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Chomsky’s words
stand on their own

Editor: ]

Upon returning from 2 speaking tour
thropgh the Pacific Northwest, I received
clippings from the college campuses
where | had spoken. Those from the Uni-
versity of Washington were unigue in that
they included virnient denunciations of me
as an opponent of free speech, an apologist
for Nazism and Communism, an inteliec-
tual crook, etc. This was no surprise.- As
organizers of my visit to Seattle will con-
firm, 1 had informed them long before to
expect such diatribes. I will return to what
2l of this means. First, 2 word om the
charges. I will take two representative ex-
amples. '

Tc prove that [ am opposed to freedom
of speech, Professor Edward Alexander
refers to my statement: “By entering the
arenz of argument and counterarguiment,
of technicai feasibility and tactics, of foot-
notes 2nd citations, by accepting the pre-
sumption of legitimacy of debate on cer-
tain 1 . ¢ne has already losi one's
iy, =z omats the scurce {Introduc-
. American Power and the New Man-
darins, 1969}, and selects z few words to
make it appear that [ oppose freedom of
speech on ceriain issues. Correcting for

the blatant distortion, his argument re-
duces to the claim that if ! refuse to debats
_you because [ regard your views as

TV

coscene, I am denying your fresdom of |

speech. Apart from the absurdity, consider
the context that Alexander suppresses: the

cmment concludes my discussion of how
cne can be drawa into a “morass of insane
rationality” by entering “intc a2 technical
debaie with the Nazi intelligentsia™; we
lose our humanity by even entering into
debate with apologists for Nazi crimes.
Recall that Alexander’s major claim is that
I hiave a hidden neo-Nazi agenda—deeply
hidden, as anyone who investigates what [
have achuzfly written on this topic will
quickly éiscover.

This is not ordinary misrepsesentation,
bui deceit on 3 truly speciacular scale: and
surely conscious deceii, exposed in print

£ars 2g0, 1o no effect, of course.

et us tura to Professor Edward Stern.
e prove that i am an “intellectusl crook.”
ie alleges that I mistake an Israeli general
for 2 Russign author, an extreme of absor-
gity, doubtless. Here are the facts he con-
In the Hebrew orthography, the
names “Leskov™ and “Laskev”™ are writ-
ter the same way, with the first vowel

omifted. In quoting a Hebrew source, T’
transcribed the name of General Laskov as
“Leskov™ {also the name of a Russian
author). :

These and other absurdities that Stern |
repeats were also exposed years age, ini
print. Again, we are beyond ordinary mis-
representation. These are the productions -
of desperate men. :

it takes only a phrase to produce a fabri-
cafion, and a paragraph to disentangle it, a
fact well understood by specialists in sling-
ing mud. Those whe choose to pursue the
tracks of these gentlemen will discover |
that every example they give, where not
compieie fabrication, is at this level of |
deceit; I will be glad o explain, if asked.
The more interesting guestion is what it
means. Here we can only speculate, but [
do not think it is difficuli to find the an-
SWer.

1 take many confroversial positions; it is
obviousty legitimate to question aad crit-
icize them. Those who know that they are
incapable of doing sc have only one re-
course: siime, in the hope that people will
be confused, discussion will be closed,
and others will be intimidated. That ex-
plains why chaiges are repeated, even am-
plified, long after they ars exposed as out-
right lies or merely ridiculous, and why a
fivod of slander and deceit is a predictable
accompaniment of any critical discussion
of U.S. support for Israeli policies; the
point, after all, is not o establish truth but
to bar ihe ihreat of open discussion.

Such tactics are familiar from the worst
davs of Sizlinism, and have been revived
with great passion by those who mis-
takenly describe themselves as “suppori-
ers of Israel. ” Israeli doves, who have been
subjected to the same technigues them-
seives, have bitferly denounced them; for
cxample, General Matti Peled, wheo, writ-
mg about his unpleasant experiences on a
speaking tour in the United States in 1975,
condemned the “state of near hysteria”
and the “bliadly chauvinistic and narrow-
minded” aftitudes thai pose “the danger of
prodding Israel once more toward a pos-
ture of calloused intransigence.”

For many years, these tactics did suc-
ceed in closing off discussion, in large
measige. As they have become less effec-
tive, the hysieria mounts and the deceit
becomes more extreme. I trust that mem-
bers of the university commumity will re-
main in the domain of fact and argament,
which those whom Peled condemned are
30 desperately attempting to eliminate, for
reasons that are not difficukt to discern.
Sincerely vours,

Moam Chomsky



