Following the lecture by Michael Oren-
I would like to share my view on some of the points that were discussed during the lecture:

Budgets versus challenges: Oren mentioned that the attempt to undermine the existence of Israel has gone through changes; from the battlefield (up to 1973), to terror (up to 2005), and to warfare in the field of law and media (present). Generally speaking, I wish to point out that when it comes to budget allocation, decision-makers in Israel did not make the necessary adjustments according to these changes. 

"Why do they hate us?" Well, they don't. The vast majority of the world is indifferent and is not interested in the quarrels of the tribes in the Middle East (that's what it usually looks like from the outside). In any case, there are the phenomena we know, which I will address in a few categories: 

Votes in the UN and its agencies: the main motive of most countries is interests/numbers. To simplify- in a world that had 50 Jewish states and one Muslim state, it would have received the same treatment as Israel. 

BDS-Europe-left: as Oren mentioned, the purpose of the BDS is to undermine the very existence of Israel as a nation state for the Jewish people. It's important to emphasize that its founders and leaders never focused on the occupation (or "The Occupation") of 1967, but rather, on the essence of Israel and Zionism as a project of colonialism, apartheid, ethnic cleansing etc. They do not speak of 1967, but of 1948. 

The BDS prospers especially among the left, first of all in Europe, but increasingly in the United States as well, not so much in other parts of the world. Without going into an in-depth analysis, it is important to understand that Europe has a long history of anti-Semitism, as well as feelings of guilt for what Europe caused the Jews for hundreds of years. Paradoxically, attributing qualities, actions and extreme behavioral characteristics to the Jewish state, makes dealing with and repressing this guilt, easier. This background information relates to the BDS's main achievement – making Israel the only case where instead of a critical / practical discussion on government policy, the discussion surrounds the right of the State to exist.  

Another relevant point that can be made is that in the last few decades the global left has always sought an underdog to relate to, preferably one whose distress could be used to blame the "colonial, capitalist, abusive" West. The Palestinians have managed to gain control over this niche, and the support they gain today in left-wing circles, is usually not based on facts, but reflects a trend or a current fashion.  

Occupying another people: "the elephant in the room" that Oren shortly referred to, and only as a response to a question, is the fact that Israel is today the only country in the world (or at least in the Democratic world) that in practice occupies another people devoid of rights. Even worse, it is perceived, presently at least, as one that does not seek to end this situation. This also directly corresponds with the remarks heard in the plenum about Israel being perceived as one that reacts and not initiates- in general, and on this topic specifically. In the same context- when reality was different, in times when Israel was perceived as striving for a solution and initiating it, its international status improved. In his new and recommended Autobiography (Yedioth Books, 2018) Giora Eiland characterizes the Israeli system as one that has a strong element of self-righteousness.  I tend to agree with him in this regard. I'll emphasize that I'm not pointing to a concrete solution, but to the image of Israel as one that does not strive towards a solution, as a harmful factor amongst wide populations that are not necessarily anti-Semitic or hostile. The BDS exploits this idea well. It assists its advertisers with growing their ranks and transferring their messages from the extremist margins to the mainstream.      

Public diplomacy: the toolbox of public diplomacy, whether relating to (coordinated, more or less) 'hasbarah' (lit. 'explaining'; meaning public relations), branding its derivatives, etc, can only assist in a limited manner in this arena. It cannot replace having a policy.
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