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Quote of the Week… 

 
“Jerusalem was our capital before London even existed” – Israeli 
Education Minister and leader of the Bayit Yehudi Party Naftali Bennett 
(BBC/IsraelNationalNews.com Dec 7) 
  

 

Commentary… 

 
Of Course Jerusalem is the Capital of Israel     By Elliott Abrams  

President Donald Trump is expected Wednesday to do what his 
predecessors promised to do, and were then told was unhelpful, impossible, 
dangerous and wrong: recognize Jerusalem as the capital of Israel. 
 That this has taken the United States 70 years is astonishing, 
considering that Jerusalem has of course been the capital since Israel was 
founded in 1948. But for all those years, “experts”—not least in the State 
Department—have been arguing that such a decision will produce huge 
amounts of violence and harm the position of the United States in the 
region. President Harry Truman rejected their arguments in 1948, despite a 
stark personal challenge from his Secretary of State, George Marshall, and 
recognized the Jewish state 11 minutes after it declared its independence. 
 Trump is expected to do essentially the same thing: to choose truth and 
justice over fear, and refuse to bow to threats of violence. 

In fact, Israel’s announcement of independence in 1948 was greeted 
with enormous violence: an attack on the fledgling Jewish state by Egypt, 
Jordan and Syria. That did not make Truman’s decision wrong, any more 
than mob violence or acts of terror today or tomorrow will make Trump’s 
decision wrong. The president reacted to Arab and other Palestinian 
predictions of violence with the contempt they deserve. Those “predictions” 
were in fact threats, and the president was absolutely right to face them 
down. 

His decision does not foreclose the chances for peace. Whatever the 
final municipal borders Israelis decide upon, whatever final municipal 
borders and arrangements might emerge from peace negotiations, whatever 
else Jerusalem may some day be (including a Palestinian capital), there is 
one thing that is absolutely certain: Jerusalem is the capital of Israel. 
Recognizing that closes no doors, if the Palestinians really want to open 
them. Once the angry speeches have been made by Palestinian President 
Mahmoud Abbas and secretary general of the Palestinian Liberation 
Organization's executive committee and former negotiator Saeb Erekat, 
once the posturing for political purposes is over and once a bit of time 
passes, negotiations can continue. Trump is not destroying his own peace 
efforts but grounding them in reality. 
 What are the objections to his decision, after all? Erekat was quoted this 
week protesting that an American president cannot decide Israel’s capital. 
Quite right—but neither can the PLO or the United Nations. Only Israel 
can, and it has. In peace negotiations, West Jerusalem is not in dispute 
anyway. It is where the Knesset, Supreme Court, president’s and prime 
minister’s offices are, and where they have always been. 
 The exact borders of the city and the areas to be under Israeli and 
Palestinian control are disputed, but Trump made no effort to decide those 
matters. The relocation of the U.S. embassy should now be a practical issue, 
dependent on the acquisition of a suitably large plot of land and the 
construction of a compound of office and residential facilities. This will 
take time; after the Cold War, about 10 years passed from our decision to 
build a new embassy in Berlin to the actual completion of the project. But 
the timing is far less important than the legal recognition that Jerusalem is 
the capital, and it is where the embassy belongs. 

The refusal to acknowledge Jerusalem as Israel’s capital has for all 
these years been part of the campaign to refuse the Jewish state the 
legitimacy every other state gets. It makes Israel uniquely disadvantaged 
among nations—the only country in the entire world not permitted to 
choose its capital—giving a sense of impermanence and reduced rights. 

 This is precisely 
why Trump’s decision 
is right and is 
important. It sends a message: The 
Jewish people are there now and they 
will be there forever, and they are 
there by right and not by our 
sufferance. 
 Trump didn’t make Jerusalem the 
capital of Israel any more than the 

U.N. made Israel the Jewish state. He simply acknowledged a fact. Truth 
is the best basis for moving forward toward peace between Israel and its 
neighbors, and between Israel and the world.    (Newsweek Dec 6) 
  

 
Trump Has a Capital Idea on Jerusalem        By Sohrab Ahmari  

The journalistic class is apoplectic over President Trump’s decision to 
recognize Jerusalem as Israel’s capital. But conservatives, including those 
skeptical of this president, should add it to the list of Trump-
administration foreign policies that deserve praise. The case for 
recognizing Jerusalem, and relocating the U.S. Embassy there, is 
formidable. Talk of the move throwing the region into chaos is 
overwrought and out of touch with Mideast reality. 
 For starters, moving the U.S. Embassy to Jerusalem is in line with the 
democratic will of the American people. Congress in 1995 enacted a law 
requiring the State Department to make the relocation, but since then 
successive administrations of both parties have taken advantage of a 
waiver to delay it. The waiver process was written into the law. Even so, 
more than two decades of executive resistance amounts to defiance of 
Congress. Even die-hard Never Trumpers must admit: There is something 
refreshing about this administration’s willingness to carry out the law 
rather than sidestep it. 
 Yet professional peace-processors don’t care much for the foreign-
policy preferences of the American people. They contend that Trump’s 
capital idea (pun intended) will scuttle any chances for a negotiated 
settlement to the seven-decade-long conflict. In this, they echo the 
Palestinian president-for-life, Mahmoud Abbas, who on Wednesday 
characterized the move as America’s “declaration of withdrawal” from the 
peace process. 
 Here’s the problem with this line of argument: What peace process? 
 For nearly a decade, Abbas has refused to sit down for direct talks, 
despite Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu’s open invitation. 
Abbas’s rejectionism was spurred in part by the Obama administration’s 
theory that peace would come from creating “daylight” between the U.S. 
and the Jewish state and tying talks to an Israeli settlement freeze. Now, 
with the Jerusalem move, Trump is signaling that Washington will no 
longer tolerate the Palestinians’ excessive demands–or the obstinacy that 
led them to turn down generous offers from Ehud Barak in 2000 and Ehud 
Olmert in 2008. 
 But, ask the peace-processors, what about the violence that will ensue 
from this? Here one must respond: Have you looked at the Middle East 
lately? 
 The whole region is on fire, as America’s traditional Arab allies 
respond to Iran’s hegemonic ambitions from Yemen to Lebanon. Very 
little of today’s instability has to do with Israel at all. Thus, Washington 
should take Arab leaders’ statements of outrage with a grain of salt. Arab 
elites have to create some sound and fury over Jerusalem to satisfy their 
publics. But most of them today look to Israel as a protector and potential 
ally against Tehran. 
 It can’t be an accident, moreover, that Trump’s announcement 
followed news of Abbas’s visit last month to Saudi Arabia. There, the 
reformer-prince Muhammad bin Salman (MBS) reportedly told the 
Palestinian leader that Riyadh shares Netanyahu’s view of the conflict. 
The Palestinians must learn to accept a state with limited sovereignty and 
non-contiguous territory dotted with Israeli settlements. Under the MBS 
plan, the New York Times reported, “The Palestinians would not be given 
East Jerusalem as their capital and there would be no right of return for 
Palestinian refugees and their descendants.” 
 The leading Arab power, in other words, has concluded that 
maintaining the anti-Iranian alliance is more important than a settlement 
here or an East Jerusalem neighborhood there. The Trump 
administration’s Jerusalem decision, then, is attuned to the tectonic shifts 
taking place in the Middle East. Why keep pursuing the fiction that the 
Palestinian question is the most pressing problem in the region, when the 
Arabs themselves have moved on? 
 As for Palestinian groups’ threat of staging days of rage and rioting, 
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that’s not so much an argument against Trump’s decision as it is a case 
study in why peace has remained elusive for so long.   
(CommentaryMagazine.com Dec 6) 
  

 
Reform Movement Backs Palestinians against Israel on Jerusalem 
By Evelyn Gordon  

That Arab and European leaders are protesting President Trump’s intent 
to recognize Jerusalem as Israel’s capital is no surprise. Nor is it any 
surprise that groups like J Street and Jewish Voice for Peace joined them. I 
was, however, genuinely shocked that the leader of America’s largest 
Jewish denomination also joined the denunciations. Until recently, any 
mainstream American Jewish leader would have been embarrassed to 
oppose U.S. recognition of Jerusalem publicly. 
 And yet, it’s of a piece with recent decisions by non-Orthodox Hillel 
directors to bar mainstream Israelis from speaking on campus, and with the 
fact that Birthright Israel recently dropped the Union for Reform Judaism as 
a trip organizer because it was recruiting too few students. Taken together, 
all these facts paint a worrying picture. 
 I’ve always objected when I hear people on the right term the Reform 
Movement anti-Israel because of its stance on the peace process. After all, 
its views aren’t far from those of Israel’s mainstream center-left, and any 
mainstream view ought to be legitimate within the pro-Israel camp. 
 But in its opposition to recognizing Jerusalem, the URJ has zero 
support from Israel’s Zionist center-left. The chairman of the Labor Party, 
currently Israel’s largest opposition party, praised Trump’s expected 
decision. Yair Lapid, head of the other main opposition party (which is 
currently outpolling Labor), demanded that the rest of the world follow suit. 
 Indeed, only two Israeli parties shared the Reform Movement’s 
reservations: the Arab community’s Joint List and the far-left Meretz, 
which used to be a Zionist party but no longer is. Its platform doesn’t define 
it as Zionist, its official spokeswoman defines it as “a non-Zionist Israeli 
party,” and key backers of its current chairwoman are busy floating the idea 
of an official merger with the anti-Zionist Joint List. Thus, in opposing U.S. 
recognition of Jerusalem, the Reform Movement has aligned itself with the 
country’s anti-Zionists against the entire spectrum of Israeli Zionist 
opinion. 
 In his statement, URJ President Rick Jacobs insisted that the Reform 
Movement does consider Jerusalem to be Israel’s “eternal capital,” to which 
the U.S. Embassy should move someday. But the URJ “cannot support” 
Trump’s “decision to begin preparing that move now, absent a 
comprehensive plan for a peace process,” Jacobs said, as it objects to any 
“unilateral steps.” Other Reform Jewish organizations, including the 
Association of Reform Zionists of America, the Central Conference of 
American Rabbis and the Women’s Rabbinic Network, endorsed this 
statement. 
 Maybe to American Jewish ears, Jacobs’s statement sounds innocuous 
and reasonable; indeed, as a poll published in September showed, a 
whopping 80 percent of American Jews oppose moving the embassy right 
now. But effectively, what it means is that the Reform Movement–and 80 
percent of American Jewry–has ceded sovereignty over Jerusalem to the 
Palestinians. They, and only they, have the right to decide if and when 
anyone else recognizes the city as Israel’s capital. Absent Palestinian 
consent, Israel isn’t entitled to have a recognized capital. 
 If the Reform Movement really believed Jerusalem was Israel’s “eternal 
capital,” then American recognition of it would be a bilateral issue to be 
decided between America and Israel. The Palestinians would have nothing 
whatsoever to say about it. 
 The URJ’s claim that recognition would impede the peace process 
holds no water. Moving the U.S. Embassy to western Jerusalem in no way 
precludes a Palestinian state with its capital in eastern Jerusalem, which is 
what Palestinians claim to want. The Reform Movement has given the 
Palestinians veto power over territory that even the Palestinians themselves 
don’t claim. 
 This same disregard for Israel is evident in the URJ’s failure to fill its 
participant quotas for Birthright trips to Israel, which resulted in Birthright 
dropping it as a trip operator a few weeks ago. Though the vast majority of 
people who go on Birthright trips are non-Orthodox, most of them sign up 
with Orthodox trip operators rather than non-Orthodox ones. Why? 
Because, unlike the non-Orthodox operators, the Orthodox put time and 
money into actively recruiting students. 
 “They actually have student recruiters working for them who go around 
literally knocking on doors,” one Hillel advisor complained to Haaretz. 
“That’s not how the rest of us operate.” The Orthodox groups even use 
time-honored capitalist methods like paying successful recruiters. One 
operator, for instance, offered a free return trip to Israel or a $600 gift 
certificate to any participant who signed up ten friends. 
 In other words, Orthodox groups think getting college students to Israel 
is important enough to warrant an investment of time and money. The URJ 
and other non-Orthodox groups don’t consider it important enough to 
warrant investing time and money—even though the non-Orthodox 
community, theoretically, has far greater resources at its disposal, being 
both larger and far wealthier than the Orthodox community. 

 For any pro-Israel group, having the younger generation get some 
firsthand acquaintance with Israel would seem an obvious desideratum. 
But evidently, the Reform Movement thinks otherwise. And it’s not just 
trips to Israel that non-Orthodox groups consider unnecessary. 
Increasingly, they aren’t even interested in hearing from Israelis, as recent 
cancelations of mainstream Israeli speakers by several campus Hillels 
show. 
 There’s been a lot of talk in both America and Israel recently about the 
fraying relationship between Israel and liberal American Jews. But I’m 
starting to think all this talk is missing the point. If the URJ sides with the 
Palestinians against Israel over Jerusalem and evinces no interest in 
exposing young people to mainstream Israel through either visits or 
speakers, is there really any relationship left to maintain?    
(CommentaryMagazine.com Dec 6) 
 

 
Jerusalem is a Non-Issue        By Eyal Zisser 
 U.S. President Donald Trump is moving cautiously toward the goal he 
set for himself during his presidential campaign: recognition of Jerusalem 
as the capital of Israel. 
 Truth be told, every step forward has been followed by two steps back, 
and State Department officials are desperately trying to block the 
president's move. Still, it appears Trump has indeed made up his mind and 
will declare so this week. Relocating the U.S. Embassy from Tel Aviv to 
Jerusalem will have to wait a while longer. 
 It is interesting to see that in declaring recognition for Jerusalem as 
Israel's capital, even without moving the embassy there, the Russians have 
been one step ahead of the Americans. It is further testament that Russian 
President Vladimir Putin, with his realpolitik policies, has both feet firmly 
on the ground when it comes to developments in the Middle East. 
Moscow, if we recall, announced in April that Jerusalem (despite only 
referring to the western part of the city) and not Tel Aviv is the capital of 
Israel. 
 Putin's declarations carry weight because he is perceived as the 
strongest person in the region. Arab leaders, from the presidents of Syria 
and Egypt to the king of Saudi Arabia, make pilgrimages to the Kremlin to 
meet with him. 
 Just a few weeks ago, at his vacation resort in Sochi, Putin hosted a 
summit between the presidents of Iran and Turkey. None of these leaders 
remonstrated with Putin's declaration that Jerusalem is Israel's capital, and 
the matter did nothing to weaken Russia's standing in the region – quite 
the opposite, in fact. 
 Perhaps this is the lesson Trump needs to learn from Putin. If a leader 
is confident in himself and his command of the world's largest and 
mightiest superpower, he should act accordingly and everything else will 
fall into place. 
 In the meantime, beyond the predictable yet relatively minor 
protestations from the Palestinians and the Jordanian king, who fears for 
the stability of his regime, Trump's declaration of intent to recognize 
Jerusalem has not particularly reverberated throughout the Arab world. It 
seems Arab countries are not even bothering to pay lip service to the 
Palestinian issue, let alone raise a finger to help the Palestinians act on 
their ultimatum to the Americans not to touch Jerusalem before a final 
status agreement is reached to Ramallah's satisfaction. 
 Persian Gulf states are in the midst of an accelerated process – a 
surprising one, it must be said – of normalization with Israel. In any case, 
they are clearly giving priority to blocking Iran's expansion in the region, 
which they view as the central threat to their stability and security, not 
Israel. The same can be said for Egypt, which is battling Islamic 
extremists who do not require, it appears, an excuse to keep carrying out 
atrocities, as evidenced by the mass slaughter of worshippers in a northern 
Sinai mosque two weeks ago. 
 Ultimately, recognizing Jerusalem as Israel's capital does not 
fundamentally veer from traditional American policy, not even policies 
implemented by administrations perceived as tough on Israel, such as the 
George H.W. Bush and Barack Obama administrations. Both of these 
recognized Jerusalem as the de facto capital of Israel. It would be 
preferable, of course, if this recognition were part of an American policy 
and even overall Middle East strategy, predicated on standing with 
regional allies against the threats they face. In the unfortunate absence of 
such policy, however, even an isolated act is most welcome. 
 The Trump administration has been in office for almost a year, with 
bright spots but also blemishes on its record. North Korea is not 
particularly perturbed by the administration's warnings, and Iran is 
methodically subjugating large swathes of the Middle East. Washington's 
friends in the region have applauded the harsh tones emanating from the 
White House but are still waiting for actions. More than that, they, along 
with the world, are waiting to see a person in the White House whose 
promises and declarations are worth taking seriously.  
(Israel Hayom Dec 5) 
 

 
 



Changing Western Attitudes        By Reuven Berko 
 The American intention to declare Jerusalem the capital of Israel is the 
essence of the historical, religious and political recognition embodied in the 
three major monotheistic religions, according to which Jerusalem is the 
exclusive capital of the Jewish people. 
 The Palestinian demand that their future capital be established in 
Jerusalem – on account of the sanctity of Al-Aqsa mosque, and, oh, yes, 
because "Jesus was a Palestinian" – is without any religious, historical or 
political basis. 
 In light of the Palestinian threats to respond forcefully to such a move, 
it is clear the absurd idea the late PLO leader Yasser Arafat planted in the 
minds of his followers – that the capital of "Palestine" would be established 
in Jerusalem, along with the "right of return" and the refusal to recognize 
Israel as the Jewish state – was aimed at preventing a future settlement with 
our people. 
 In conversations with the late Hamas leader Sheikh Ahmed Yassin, the 
mufti, and Palestinian leader Faisal Husseini, I noted the fact that, from a 
historical standpoint, there has never been a Palestinian state, and therefore 
Jerusalem was never its capital. It makes no sense for the city that serves as 
the capital of Israel to be divided for the benefit of a political body that 
operates from its capital of Ramallah. 
 I have challenged these leaders with the fact that according to the 
Quran, which makes no mention of Palestinians, the inheritors of this land 
are the Jews. I added that Al-Aqsa mosque is sacred not just to Palestinians 
but to Muslims in general. I mentioned the fact that in the Arab-Muslim 
world, no other holy site in Islam has been made a capital, and that is why 
neither Mecca nor Medina are the capitals of Saudi Arabia, and why Jordan 
did not make Jerusalem its capital when it ruled the city from 1948 to 1967. 
 I have yet to encounter a Palestinian capable of grappling with these 
arguments other than through the asinine assertion that we are not the true 
Israelites who inherited the land. 
 On the contrary, leaders and columnists from Arab and Persian Gulf 
states have recently been making religious, historical and political 
statements in favor of Israel and against the Palestinians. 
 Palestinian officials such as chief Palestinian negotiator Saeb Erakat 
have threatened that American recognition of Jerusalem as the capital of the 
Jewish state would ignite the entire Middle East and turn it into a 
battlefield. Terrorist organizations al-Qaida, Islamic State and local 
Palestinian groups such as Islamic Jihad and Hamas (and Hezbollah) have 
already taken the Palestinian terrorist startup to another level. 
 Senior Fatah official Nabil Amr tellingly and pessimistically admitted 
in an interview with Al Jazeera that the 1993 Oslo Accords, which deferred 
the issues at the heart of the conflict, were a mistake, and that it was clear 
that Israel would never yield on Jerusalem or the settlements. According to 
Amr, the Palestinian problem had become a minor issue in the global arena 
precisely because of the terrorism and the destruction it brought to millions 
of refugees. 
 The threats from the Palestinians, made from within a Middle East that 
is on fire, have not kept any Arab state from committing suicide for their 
sake. This despite the knowledge that some of them, like Hamas and 
Islamic Jihad, get their funding, arms and agenda from Iran. The 
Palestinians do not understand that, as a result of the refugees, the 
destruction and the global terrorism, the attitude of the "bastards" of the 
West toward Palestinian terror has changed, and every bullet Palestinians 
fire will only serve to deepen their alienation.   (Israel Hayom Dec 5) 
  

 
American Jews: Look in the Mirror   By Isi Leibler 

There are some unpleasant facts and bitter truths about a large 
component of Diaspora Jews that are being swept under the carpet. 

The reality is that many of those who classify themselves as Jews live 
in an environment in which being Jewish has become associated with 
endorsing a meaningless universalism dominated by liberal mumbo jumbo. 

An ever-increasing number of American Jews in this category describe 
themselves as secular but they lack the cultural and national characteristics 
of their secular predecessors who rejected religion but in most cases 
retained a national identity. Having said that, some of their secular 
predecessors were Bundists, and until the creation of Israel, most American 
Jews were non-Zionist. 

Today’s middle-aged Jews grew up in a postwar world where anti-
Semitism was receding and many concluded that it was becoming extinct. 
The generation born between 1950 and 1980 was not exposed to the vicious 
anti-Semitism that their parents endured in the prewar era. In addition, with 
the passage of time, the horror of the Holocaust and what it implied for the 
Jewish people has become a dim statistical historical memory rather than a 
collective experience. This generation of American Jews never experienced 
the pre-State of Israel feeling of powerlessness. 

This was further accelerated by the decline of Jewish education, with 
most youngsters not having even a rudimentary knowledge of their Jewish 
heritage or culture. 

The greatest factor affecting today’s Jews is the massive acculturation 
that has taken place due to the open society in which they live, where, in 
contrast to the past, prejudice does not inhibit intermarriage. Today it is 

estimated that over 70% of non-Orthodox Jews intermarry – an 
astronomical figure. Surveys show that the vast majority of children of 
intermarried couples are hardly conscious of their Jewish identity. 

The relevance of Israel as a haven from persecution simply does not 
resonate today as it did to previous Jewish generations. According to a 
recent Pew survey, only 43% of American Jewish youth have visited Israel 
and as many as 31% said that they had no attachment to Israel. 

We must therefore acknowledge that a substantial and growing 
proportion of American Jews cannot be relied upon for support, and for 
many younger Jews, concern for Israel’s security has become a low 
priority. 

Indeed, for some, displaying an anti-Israel attitude is considered chic 
and a means of socially integrating into the liberal community where 
opposition to Israel is required for eligibility. This has led some Jews, 
utterly ignorant of their heritage, to express their Jewish identity by 
attacking Israel and becoming darlings of anti-Israel agitators on college 
campuses and in the left-wing media. 

This disturbing trend was accelerated by then-U.S. President Barack 
Obama, who created a rift between many of his Jewish supporters and 
Israel. They remained silent while he treated Israel like a rogue state and 
fawned over Iran. 

Today, a considerable number of Jewish students choose to identify 
with Black Lives Matter or endorse terrorist-sympathizers like Linda 
Sarsour as preferable to supporting Israel. Some even prattle about 
keeping all Jews in the “big tent” and justify dialogue with anti-Israel Jews 
and those who actively campaign for the boycott, divestment and 
sanctions movement. 

Taglit-Birthright Israel has somewhat ameliorated this situation but the 
tragedy is that in order to curry favor with the Left, both the Conservative 
and Reform Jewish leaderships have been heading the charge against 
Israel on a host of secondary political issues. When Donald Trump was 
elected president, the Jewish progressive establishment lost all sense of 
proportion and reacted with utter hysteria. In addition to its unprecedented 
bitter partisan campaign against his administration, it intensified its attacks 
against the elected Israeli government by accusing it of being extremist 
and promoting fascist legislation. 

The issue climaxed when, to save his government, Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu capitulated to pressure from haredim and rescinded 
an earlier deal that approved egalitarian prayer at a designated area at the 
Western Wall. Even though 60% of Reform and 40% of Conservative 
Jews had never visited Israel and most of them were utterly indifferent 
toward mixed-gender prayer at the Wall, the progressive leaders fanned 
the flames of hysteria over this issue and effectively declared war on the 
Israeli government, demanding that it reinstate the deal – some even 
threatening to boycott the Jewish state. 

With Netanyahu facing immense pressures from all sides, one would 
expect responsible Diaspora Jewish leaders to display understanding of his 
predicament and not declare war over an issue that most of their 
constituents are completely uninterested in – as are most Israelis who put 
up with far greater irritations from extremist haredi politicians that impact 
on their lives. Regardless, the majority still prefer Netanyahu to act as 
their leader rather than any other politician. 

The issue was further polarized when Deputy Foreign Minister Tzipi 
Hotovely inelegantly told the truth of what has hitherto been considered 
politically incorrect to express. The outcry against her reached hysterical 
levels with demands for her dismissal and allegations that, by telling the 
truth, she was promoting anti-Semitism. Hotovely was expressing facts, 
but even if she was merely conveying an opinion, she is surely entitled to 
do so. 

American Jews live a life so different from their Israeli kinsmen that 
most of them – other than those with close family in Israel – cannot 
possibly appreciate or identify with the challenges confronting us. They 
are not surrounded by enemies calling for their annihilation; they do not 
experience the threat of frequent terrorism; and in the absence of 
conscription, only a miniscule number of Jews serve in the armed forces, 
in contrast to Israelis who are drafted to the IDF and who often face life-
and-death situations. 

Progressive American Jewish leaders behave with no restraint and feel 
free to publicly condemn Israel and criticize the policies of its 
democratically elected government despite being aware of the immense, 
even existential threats it is facing. But when Israelis say anything 
uncomplimentary about American Jewry, progressives immediately 
accuse them of destroying the relationship between Israel and the 
Diaspora. The hypocrisy is offensive and it is time for us to stop pandering 
to these groups that are far more concerned about establishing their bona 
fides within the far-left liberal community than backing Israel. 

But even setting aside our contrasting lifestyles, American Jews would 
do well to look in the mirror and moderate their triumphalist manner. 
Despite proclaiming their pride of residing in the “goldene medina” and 
claiming to be the most influential minority in America, they have not 
been able to stem the extraordinary rise of anti-Israelism and anti-
Semitism among leftists and liberals. With all their wealth and huge 
scholarship endowments, they have failed catastrophically on the 



campuses, many of which have been transformed by Muslims and leftists 
into centers of hatred, promoting anti-Israeli agitation and anti-Semitism. 

The truth is that much as we seek the support of all Diaspora Jews, an 
ever-increasing number of people in non-Orthodox American Jewish 
communities are so utterly ignorant of their heritage that they simply feel 
no empathy for Israel. 

We should therefore concentrate on the Orthodox and committed Jews 
whose support for Israel has never waned and many of whom are engaged 
in Israel advocacy programs. At the same time, we must be aware that 
despite their leaders, there are many Reform and Conservative Jews who 
remain loyal and committed to Israel and we must encourage and support 
them. 

We should concentrate on our real supporters – and emissaries from 
diverse backgrounds should be handpicked for either strengthening the 
committed or trying to educate those who define themselves as Jewish but 
are in fact ignorant of their Jewish heritage. 

We should cease referring to American Jews as a group and distinguish 
between those for whom Israel is a priority and the many “Jews” whose 
Judaism is based on liberal stances including supporting positions hostile to 
Israel. 

We should also stop prostrating ourselves to those who publicly attack 
us. Many of the “leaders” would reconsider their attitudes if they knew that 
when they visited Israel, they would be politely ignored by the 
establishment. 

The time has come to stop cringing when these fringe Jews abuse us 
and concentrate our efforts on offering greater support to those actively 
promoting our cause.    (Jerusalem Post Dec 6) 
 

 
A Credible Peace Plan, at Last        By Caroline B. Glick    

Monday, The New York Times published the Palestinian response to an 
alleged Saudi peace plan. Saudi Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman 
reportedly presented it to PLO chief and Palestinian Authority chairman 
Mahmoud Abbas last month. 
  According to the Times’ report, Mohammed told Abbas he has two 
months to either accept the Saudi proposal or leave office to make way for a 
new Palestinian leader who will accept it. 
  The Palestinians and their European supporters are up in arms about the 
content of Mohammed’s plan. It reportedly proposes the establishment of 
limited Palestinian sovereignty over small portions of Judea and Samaria. 
The Gaza Strip, over which the Palestinians have had full sovereignty since 
Israel pulled its military forces and civilians out in 2005, would be 
expanded into the northern Sinai, thus providing economic and territorial 
viability to the envisioned Palestinian state. While the Palestinians would 
not receive sovereignty over Jerusalem, they would be able to establish 
their capital in the Jerusalem suburb of Abu Dis. 
  There are several aspects of the alleged Saudi peace plan that are 
notable. First, the Palestinians and their many allies insist that it is a 
nonstarter. No Palestinian leader could ever accept the offer and survive in 
power, they told the Times. The same Palestinian leaders from Hamas and 
Fatah, and their allies, also noted that the Saudi plan as reported strongly 
resembles past Israeli proposals. 
  Another aspect of the report that is notable is that the Saudis did not 
acknowledge that Mohammed presented the plan to Abbas.  
Unlike the situation in 2002 when Times columnist Thomas Friedman 
presented what he claimed was then Saudi king Abdullah’s peace plan, the 
Saudi regime has not admitted that the characterization of their peace plan 
by the Times reflects their thinking. 
  It makes sense that the Palestinians and their Lebanese and European 
allies are upset at the alleged contents of the new Saudi plan. It is also 
reasonable that the Saudis are not willing today to publicly present the plan 
laid out in the Times. 
  The fact is that the alleged Saudi peace plan represents a radical break 
with the all the peace plans presented by the Arabs, the Europeans and the 
US for the past 40 years. 
  Unlike all of the previous plans, the contours of the plan reported by the 
Times guarantee that Israel will remain a strong, viable state in an era of 
peace with the Palestinians. All the previous plans required Israel to accept 
indefensible borders that would have invited aggression both from the 
Palestinians and from its Arab neighbors east of the Jordan River. 
 The purported Saudi plan is the first peace plan that foresees two viable 
states living in peace. All the other plans were based on transforming Israel 
into a non-viable state with a non-viable Palestinian state in its heartland. 
  While the Times report cites Western sources claiming that Egypt has 
rejected the prospect of merging Gaza with the northern Sinai under 
Palestinian sovereignty, there is no reason to assume that the option is dead. 
To the contrary, in the aftermath of last week’s massacre of 305 Muslim 
worshipers in a mosque in the northern Sinai, it is arguably more relevant 
now than at any previous time. 
  The mosque massacre makes clear that the Egyptian regime is 
incapable of defeating the Islamic State (ISIS) insurgency in Sinai on its 
own. Egypt’s incapacity is as much a function of economic priorities as 
military capabilities. With Egypt constantly on the brink of economic 

collapse and in need of constant support from the World Bank, the US and 
the Gulf States, it is hard to make the argument for preferring economic 
investment in Sinai to economic investment west of the Suez Canal. And 
in the absence of significant economic support for developing the Sinai, it 
is hard to see an end to the ISIS insurgency. 
  If the Europeans, Americans and Arab League member states chose to 
develop the northern Sinai for a Palestinian state with half the enthusiasm 
they have devoted to building a non-viable Palestinian state in Jerusalem 
and Judea and Samaria that would render Israel indefensible and 
enfeebled, the Palestinians would have a viable, developed state in short 
order. 
  And the Egyptians in turn would have the international support they 
need both economically and militarily to defeat ISIS completely and to 
rebuild their national economy. Indeed, as advocates of the plan note, by 
yielding control over the northern Sinai to the Palestinians, and so 
enabling a viable Palestinian state to form, Egypt would become again the 
indisputable leader of the Arab world. With the good will of the 
Europeans and Americans, Sisi would secure Egypt’s position indefinitely. 
  This then brings us to the third notable aspect of the purported Saudi 
plan. The backlash against the plan, like the backlash against Mohammed, 
has been furious. Abbas has reportedly been calling every international 
leader he can think of to oppose the deal. The Europeans reportedly also 
oppose it. French President Emmanuel Macron’s adviser reportedly 
contacted the Americans to make clear that the French are not on board 
with the proposal. 
  And whereas the opposition to Mohammed’s purported proposal has 
been largely behind the scenes, since Mohammed did not make it public, 
the Palestinians and their international supporters have been grabbing 
every available microphone to condemn US President Donald Trump’s 
reported plan to recognize Jerusalem as Israel’s capital and perhaps begin 
taking concrete steps to move the US embassy to Jerusalem. 
  With or without a public announcement of his alleged peace plan, 
Mohammed has become a hated figure in wide circles of the foreign 
policy establishment in the West due to his trenchant opposition to Iran’s 
rise as a hegemonic power in the region. The Times portrayed him as a 
serial bungler in its article about his alleged peace plan. 
  As Lee Smith revealed in a recent article in Tablet magazine, the 
voices leading the charge against Mohammed are the same ones that 
developed the media echo chamber in pursuit of then president Barack 
Obama’s nuclear deal with Iran. 
  As Smith explained, the onslaught against Mohammed is “an 
information campaign designed to protect the pro-Iran policies of the 
Obama administration.” 
  As these operatives see it, Smith argues, Obama’s nuclear deal with 
Iran is the foundation of Obama’s foreign policy legacy in the Middle 
East. “If Trump pulls the plug, then Obama’s ‘legacy’ in the Middle East 
collapses.” 
  Trump’s visits to Israel and Saudi Arabia in May made clear that 
renewing US alliances with Saudi Arabia and Israel, and using them as a 
means to scale back Iranian power in the region, is in fact the central plank 
of his Middle East policy. Trump’s subsequent moves in support of 
Mohammed and Israel have reinforced this conclusion. 
  And so the backlash against Mohammed by the likes of former US 
ambassador to Israel Dan Shapiro and Robert Malley, Obama’s former 
adviser for the Middle East on his national security council makes sense. 
If they can discredit him, and pretend that an Iranian-controlled Lebanon 
and Syria are better than the alternatives, then they can force Trump to 
maintain faith with Obama’s policies. 
 It’s a hard sell though. Mohammed’s peace plan is the first peace plan 
that has ever offered the Palestinians a chance at a real state. It’s the first 
plan that ever envisioned a situation where the Palestinians have a state 
that doesn’t imperil Israel. People who actually care about the Palestinians 
and Israel should welcome and support his position. 
 People who oppose it have to explain why they insist on remaining 
faithful to a peace paradigm that has brought only war and instability. 
Why do they prefer to retain Abbas’s authoritarian regime over a non-
sovereign kleptocracy in Judea and Samaria with a Hamas terrorist state in 
Gaza to an alternative without either? Why doesn’t Abbas support it if his 
chief aspiration is the establishment of a viable Palestinian state and 
actually wants peace with Israel? 
 The New York Times article may or may not be an accurate portrayal 
of a real plan presented by the actual crown prince of Saudi Arabia. But if 
it isn’t his plan, it should be. Or it should be Trump’s plan. 

  Because it is the first peace plan anyone has ever put forward that 
makes sense. Not only does it secure the future of both Israel and the 
Palestinians, it enables Arab states like Saudi Arabia to work openly with 
Israel to defeat their joint Iranian enemy, while ensuring that Israel can 
survive and remain a credible ally to its Arab neighbors for decades to 
come.    (Jerusalem Post Dec 4) 
 

 


