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Commentary… 

 
The Radical Left Lies in the Service of Terrorism       By Dror Eydar 
 Between Yom Kippur and the Sukkot holiday, B'Tselem Director Hagai 
Elad sat among Israel's sworn haters and provided the world with an excuse 
to forcefully enter the Jewish state and to impose its own agenda. 
 Organizations like B'Tselem and their comrades among the radical Left 
speak of democracy, while they themselves scorn it and the nation that 
decided differently. In contrast with its false propaganda, this group enjoys 
the tolerance of Israeli democracy, which allows it to fool the world with its 
constant slandering in the name of distorted morality. The half-truths that 
Elad used, devoid of historical and geopolitical context, will advance 
diplomatic terrorism against us -- something that will ultimately translate 
into real terrorism, because "even the Israelis themselves are saying," and 
so any struggle against them is justified 
 If we search for a parallel to the shameful radical Left, we will find it 
among the more shocking faction of the ultra-Orthodox Neturei Karta sect, 
whose members pose for photographs with Israel's enemies, including 
former Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. They are just like "the 
Sanballats" (after Samaritan leader Sanballat the Horonite) in the Second 
Temple period, "the enemies of Judah and Benjamin," who "lodged an 
accusation against the people of Judah and Jerusalem" and slandered the 
Returnees of Zion to the Persian Empire (Ezra 4:1-6). The radical Left also 
behaves like a religious cult, ignoring reality when it contradicts its beliefs. 
The world must know that Elad is the counterpart to the late Moshe Hirsch, 
the ludicrous "foreign minister" of the haredi sect. 
 One big difference. The Jewish religion found a way to atone for 
feelings of guilt and sin: repentance (confession), prayer and charity. 
"Human rights" organizations like B'Tselem have returned to the ways of 
the ancient religions, which can be found today in 
radical Islam: They are not satisfied with verbal 
repentance for what they believe is Israel's guilt, 
rather they seek to sacrifice Jewish lives on the altar 
of their political aspirations. It would not be only 
Jewish lives cut short by the radical Left's crime of stupidity, but also the 
lives of Palestinians, who would be abandoned to the cruel leadership of 
movements like Hamas and the Islamic State group. This is the practical 
significance of the wanton urging by Elad and his ilk to "end the 
occupation" or to establish "a Palestinian state." 
 This is an extreme faction, the spearhead of a small social group that 
despises its nation, hates its country and reaps the benefits of the 
appearance of so-called morality that it presents to the world in relation to 
Israeli society. However, this group essentially cares only for itself, for its 
status and its earnings at the expense of its brothers. 
 Poet Uri Zvi Greenberg described them as the people of the seventh day 
(after the land was liberated in six days): "On the seventh day ... they rose 
from the valley of deviants ... Datan and Aviram ... Sanballat and his 
cronies ... from generation to generation ... and in the same throaty voices: 
'We have no part in David and no legacy in Ben-Yishai.'" This is how they 
will be remembered in the history of our people.    (Israel Hayom Oct 16) 
 

 
Undermining Israeli Democracy with Lies       By Ze'ev Jabotinsky 
 B'Tselem Executive Director Hagai El-Ad lied in his speech in an 
informal U.N. Security Council meeting  titled "The settlements as an 
obstacle to peace and a two-state solution." It was also the opening shot in a 
Palestinian gambit to promote an anti-Israel resolution on the settlements. 
El-Ad's intentional misrepresentation was based on the claim that all 
settlements in Judea and Samaria are illegal because of what he calls 
"international agreement that the settlements are illegal." 
 This claim is mistaken in three respects: 
 The first and most important one is that according to international law, 
only the Jewish people has the right to sovereignty, including the right to 
build communities in the western part of the Land of Israel, which includes 
Judea and Samaria and the Gaza Strip. This is because the State of Israel 
was established eight hours before the British Mandate ended, which gave it 

sovereignty over the 
entire territory that had 
been given as a 
mandate to the British by the League 
of Nations in a unanimous vote so that 
they could prepare the leaders of the 
Jewish people, through the Zionist 
movement, to take on the task of 
building a state. This was a precise 
implementation of Article 22 of the 

Covenant of the League of Nations, which is part of formal international 
law. 
 The second mistake is Meretz Chairwoman Zehava Galon's argument 
that the B'Tselem executive director had the same right to speak abroad as 
does the prime minister of Israel. Except that as long as the prime minister 
is acting within the framework of his legally defined authority to set policy 
that is backed by the representative of sovereignty -- namely the Knesset -- 
he must promote that policy in every possible forum, even if the B'Tselem 
leader doesn't like it. There is no symmetry here, because the policy that 
El-Ad was trying to promote through external intervention goes against 
the will of the sovereign entity, the people, as reflected in the Knesset. The 
executive director is trying to undermine the foundations of Israeli 
democracy, which is representative and parliamentary. Someone who fails 
over and over to achieve a majority for a particular worldview, no matter 
how right it might be in his eyes, must accept the decision of the majority. 
The spirit of democracy prohibits him from attempting to lead a foreign 
body to impose policies that go against what the majority wants. 
 The third mistake has to do with the chosen forum -- the United 
Nations. Article 80 of the U.N. Charter states that it and its institutions 
may not restrict the rights granted to the Jewish people by the mandate 
that was fulfilled when Israel was founded. According to Article 80, the 
U.N. had a window of almost three years, from the time of the U.N. 
declaration to the time the state was founded, to revoke that right, but it 
chose not to do so. 

Therefore the Jewish people's sole right to sovereignty in Israel 
requires that all U.N. member nations refrain from dividing the western 
part of the land of Israel. Actions such as the recent U.N. Security Council 
session or the UNESCO decisions denying Jewish ties to the Temple 
Mount and the Western Wall violate the U.N. Charter and are completely 

invalid. (Take note, Israeli decision-makers as we 
approach the window of opportunity that U.S. 
President Barack Obama might exploit to pass 
decisions like these in the U.N. Security Council.) 
Preventing this is in accordance with the law, is just, 

and lines up with the rights the international community granted anew to 
the Jewish people through the Zionist movement. 
 The executive director's performance took advantage of a loophole in 
the law that the Knesset must close to protect democracy from being 
undermined and put on the defensive.     (Israel Hayom Oct 18) 
 

 
UNESCO isn't the Only One to Blame...      By Michael Freund  

The scandalous decision by UNESCO to expunge the Jewish identity 
of the Temple Mount has aroused howls of protest from across the 
political spectrum, and rightly so. 
 Meeting on Tuesday in Paris, the 58-member Executive Board of the 
UN agency affirmed a resolution which caters to Islamic extremism by 
labeling the site a Muslim shrine while ignoring mountains of evidence 
dating back 3,000 years regarding its sanctity for the Jewish people. 
 Be the first to know - Join our Facebook page. 
 The UNESCO vote is a slap in the face to history, archaeology and 
theology, and represents an assault on the very foundations of the Judeo-
Christian tradition that underpins Western civilization. But even as Israel 
points an accusatory finger or two at the UN group, the government would 
do well to consider whether perhaps its own policies may have contributed 
to this farce. 
 After all, Israel bars Jews from praying on the Temple Mount, limits 
their access to the site and has allowed the Muslim Wakf which oversees it 
to destroy ancient archaeological relics there in the past. If this is how the 
Jewish state itself treats Jerusalem’s Temple Mount, then should it really 
come as a surprise when other nations seek to downplay or obfuscate our 
connection to it? Just yesterday, for example, an 18-year-old Israeli was 
arrested, according to media reports, “on suspicion of having bowed while 
visiting the Mount.” 
 I’m no lawyer, but since when can a person be arrested because he 
might have bowed down while visiting a public place? And even if he did 
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bow, where exactly in the criminal code is such an act forbidden? How 
sadly ironic that this took place during Succot, when each day in the 
additional Mussaf prayer, we ask God to rebuild the Temple to which “we 
will ascend and appear and bow before You during our three pilgrimage 
seasons.” 
 Similar examples unfortunately abound. A chilling You- Tube video 
shot back in January shows big, burly Israeli policemen surrounding an 
Israeli teen on the Temple Mount and detaining him after he put his hand 
over his eyes and appeared to recite the Shema prayer. And just last week, 
five Israeli teens were arrested when they prayed at the entrance gate before 
setting foot on the Mount, even though a district court judge had previously 
ordered the police to allow them to do so. 
 For years, Jews ascending the Temple Mount have faced all sorts of 
restrictions such as limits on the hours they can visit and prohibitions 
against carrying a Bible, a prayer book or an Israeli flag. There have even 
been cases where police arrested Jews for moving their lips in a manner 
suggesting that they may have uttered a silent prayer. 
 What kind of message does this send to the world about how Israel 
relates to the Temple Mount, our holiest site? Sure, the UNESCO resolution 
is patently absurd and is worthy of all condemnation. It is akin to 
suggesting that Rome has no historical connection with the Colosseum, 
Athens has no claim to the Parthenon, and New York has no link to Yankee 
Stadium. 
 Indeed, next year marks the 150th anniversary of the start of the 
expedition led by General Sir Charles Warren, a British surveyor sent by 
the Palestine Exploration Fund who conducted the first major modern 
excavations on and beneath the Temple Mount. Seven decades before 
UNESCO was established, Warren described his findings in his Survey of 
Western Palestine, published in 1884, in which he repeatedly referred to the 
site as the place where Israel’s ancient Temple had stood. 
 Clearly, the learned UNESCO representatives are in urgent need of a 
refresher course on history. 
 But frankly when it comes to the Temple Mount, what Israel does is far 
more important than what UNESCO says. 
 The way in which the Jewish state treats Jews visiting the site is simply 
intolerable, trampling their fundamental rights to freedom of worship and 
expression, and denying them their basic liberty to commune with their 
Creator without fear of punishment. 
 So by all means, let our diplomatic representatives holler and protest 
UNESCO’s unforgivable slur against Jews and the Temple Mount. 
 But at the same time, let’s start treating the site with the dignity and 
sanctity that it deserves, and allow Jews who wish to pray there to do so 
freely.      (Jerusalem Post Oct 19) 
 

 
Jesus at the Aksa Mosque – the UNESCO version   By Shmuley Boteach  

Israel’s former ambassador to the United Nations Chaim Herzog 
observed that the UN had developed an Alice in Wonderland perspective on 
Israel. “In the UN building,” he said, “she [Alice] would only have to wear 
a Star of David in order to hear the imperious ‘Off with her head’ at every 
turn.’” The alternate universe in which the UN exists was on display again 
when the UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 
voted to erase Jewish history from Jerusalem by declaring the Temple 
Mount holy only to Muslims. It further describes the sacred Jewish sites of 
the Tomb of Rachel in Bethlehem and Hebron’s Tomb of the Patriarchs 
(revered as the burial place of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob) as “two 
Palestinian sites.” 
 Not surprisingly, the effort to deny Judaism’s connection to its holy 
places was initiated by the Palestinian Authority under that moderate lover 
of peace, PA President Mahmoud Abbas. Sadly, even Arab countries also 
considered “moderate” – Egypt, Algeria, Morocco, Oman and Qatar – 
joined Abbas in rewriting history. 
 US Ambassador Susan Rice has said the treatment Israel receives at the 
UN “is obsessive, ugly, bad for the United Nations and bad for peace.” 
UNESCO has proved this once again. To her credit, UNESCO director-
general Irina Bokova rebuked her own board shortly after the vote. “The Al 
Aqsa Mosque/Al-Haram al-Sharif, the sacred shrine of Muslims, is also the 
Har HaBayit – or Temple Mount – whose Western Wall is the holiest place 
in Judaism,” Bokova correctly noted. 
 Of course, the countries voting for this heinous resolution are well 
aware of the history. 
 “In the Torah, Jerusalem is the capital of King David, where Solomon 
built the Temple and placed the Ark of the Covenant,” Bokova said. “In the 
Bible, Jerusalem is the city of the passion and resurrection of Jesus Christ. 
In the [Koran], Jerusalem [though never mentioned by name] is the third 
holiest site in Islam, where Muhammad arrived after his night journey from 
Al Haram Mosque (Mecca) to Al-Aksa.” 
 Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu justifiably excoriated the UN for 
the falsification of history. “Even if they do not read the Bible, I would 
suggest that UNESCO members visit the Arch of Titus in Rome. The arch 
shows what the Romans brought back to Rome after they destroyed and 
looted the Second Temple on the Temple Mount 2,000 years ago. There, 

engraved on the Arch of Titus, is the seven-branched menorah that is the 
symbol of the Jewish People, and today is the symbol of the State of 
Israel.” The resolution was as absurd, he said, as saying that “China has no 
connection to the Great Wall of China or that Egypt has no connection to 
the pyramids.” 
 Israel’s permanent delegate to UNESCO, Carmel Shama Hacohen, 
stated the facts for those members of the organization immune to the truth: 
“There is no connection of another people to another place in the world 
that comes close to the strength and depth of our connection to Jerusalem 
from a religious, historical and national perspective, a connection that has 
stood the test of 2,000 years.” 
 UNESCO not only rewrote Jewish history, it turned Christian history 
on its head as well. In UNESCO’s world Mathew 21:12 would read: “And 
Jesus went into the temple of God, Al Aksa Mosque/Al Haram al-Sharif, 
and cast out all them that sold and bought in the Aksa Mosque/Al Haram 
al-Sharif, and overthrew the tables of the moneychangers and the seats of 
them that sold doves.” 
 It is hard to find a silver lining in the UNESCO universe, but it was 
encouraging to see that more countries voted against (six) or abstained 
(26) than voted in favor of the resolution. The only countries that stood up 
for the truth were the US, UK, Germany, Netherlands, Lithuania and 
Estonia. 
 UN Watch said the inflammatory text’s failure to obtain a majority 
was a moral victory. The amount of countries abstaining increased by 
seven from the 17 who supported a similar text in April, with France, 
India, Argentina, Spain, Sweden, Sri Lanka, Guinea and Togo shifting 
their votes from “yes” to “abstain.” 
 It was indeed a positive step in the context of the UN to see all the EU 
members abstain considering several regularly back anti-Israel measures. 
Still, by abstaining rather than voting against the resolution they showed a 
lack of backbone. Moreover, France forfeited its much desired role in the 
peace process by failing to stand up to the Palestinian assault on Israel’s 
legitimacy. 
 The UN just elected a new secretary-general, Portugal’s Antonio 
Guterres, and I would expect him to denounce this resolution and to take 
steps to reform UNESCO and other UN-related agencies, such as the 
Human Rights Council, so they perform the duties for which they were 
created rather than act as tools of the Palestinians and others seeking 
Israel’s destruction. 
 While US President Barack Obama was notably silent, the US 
Congress demonstrated its continuing bipartisan support for Israel when 
39 Democratic and Republican lawmakers sent a letter initiated by Sen. 
Ted Cruz (R-Texas) and Rep. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R-Florida) to the 
UNESCO executive board urging it to reject the proposal. 
 UNESCO is just one example of the moral bankruptcy of the UN, 
which funds multiple agencies, at a cost of millions of dollars of US 
taxpayer money (we are by far the largest contributor to the UN budget), 
for the sole purpose of vilifying Israel and promoting a false narrative 
about the Palestinians. The US should denounce the politicization of 
UNESCO and Congress should cut US funding to the UN and send a 
message that America will not be complicit in the organization’s 
unceasing campaign to delegitimize Israel. Obama should call on our 
European allies to do the same.     (Jerusalem Post Oct 18) 
 

 
The Israeli Left Crosses a Line      By Jonathan S. Tobin  

It was business as usual at the United Nations on Friday as the 
Security Council devoted a session to criticizing Israel. Just to make sure 
that the argument was skewed the event was titled “Illegal Israeli 
Settlements: Obstacles to Peace and the Two-State Solution.” So rather 
than a debate about the legality of settlements or whether they (as opposed 
to Palestinian intransigence) are really the main obstacle to peace, what 
occurred was a Star Chamber proceeding with the one Jewish state in the 
dock. The usual suspects decried the presence of Jews in the West Bank, 
lamented the lack of a Palestinian state, and counseled that unless Israel 
changes its ways, it will face unspecified consequences. 
 But there was one thing that differentiated this day from all the Israel-
bashing sessions that preceded it: the presence of two left-wing Jewish 
organizations to add their voices to the chorus of condemnation. 
Representatives from Americans for Peace Now and B’Tselem, an 
organization that bills itself as a human-rights group while working to 
undermine the efforts of the Israeli Defense Forces, showed up at the UN 
to join the gang tackle of the Jewish state. 
 The testimony provided by the two groups was correctly contradicted 
by Israel’s UN representative, who pointed out the conflict is driven by 
Palestinian hate rather than Israeli home-building. But their decision to 
appear raises a serious question about the ethics involved in taking an 
active part in an effort designed to delegitimize Israel on the international 
stage. It’s fair to ask whether it is appropriate for any organization that 
identifies as either Jewish or Israeli to assist a world body that is riddled 
with anti-Semitism in conducting a kangaroo-court procedure in which the 
Jewish state is judged guilty beforehand. 



 The most egregious aspect of the presence of these two groups is the 
assertion made by Peace Now’s Lara Friedman that her participation at the 
meeting was due to what she said was the “harsh climate” in Israel for 
human-rights groups. Their work was, she said, too important to be 
“silenced.” But no one is silencing Peace Now or B’Tselem in Israel. 
 It’s true that left-wing non-governmental organizations that seek to 
support the Palestinians against Israel are not particularly popular there 
these days. The 23 years of Palestinian terrorism and rejection of peace 
since the signing of the Oslo Accords have caused popular support for these 
groups to collapse. In particular, activities of outfits like B’Tselem and 
“Breaking the Silence,” which have taken steps to frustrate the IDF’s efforts 
in responding to the current “stabbing intifada,” have brought them into 
general disrepute. 
 In the past year, the backlash has led to a debate over a proposed law 
that would have required NGO’s that get a majority of their financial 
support from hostile foreign governments (as is the case with B’Tselem) to 
be more transparent about their funding. The law would also have required 
that NGO’s representatives who lobby the Knesset wear badges identifying 
themselves, much like lobbyists who work on Capitol Hill in Washington, 
D.C. 
 One can argue that the bill was unnecessary, but the notion that it was a 
threat to democracy, free speech, or the ability of these groups to go on 
functioning is risible. Far from silenced, they continue to thrive with the 
help of European governments. They also receive more publicity for their 
efforts from both the generally liberal-leaning Israeli media (such as the 
left-wing Haaretz), as well as from an adoring international press corps. 
The claim that Peace Now and B’Tselem had to go to the UN to be heard is 
ridiculous. 
 The debate over the settlements and security policies continues in Israel 
with no restraints. Yet these left-wing groups remain unpopular because 
they seek to thwart Israeli democracy instead of defending it. The goal of 
their testimony at the UNSC was to encourage the world to enact measures 
that will isolate Israel and to force it to adopt policies that its government 
and the overwhelming majority of its people consider suicidal. That will 
remain the case so long as the Palestinians are committed to Israel’s 
destruction and the eviction of Jews from not just the West Bank but also 
Jerusalem. That point was emphasized by the vote they won at UNESCO 
yesterday, which denied the connection between Israel’s capital and the 
Jewish people. 
 Peace Now and B’Tselem have the right to say what they like wherever 
they choose to say it. But those who join with Israel’s outright foes at the 
UN, of all places, in an effort to overthrow the verdict of Israeli democracy 
or to deny Jewish rights and security should not expect anything but 
contempt from Israelis and those who care about the Jewish state’s survival.    
(CommentaryMagazine.com Oct 16) 
 

 
Obama, Do not Tie your Successor's Hands          By Clifford D. May 
 You're probably familiar with the old story about the inebriated guy 
looking for his wallet at night under a streetlight -- not because that's where 
he dropped it but because what would be the point of poking around in the 
dark? This, in essence, has been the American approach to resolving the 
Palestinian-Israeli conflict for years.  
 Over and over, the Israelis are asked to make concessions, to "take risks 
for peace." Under pressure, they sometimes do. Reciprocal concessions are 
not demanded of Palestinian leaders because what would be the point of 
asking for what they can't or won't do? Hamas, which rules Gaza, rejects 
the very idea of peaceful coexistence with the Jewish state. Hamas' openly 
stated goal is Israel's annihilation. As for Palestinian Authority President 
Mahmoud Abbas, he can't set foot in Gaza and, on the West Bank, his 
support has grown so thin he couldn't sign a peace agreement with Israel 
even if he wanted to -- and it's by no means clear he does.  
 Too many of us have short memories. In 2000, at Camp David, 
President Bill Clinton presented Israeli and Palestinian leaders with his 
parameters for a two-state solution. The Palestinians, Clinton would later 
write, were to receive "roughly 97% of the West Bank," all of Gaza, as well 
as sections of east Jerusalem. The Israelis were to get "a formal end to the 
conflict." This was not a baseline for further talks -- this was as far as 
Clinton believed the Israelis could possibly go in exchange for a promise.  
 The Israelis accepted the deal. Then-Palestinian Authority President 
Yasser Arafat did not. Instead, he proceeded to ignite a wave of terrorist 
violence against Israelis that became known as the Second Intifada. 
 Five years later, another "land for peace" experiment was run; Israelis 
withdrew from Gaza, territory taken from Egypt -- not from Palestinians -- 
in the defensive war of 1967. Before long, Hamas and Fatah, its rival, led 
by Abbas, were embroiled in a brutal civil war there. Hamas won. Instead 
of providing Gazans with peace and prosperity, Hamas began launching 
missiles into Israel and, more recently, digging terrorist tunnels under 
Israeli villages and farms. Today, Hamas collaborates with Islamic State 
which is waging jihad against Egypt in Sinai, land Israel also seized in 1967 
but returned to Egypt in exchange for a peace treaty.  
 This recent history is especially relevant now because President Barack 

Obama is expected to refocus on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict after the 
November elections, during his final days in office. He has reportedly 
asked the State Department to come up with a list of options. Among 
them: "Obama parameters" that would replace the Clinton parameters, 
measures to discourage and/or punish those who support Israeli 
settlements beyond the 1949 armistice lines (which would give a boost to 
efforts to delegitimize Israel, notably the Boycott, Divestment and 
Sanctions campaign), and not vetoing a U.N. Security Council Resolution 
that would recognize a Palestinian state. 
 Such a state would almost certainly fail. It would comprise two 
territories, one ruled by a designated terrorist entity, one by an 81-year-old 
politician with health problems who dares not hold elections and has 
prepared no succession plan. Neither Gaza nor the West Bank has viable 
political and economic institutions. Also important if generally 
unmentioned: Without Israeli security cooperation, the West Bank would 
be susceptible to a Hamas takeover.  
 Or worse: Absent Israel's military presence in the West Bank, what 
would prevent those waging a genocidal jihad in Syria from infiltrating 
and soon slitting throats and dumping bodies into mass graves? The 
security assistance Israel quietly provides the Palestinian Authority (and 
Jordan as well) is essential. Does Obama have an alternative in mind? 
U.N. peacekeepers perhaps? 
 Speaking of which: The raw bigotry and unmitigated hostility of the 
U.N. and its agencies toward Israel makes that institution incapable of 
facilitating a successful peace process. If Obama hadn't realized that in the 
past, it should have dawned on him last week when the executive board of 
UNESCO passed a resolution designating the most important religious 
sites in Jerusalem as holy to Muslims only -- denying their older Jewish 
(and, by implication, Christian) connections. Russia and China, both 
members of the U.N. Security Council, voted for the resolution.  
 A letter initiated by Sen. Ted Cruz (R-Texas) and Rep. Ileana Ros-
Lehtinen (R-Florida) and signed by 39 legislators, Republicans and 
Democrats, denounced the resolution as further evidence of the U.N.'s 
"obsessive hostility towards Israel." UNESCO's own director general, 
Irina Bokova, criticized the vote, saying: "Jerusalem is the sacred city of 
the three monotheistic religions -- Judaism, Christianity and Islam. To 
deny, conceal or erase any of the Jewish, Christian or Muslim traditions 
undermines the integrity of the site." The State Department registered 
"deep concern."  
 If Donald Trump should be elected president, Obama will do what he 
can to limit his policy choices on a range of issues. I get that. But if 
Hillary Clinton is the next occupant of the White House, he'll be doing his 
former secretary of state an enormous disservice by tying her hands.  
 What's more, the perception will be widespread that she agrees with 
Obama's approach -- or lacks the strength to dissuade him. Israelis will see 
her not as they saw Bill Clinton -- an honest broker -- but as the third term 
of a president who has helped make the Middle East a bloodier place and 
is all too eager to put their lives on the line in pursuit of the commodity he 
now seems to prize most: a legacy.   (Israel Hayom Oct 19) 
 

 
What Dems Really Think About Israel       By Jonathan S. Tobin  

Unfortunately for the Trump campaign, what we’ve learned from the 
Wikileaks document dump about Hillary Clinton isn’t damning enough to 
alter the dynamic of the presidential race. Most of it is the sort of inside 
baseball stuff about the Clinton campaign that in another era might only 
come out later when books by authors like Theodore S. White and Richard 
Ben Kramer were published about the election. This kind of material tells 
us what the former secretary of state and her staff really think, and makes 
her look like the unprincipled and hypocritical power-seeker that has led 
voters to see her as dishonest and untrustworthy. Even if that’s not 
sufficient to outweigh Trump’s flaws in the minds of a majority of 
Americans, it’s fascinating stuff for political junkies. It’s also worth 
examining for what it tells us about how the likely winner will govern and 
the future of her party. 
 The juicy tidbit the Russian-assisted hack gave us about the Clinton 
campaign’s deliberations regarding how to broach the mention of Israel 
during the primaries should be viewed in that context. According to the 
hacked emails, top figures in the Clinton effort were at odds about whether 
she should even mention Israel while trying to woo Democratic primary 
voters. 
 In May of last year, Jake Sullivan, the former State Department staffer 
and top Clinton foreign policy advisor, sought to include a mention in a 
campaign speech about supporting and standing up for Israel. Clinton’s 
campaign strategists vetoed the idea, pointing out that the only people who 
cared about the issue were “Republican primary voters.” In particular, 
campaign manager Robby Mook flatly stated: We shouldn’t have Israel at 
public events. Especially dem [Democratic] activists.” The matter was 
resolved when they all agreed that it was okay for Clinton to speak of 
Israel “when she’s with donors” but not in public. 
 The good news to be gleaned from this chilling exchange is that there 
were at least some influential voices inside the Clinton machine that 



thought Israel was important. Some in the Clinton camp wanted to highlight 
their candidate’s support for the Jewish state and opposition to terrorism 
targeting its citizens. Much like Thomas Friedman’s celebration of the fact 
that Wikileaks reveals Clinton to be a supporter of global free trade rather 
than the Bernie Sanders clone she has pretended to be, pro-Israel activists 
should be somewhat encouraged. If her comments to her presumably pro-
Israel donors are what she really thinks as opposed to a campaign profile 
that largely ignored the Middle East that might give friends of the Jewish 
state some hope that she will, as Prime Minister Netanyahu has hinted, at 
least be less hostile than President Obama. 
 But it also illustrates that the Clinton brain trust’s evaluation of opinion 
among rank and file Democrats conforms to the view of many 
conservatives who saw Sanders’s openly hostile stance toward Israel as a 
source of strength for his primary campaign. Polls have long shown 
Democrats are far less sympathetic to Israel than Republicans. But this 
trend has now gotten to the point that not only do Democrats not even 
bother to pretend that Israel is as much a reflection of the deep partisan 
divide in the country as any other issue but they also worry that even a 
mention of it will alienate their base. So, while it’s possible to argue that the 
policies of a second Clinton presidency will resemble those of her husband 
more so than those of President Obama, the internal pressure from the 
Democratic Party may be pushing her hard to continue her former boss’s 
desire for more daylight between the two countries. 
 That’s a significant problem. While Israelis remember Bill Clinton as a 
good friend, there was plenty of tension within his administration was 
between those who prioritized the peace process over Israel’s security. The 
former generally won the day. The truth about Yasir Arafat and the 
Palestinian Authority was suppressed to maintain the fiction that the Oslo 
Accords were a great success. With Hamas now running an independent 
Palestinian state in all but name and Arafat’s successor Mahmoud Abbas 
still trying to appease both a Palestinian public that applauds terror and his 
Western donors, the situation even more dangerous today. How can a 
Democratic president continue to uphold an alliance that her party’s base 
opposes? Thanks to a Donald Trump campaign that can’t seem to get out of 
its own way, it looks like we’re about to find out.    
(CommentaryMagazine.com Oct 19) 
 

 
Strength and Unity will Overcome our Adversaries      By Isi Leibler 

The abysmal failure of most governments to display even a pretense of 
morality when formulating resolutions relating to international affairs was 
again highlighted by the latest outrageous resolution relating to Jerusalem 
endorsed by UNESCO. 

The promotion of this travesty by the Arab states merely highlights 
their manifestly false narrative denying Jewish continuity with Jerusalem. 
But it was the purportedly civilized countries, including the majority of 
European countries, many of whom claim to be friends of Israel, whose 
abstentions provided an aura of legitimacy to this obscene resolution. Such 
shameful behavior only serves to re-emphasize that these countries are 
solely motivated by short-term realpolitik, which induces their groveling to 
the Muslims even if this requires forfeiting morality and blatantly endorsing 
historical lies. Every European country should have opposed this deplorable 
resolution. 

The UNESCO abomination should be viewed as a component of the 
concerted global effort designed to exploit Israel’s “intransigency” in order 
to impose indefensible borders, a demand to which no Israeli government 
could accede. 

More significantly, despite the recent consummation of the 
multibillion-dollar defense agreement, the U.S. administration uses any 
pretext to condemn Israel, employing unprecedentedly harsh language, 
which starkly contrasts with the deference it conveys to the Iranian terrorist 
state. It has protested far more vigorously against Israeli home construction 
in the “settlements” (including entirely Jewish neighborhoods of east 
Jerusalem) than the butchering of thousands in the regional civil conflicts. 

Presidential hopeful Hillary Clinton explicitly promised Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu that she would maintain the U.S. veto and resolutely 
oppose any efforts by the United Nations to impose a solution, agreeing that 
negotiations could only be implemented directly between Israelis and 
Palestinians.  But there is genuine concern that, despite her electoral 
promises, after the elections, President Barack Obama in his remaining two 
months in office may seek to impose a settlement on Israel which he has 
always sought. He could do this through support of a “binding” U.N. 
Security Council resolution or merely not employ a U.S. veto against such a 
resolution. 

Israel’s first prime minister, David Ben-Gurion, expressed his contempt 
for the U.N. using the dismissive nonsense phrase “Um, shmum” (perhaps 
best translated “U.N., shmu-N.”). Netanyahu also noted that “the U.N., 
begun as a moral force, has become a moral farce.” 

Nevertheless, we need to gird ourselves over the next few months for 
an intense hostile diplomatic campaign, including efforts to impose 
sanctions on us. 

In these circumstances, we should have confidence in our strength. As 

Ben-Gurion stated: “Our future does not depend on what the goyim say, 
but rather on what the Jews will do.” Israel has never been in as strong a 
position as it is today and even many of the countries that castigate us 
have developed important covert economic and defense relationships with 
us. In addition, despite the Obama antagonism and an emerging hostile 
Democratic sector, public opinion in the U.S. remains extremely positive 
toward Israel. 

But displaying our strength can only be effective if we demonstrate a 
united front on these issues. This is a time for our political representatives 
to recognize that we face a concerted global effort to undermine us and 
they must suspend the personal and parochial backbiting that typifies our 
dysfunctional political system. 
But that requires facing difficult and unpalatable truths. 

Netanyahu is far from perfect and many Israelis harbor a strong 
animus toward him and point out that he is even unpopular in his own 
party. There are those who snidely remark that his closest supporters 
resemble moths attracted to a flame and subsequently burn out or are 
unceremoniously dismissed. There is a strong feeling that after such a long 
term in office, it is time for a change. And apart from Israel Hayom, the 
Israeli media has consistently vilified him more fiercely than any previous 
leader. 

However, the reality is that currently there is no suitable political 
leader remotely capable of replacing him in his crucial diplomatic activity. 

Indeed, despite his faults, history will record Netanyahu as being an 
outstanding diplomat who has successfully walked a tightrope with a 
hostile American administration — refusing to concede on critical security 
issues but retaining sufficient flexibility to avoid a total rift. He has 
covertly achieved an unprecedented level of cooperation with the 
moderate Sunni states, especially Egypt, Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states. 
He has quietly developed relations with a swathe of countries such as 
China, India and African and Latin American countries. He has created a 
unique and delicate relationship with Russia's President Vladimir Putin, an 
unprecedented state of affairs of which nobody could have anticipated. He 
is blessed with a golden tongue and has the gift of being able to articulate 
the case for Israel to the world that no other leader could match. 

Whatever his political status may be a year hence, by any objective 
criteria, Netanyahu is the leader Israel needs during the coming months. 
And if our politicians have any semblance of commitment to the national 
interest, they should support his foreign policy, which the vast majority of 
Israelis would endorse. 

That includes denying further unilateral territorial concessions, which 
would undermine our security, and no annexation of territories, which 
would oblige us to incorporate another 3 million or so Arabs, transforming 
us into another Lebanon. Despite the despicable behavior of Abbas and 
Fatah, we should support Netanyahu’s offer to negotiate without 
preconditions. But endorsing a Palestinian state under the current 
conditions would be suicidal. 

The mainstream opposition groups in office have a national obligation 
to publicly support such a policy. 

In this environment, holding Netanyahu responsible for the failure to 
progress the peace process with the duplicitous Abbas, or blaming him for 
the disastrous relationship with Obama, provides ammunition for our 
enemies and confuses and destabilizes our friends and allies. 

Netanyahu is aware of the importance of unity under these current 
circumstances and has sought to widen his narrow coalition. But 
regrettably, most of Israel’s politicians ignore the national interest, 
minimize the crisis we face and continue indulging in their petty political 
intrigues. 

The Labor party is in shambles, with party leader Isaac Herzog unable 
to control the substantial number of delusional leftist MKs who have 
betrayed the tradition of Labor Zionism and adopted a post-Zionist 
approach — which would have horrified the late Prime Minister Yitzhak 
Rabin. 

Yesh Atid leader Yair Lapid has emerged in recent months as the most 
impressive opposition leader. He has moved to the center and, aside from 
routine personal attacks on the prime minister, espouses policies that are 
basically indistinguishable from those of the government. He has 
aspirations to assume leadership of the nation and has gained considerable 
support from the electorate. But impressive interviews and speeches are a 
far cry from the heavy burden of decision-making and leadership. 

If Lapid can rise above the political morass and emerge as the first 
opposition leader to support Netanyahu’s efforts, he would convey the 
message to the world that Israel is united in its determination to resist all 
efforts to undermine its security. This could have a major impact on the 
incoming U.S. president and may revert the diplomatic tide flowing 
against Israel. Should Lapid act as a statesman and promote the national 
interest, he would display qualities that would appeal to most Israelis who 
are nauseated by the shenanigans of their elected representatives and, in so 
doing, would also advance his own objective of becoming a future prime 
minister. 

Today Israel is stronger than ever and if we display unity, we can and 
will overcome all the challenges we face.    (Jerusalem Post Oct 20) 


