of American taxpayers who are either
not willingly part of the pro-Israel movement, or would oppose such
support for Israel if they were allowed to know and do something about
it.

Some [AOs are open about their missions, objectives and programs
while others are almost completely opaque. The American Israel Public
Affairs Committee, or AIPAC, concentrates its efforts on lobbying
Congress for massive foreign aid packages and foreign policies that



benefit Israel. A much larger network of Jewish federations focuses
most of its efforts on raising funds that are transferred to other IAOs,
local lobbying organizations, and through subsidy conduits to Israel
partner organizations. The internal Jewish federation political
operations are called Jewish Community Relations Councils and are
usually not separately incorporated. Most are also physically housed
within Jewish federations. Although they lobby heavily, they do not
declare lobbying as a significant activity and resist attempts to regulate
or make them more transparent in their dealings with elected officials.

Debriefing and training U.S. government officials is a particularly
unusual IAO activity that borders on intelligence gathering. The Jewish
Institute for National Security Affairs, founded in 1976, functioned
mostly under the radar for years, quietly influencing the top echelons of
the national security state to integrate more closely with the Israeli
military. JINSA has achieved on a micro level for Israel what the
Central Intelligence Agency labored for decades to accomplish in
similar overseas efforts to turn the military leadership in various
developing countries and despotic regimes into pro-U.S. assets. The
model and tactics are from the same intelligence operations playbook.

This book uses the term “Israel Affinity Organization” when
referring to individual organizations in an attempt to be precise. Not all
IAOs lobby. A handful of large IAOs—in terms of revenue—are not
predominantly Jewish in terms of their leadership, members and
donors, though most are. In order to be included in this TAO analysis,
an organization must have all of the following attributes. It must be an
IRS recognized tax-exempt 501(c)(3) or 501(c)(4) organization. This
means a group that incorporated (or in some instances was brought into
being by legislative action), then applied to the IRS or its predecessor
for tax-exempt status as a social welfare providing organization and
now operates with tax-exempt status. Most of the financial data



analyzed in this study is only available because the mandatory annual
tax returns filed by IAOs must be made publicly available. However, as
explored later, many of these organizations are “going dark” and the
IRS is either doing nothing about it or facilitating the growing lack of
transparency. In addition, although the data should—and easily could—
be made available in a digital format that quickly allows cross-
referencing transfers between IAOs and foundations—it is not.

To be included an TAO must actively and unconditionally support
Israel as a major function. This must either be a formal component of
the organization’s mission statement or a top priority in programs or
observable as its core mission. Some organizations, such as the
Foundation for Defense of Democracies, are dedicated to framing
Israeli issues as American concerns and hiding their affinity. They
make no mention of Israel in their mission statements. We include
such organizations if their output on behalf of Israel is so high it can
realistically be presumed to be their primary purpose. We also include
the main evangelical Christian organizations to the extent possible. One
of the highest profile thanks to heavy expenditures on public relations,
Christians United for Israel, has hidden behind its status as an
“association of churches” to conduct lobbying activities and conceal
basic information from the public. Though Christian evangelical
influence and entry into the fray are relatively recent and somewhat
overestimated, they are an important component of the ecosystem
because they tap an entirely different revenue stream and can mobilize
large numbers of voters. They also sometimes undertake risky overseas
ventures on Israel’s behalf that carry a high potential for blowback
against the United States.

To be included in our analysis, an IAO must raise the majority of its
funding in the United States. Some of the “startup” funding that
launched the American Zionist Council and AIPAC was actually



foreign money, laundered through various entities, by the Jewish
Agency. Today most IAOs appear to raise the majority of their funding
in the United States—though there is much consultation with Israeli
officials on how it should be spent. This activity creates a quantifiable,
largely unexplored, and highly negative impact on U.S. taxpayers
tapped to fill the revenue holes created by the tax-deductibility of the
billions of dollars moving every year through the system.

Lastly, to pass through the TAO screen an organization must be
headquartered in the United States. While many large and small IAOs
have offices in Israel and conduct their ongoing private consultations
with government officials there, no advantage can be gained by actually
headquartering in Israel. The Jewish Agency for Israel ran into
innumerable woes and tangles with the Foreign Agents Registration Act
office of the Justice Department as a foreign-based entity. While
offices in Israel offer prestige and easier private communications with
Israeli government officials, there is no longer any worthwhile tax or
influence advantage to headquartering in the state of central TAO
concern.

Some readers may question such a set of criteria. Under this
definition, an organization such as the American Israel Education
Foundation, which sends members of Congress (more than 1,000 since
the year 2000) and other influential Americans on all-expense-paid
trips to Israel is clearly an Israel Affinity Organization. The American
Enterprise Institute, a Washington-based think tank with a central pro-
Israel doctrine that regularly beats war drums for attacks on Israel’s
rivals and receives large amounts of funding from Jewish federations,
is not counted. Israel advocacy is not its principal function. Frank
Gaffney’s Center for Security Policy is explored and included in the
revenue tallies. Its top priority seems to be portraying Islamic
militancy as a threat on par with the former Soviet Union, necessitating



an ever-expanding U.S. military budget. It is the recipient of many
donors giving to more mainstream IAOs. However, the David Horowitz
Freedom Center is not included in our database, since it seems to be
mostly about David Horowitz, rather than exerting influence for Israel.

The Jewish Agency for Israel—formerly Israel’s government-in-
waiting which financed many initiatives toward the establishment of
the state in the 1940s and which even has quasi-governmental status
bestowed by the Knesset in a 1953 secret covenant—is explored many
times in the following pages, but its finances are not counted in this
study for other reasons. The Jewish Agency’s predecessor, the Jewish
Agency for Palestine, was created under a 1922 League of Nations
mandate. It has registered as a U.S. foreign agent with the Justice
Department at various times and raises substantial funding in the
United States, indirectly, through IAOs such as the United Israel
Appeal. The Jewish Agency even hauls in huge U.S. government
subsidies for “refugee settlement.” However, it is not headquartered in
the United States. It would also present a significant “double counting”
issue to include the Jewish Agency since it a large recipient of TAO
funds.

In addition to adding up revenues, employees, volunteers and
exploring when IAQOs were launched, this book also attempts to reveal
what TAOs do—as opposed to examining only what they say they do.
This is a major challenge since the most easily available public
information about IAOs is public relations spin emitted by the IAOs
themselves. Little of that examines their impact on communities
beyond ardent supporters of Israel and the benefits bestowed to their
country of passionate attachment. Preference is therefore given to their
internal communications, mandatory financial disclosures and
information divulged in various encounters with regulators.

We have also mostly ignored a large number of minor organizations



that—strictly speaking—do fall within our IAO definition. For
example, a study conducted by Brandeis University identified 774
organizations raising $1.979 billion in the United States for Israel in

2007.@ In contrast, this book pegs the total Israel Affinity
Organization “industry” size that year at $3.6 billion, counting only 336
IAOs. The differences are a function of study aims and mathematics.
The Brandeis study was primarily geared toward identifying whether a
plethora of new “American Friends of Israel” organizations giving
directly to their Israeli counterparts accounted for a slowing in overall
giving to large “umbrella” collection organizations such as the United
Jewish Appeal which traditionally collected and transferred funds to
Israel. Brandeis also attempted to net out transfers between fundraising
and conduit organizations, a task that it found to be impossible in the
end.

The aim of Big Israel is to provide a bird’s eye view of the “industry
size” and composition. It forecasts tax-exempt nonprofit resources
raised in the United States for Israel and assesses their impact on the
majority of Americans. While it includes the largest organizations
reviewed by Brandeis in a “subsidy” category, it also analyzes the
advocacy and education organizations left out by the Brandeis study
and the federation fundraising IAOs that power much of the Israel
lobby “ecosystem.” It does not attempt to “net out” transfers from one
organization to another or factor out internal overhead costs such as
fundraising. We do however calculate the “revenue externality” TAOs
leave for other Americans to pay because of the tax-deductibility of
contributions and huge endowments that continually grow with no
taxation of interest or capital gains. In short, Big Israel’s approach
yields numbers that are generally not—for good reason—calculated or
trumpeted by IAOs to the American public.

There is value in Americans outside the Israel affinity ecosystem



knowing how IAOs came into being, what initial social challenges or
problems they were designed to confront, and how they have
transformed themselves—some gradually, others instantaneously—into
the equivalent of mini Israeli embassies and consulates (including
sometimes serving as clandestine intelligence service stations) in every
major U.S. population center. It is also useful to know why some have
been dissolved, regulated out of existence, spun off into new
organizations or reconstituted under a different organizational banner.

Just as location, location, location are the three principals of real
estate investment and key to merchandising, studying the location of
IAOs can also be revealing. Why are so many located in metropolitan
New York? Are federations present in every major American
population center? Where, exactly, are federations’ allegedly separate
political and lobbying units—Jewish Community Relations Councils—
located? Why are multiple organizations located in a complex at 633
3" Avenue in New York City that brings together lobbying, banking
and the Israeli government into a single seamless agglomeration? What
binary IAOs orbit one another at 251 H St NW. in Washington?

[IAOs differ significantly from other major American charitable
organizations. Many [IAOs have common attributes that distinguish
them as a group. Most, unabashedly, are nearly entirely led, managed
and staffed by Jews. Most of the executives—as is continuously
criticized in the Jewish press—are highly overpaid males. Turnover in
the top executive positions, whether at the Anti-Defamation League or
American Jewish Committee, is glacial. In an America concerned with
workplace diversity—or at very least the appearance of it—this is
notable, though considered of extremely little importance by IAOs
themselves, which are seldom challenged. One exception are photos in
brochures and marketing materials for AIPAC conferences and events,
which inevitably display ethnic diversity. Many IAO leaders cultivate



an environment of secrecy and suspicion, admonishing, “Hostile ears
are always listening.” That some probably are does not diminish the
perception that by acting conspiratorially, they are often perceived by
outsiders to, in fact, be conspiratorial. Many IAOs consider their inside
information to be as proprietary as an industry-patented manufacturing
system, and are as security-conscious as an elite investment bank or
embassy—and a great deal of their security infrastructure is provided at
no cost by taxpayers. They require employees to sign complex and
lengthy nondisclosure agreements. Employees must read and obey
intricate employee conduct manuals and never leak or make off-the-
cuff remarks to the press. At all costs, they must maintain the secrets of
the organization—especially if leaving to join another TAO. Their
measures go beyond common practices within the world of charities.

One major inquiry is, “For what purpose was IRS tax-exempt status
originally intended, and how do TAOs fulfill their professed mandates
as social welfare organizations?” We then ask, “How did the very
oldest IAOs qualify?” This second question is becoming less clear with
the passage of time. Many pre-1948 IRS and predecessor Bureau of
Revenue records on why IAOs were given such status have been
destroyed under various government records management guidelines.
The IRS seems content not to know why it granted such powerful
privileges. Some applications for tax-exempt status from such
relatively new organizations as The Israel Project—all are theoretically
open to public inspection—cannot be located by the IRS. There are
twenty-nine categories of nonprofits and only some of them are

chalritable.[ﬂ All TAOs examined here—whether as religious,
educational, or other categories—claim to be charities and all are tax-
exempt. We therefore critically examine what, if any, social welfare
benefits IAOs actually bestow in the United States and whether they
reduce burdens on the government. Asking whether actual TAO



activities vary significantly from those they claimed to the IRS in order
to gain tax-exempt status is obviously an important question, despite
the ever weaker and under-resourced nature of tax-exempt organization
oversight at the IRS. In reality, the brigade of IAOs that subsidize
partner organizations in Israel do so questionably, through the tiniest of
tax loopholes. Each year, they drive multi-billion-dollar tank trucks
bursting with cash through that loophole. There are no weigh stations,
speed traps or state patrol cars either, since they are entirely self-
regulated.

Funding is the major indicator of the influence and reach of this
ecosystem—although, curiously, the tottering Zionist Organization of
America recently argued otherwise, in order to provide twice as much
compensation to its president than industry benchmarks suggested. We
focus on the total amount of revenue raised (and expended) by IAOs
every year and forecast the trajectory of each organization in the
appendix out to year 2020 using actual data from 2001-2012. Some
IAOs are clearly zombie organizations that probably should have shut
down years ago. Others are growing at such exponential rates, a few
from almost nothing ten years ago, that they will easily pass $100
million in tax-exempt donations by decade’s end.

We categorize IAOs by major functions using only four broad
groupings. This allows a basic comparative analysis of their growth
rates by overall functional category and inference into how varying
levels of support affects the success in achieving declared—and
sometimes unstated—objectives. In the case of AIPAC, this objective
will continue to be delivering the biggest single share of the U.S.
foreign aid budget to Israel while periodically agitating for foreign
policies such as U.S. economic and kinetic warfare campaigns against
Israel’s rivals. In the case of the Anti-Defamation League it will be
using a global survey to deliver public proclamations on every



country’s—with the single important exception of Israel—position on
what the ADL represents to be the world’s definitive anti-Semitism
spectrum. Privately, the ADL’s number of training sessions for federal
and local law enforcement—the contents of which are a closely
guarded secret withheld from the broader public and which the FBI has
fought against releasing—are internal statistics of vital importance and
part of ADL’s half-century-long forced collaboration with the FBI and
law enforcement nationwide.

Data is presented from news reports, obscure academic journals,
websites, over four thousand IRS form 990 tax returns, public
statements issued by TAO leaders, legal filings and largely untapped
resources such as FBI and military intelligence investigations obtained
through the Freedom of Information Act. Where necessary we have
filed FOIA lawsuits and appeals against understandably—yet
unpardonably—reluctant U.S. federal agencies. We unveil what TAOs
have taken from the United States in the past and what they are trying
to get in the very near future. A set of statistically significant survey
results test whether American popular support for Israel is as high as
IAOs claim. Admittedly, by largely focusing only on IAOs, we are only
illuminating the lower right-hand piece of a far larger puzzle.

Figure 2 IAOs within the larger pro-Israel ecosystem



Not quantified in this book are three other major institutional “puzzle
pieces” of the American “pro-Israel” system. Many synagogues and
churches are extremely active in their support of Israel. As mentioned,
Christians United for Israel, which raises vast amounts of funding for
Israel lobbying, hides behind its church association status to avoid
disclosure, and it is far from the only entity concealing activities and
financial support. Evangelical and other denominational churches and
synagogues are not required to file any tax declarations. Any activity
they may be engaged in is uncountable. This is legal if certain IRS
criteria are met, yet in the case of CUFI’s actual practices such
compliance appears to be highly unlikely.

There are also large individual donors to Israeli causes who forgo tax
deductibility in return for total privacy and do not donate through
IAOs. Neither category can be counted or examined in depth because

the data is simply unavailable.m Extremely influential U.S. think
tanks such as the Brookings Institution have let their Middle East
policy-analysis divisions, essentially, be taken over or outsourced to
pro-Israel forces. At Brookings, this occurred just as the Israel lobby
needed “centrist” backing for the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq. The
friendly takeover was funded by Israeli media mogul Haim Saban who
paid Brookings $12.3 million. The Saban Center was created in 2002
and its director—former AIPAC Director of Research Martin Indyk—
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immediately began issuing calls for war.[_] However the Saban Center
has never been segregable from the rest of Brookings for analysis, so it

does not meet our strict TAO criteria.[M We explore a similar
“takeover,” involving the purging of critical writers reporting on Israel,
which occurred at the Center for American Progress (CAP), a
Democratic Party linked thinktank, during the runup to the 2016
presidential election. Though now apparently advocating for Israel and



firing employees who are not pro-Israel, we also do not include CAP,
since such advocacy is not its primary purpose.

Many major and minor news outlets are so compromised in their
Middle East reporting and editorializing that their content has largely
become indistinguishable from official releases by the Israeli Ministry
of Foreign Affairs. We examine the Jewish Telegraphic Agency, which
was tasked with turning Israeli government communiques into “news”
when appropriate, according to files declassified late in 2015. We
review establishment media fear of reporting which can be traced back
to “media watch” IAOs such as Facts and Logic about the Middle East
(FLAME), the Committee for Accuracy in Middle East Reporting
(CAMERA) and Honest Reporting which attack and organize boycotts
of media outlets that dare to distribute content critical of Israel—by
effectively targeting their sources of revenue. We also present a recent
case study of tactics The Israel Project uses to replace pundits it does
not like with Israel-approved talking heads inside a U.S. taxpayer-
funded global news network.

Some media organizations, like the Weekly Standard, were purpose-
built to advance a pro-Israel line, pressuring and targeting U.S.
government officials to be more deferential to Israeli interests. Still
other media outlets are wholly-owned subsidiaries of IAOs. The
conservative Commentary magazine was founded by the American
Jewish Committee in 1945 and has been effectively used to “supervise”
the American conservative movement and eject critical voices such as

Joe Sobran, Governor William Scranton, and presidential candidate Pat
[13]
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Buchanan because of their positions on Israel.
The liberal New Republic has served a similar role in the American
Liberal Left, particularly when it was under the ownership of Martin
Peretz beginning in the 1970s and extending well into the current



century. According to political insider and senior advisor Sidney
Blumental, in a confidential memo to then-Secretary of State Hillary
Clinton, the New Republic (which has apologized for its strong
advocacy for the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq) was little more than an
Israeli propaganda organ, used to pump disinformation and overturn
peace initiatives, led by pro-Israel activists such as the former
American-turned-Israeli-Ambassador and current Knesset member
Michael Oren. In an email Blumenthal warned Clinton about Israeli-
generated content and pressure campaigns in the New Republic:

In case you haven’t seen it, this is the fully articulated
view of the Netanyahu government and Likud about ‘the
crisis’. The New Republic is a preferred outlet for the
highest level likud/neocon propaganda. Michael Oren, a
channel for Israeli intel, was a frequent contributor in
the past. On a lower level, so was Michael Ledeen when
he was trdfficking disinformation. The New Republic was
critical in undermining Carter when he pressed Begin.
Israel intel used Ledeen and TNY to put out stories on

Billy Carter. But TNR is only one key being hit in the
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Some ostensibly independent or privately-owned media outlets have
entire programs actively promoting a single IAO. For example,
Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations
President and CEO Malcolm Hoenlein appears on a weekly radio
program to discuss and promote its initiatives called “JM in the AM,”
which is broadcast from a station airing in New Jersey and New York
and via Internet podcast and live audio streams. The Center for Security
Policy’s Frank Gaffney hosts a daily diatribe against Muslims in
America and the alleged threat of Sharia law from his Washington-
based American Freedom Radio broadcast and podcast. Non-IAO



players in this vast universe of public and privately-owned media
outlets—a few purpose-built, but most cajoled or intimidated into
becoming more pro-Israel—are also not deeply covered in this
analysis.

Although directed by TAO candidate scorecalrds[ﬂ and secret efforts
to channel political action committee funding, we also do not attempt
to tally total individual, bundled and aggregated contributions to
political campaigns delivered on the “single issue” basis of a
candidate’s support for Israel. We do review a small number of
specialty nonprofits and anecdotal examinations of campaign
fundraisers and committees with IAO connections. We mostly steer
away from any in-depth analysis of big Israel lobby donors such as
Sheldon Adelson, Paul Singer and Haim Saban. A great deal of solid
reporting about such donors is becoming available from the
mainstream and Jewish press. Despite these many exclusions, studying
nonprofit IAOs alone as a system delivers critical insights.

IAOs are the single most visible and quantifiable piece of America’s
pro-Israel jigsaw puzzle. They are the visible dorsal fin that allows a
perceptive marine biologist—even while paddling furiously back
toward the safety of his analytical dingy—to accurately estimate the
mass, velocity and forces propelling the invisible creature obscured
beneath the surface. Without IAOs, captured U.S. government
policymakers would receive fewer marching orders conflating Israeli
and U.S. interests. News media outlets would not have broadcast so
many false stories inflating first the threat of Iraq, then the Iranian
nuclear program while constantly distorting Israel-Palestine issues.
Israel’s nuclear weapons and the doctrine that governs their use would
be openly discussed and analyzed with the resources they warrant.
Orwellian acronyms such as “QME”—qualitative military edge,
referring to Israel’s congressionally mandated entitlement to a military



advantage over all presumed rivals—but which never includes a tally of
its strategic and tactical nuclear weapons—would not be minted and
cir