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Commentary… 

 
Gaza on the Brink       By Evelyn Gordon  
If you ask Palestinians in either Gaza or the West Bank who’s responsible 
for their suffering, most would probably say Israel. But what would they 
say if they were safely overseas and no longer needed to fear their own 
governments? That’s not a question reporters, diplomats, or 
nongovernmental organizations usually bother asking. We now have an 
answer to it, at least with regard to Palestinians who fled Gaza. They left 
not because of anything Israel did, but because of persecution by Gaza’s 
Hamas-run government 
 Their testimony was brought by Haaretz reporter Zvi Bar’el, who went 
to Greece in search of Syrian refugees but accidentally stumbled instead on 
Palestinians from Gaza–thousands of them, by their own count. One Gazan 
refugee estimated there were about 6,000 Palestinians from Gaza in Athens 
alone. The Badil Resource Center for Palestinian Residency and Refugee 
Rights says the real figure is probably higher. 

And that’s just those who have been able to leave. Many would like to 
but are stuck in Gaza because the border crossing to Egypt is open only a 
few days per month. Even when it’s open, only a few hundred people per 
day can leave. Osama, one of the Palestinians Bar’el interviewed, said that 
when he left Gaza (via a cross-border smuggling tunnel) over 25,000 people 
were on the waiting list to leave via the official border crossing. 
 And why have so many Gazans fled or tried to flee? The Palestinians 
Bar’el met had a uniform answer: Hamas. Not a single one of them even 
mentioned Israel in their responses. 
 “There’s a Palestinian doctor here who came with his wife and three 
children,” Osama told Bar’el. “Imagine, a doctor, a respectable person with 
a profession, has to flee Gaza only because he was suspected of disloyalty 
to Hamas.” 
 Ayman, who has been listening to the conversation in silence, joins in. 
“I’m a cartoonist, an artist, and I’ve had exhibitions in Gaza. Hamas didn’t 
like my cartoons and they forbade me to draw, and they also arrested me. 
After I spent time in a Hamas prison I decided to escape,” he says. 
 “They tied my hands and feet, they beat me, and after I was injured 
from the blows they transferred me to a hospital where I was for more than 
a month. In the meantime they also arrested my brother to get information 
out of him about me.” 
 Naji, another Gazan, showed Bar’el a deep scar on his leg that he said 
came from being tortured in a Hamas prison. 
 “One day I even tried to commit suicide. I slammed my head hard 
against a windowpane and put my neck up against the broken glass. But 
they pulled me back and I wasn’t successful,” he says, pointing to an ugly 
scar on his neck. “I’m telling you, Gaza is on the brink of civil war and no 
one knows what’s happening there. No one is interested.” 
 There are numerous UN agencies ostensibly devoted exclusively to 
helping the Palestinians, while human rights groups allocate 
disproportionate attention to this issue. In both cases, their only real interest 
in Palestinian suffering is finding some way to blame Israel for it. They 
couldn’t care less about protecting Palestinians from the abuses of their 
own government. That’s why they keep issuing reports accusing Israel of 
being the “key cause” of Palestinian suffering, as one UN agency put it this 
week, despite all evidence to the contrary. 
 Yet their blatant bias often obscures a larger problem that affects even 
well-meaning journalists, NGOs, diplomats and almost everyone else 
involved in telling the world about what’s happening in the West Bank and 
Gaza–a failure to understand the way fear affects what people say in 
nondemocratic societies. For Palestinians, blaming anyone other than Israel 
for their problems risks serious repercussions from either their own 
governments or vigilante groups affiliated with both governments. And 
that’s true not just in Hamas-run Gaza, as people like Ayman and Naji 
discovered to their sorrow, but also in the Fatah-run West Bank, where 
journalists, businessmen, and Palestinian security officers have all suffered 
arrest and financial sanctions for daring to criticize the Palestinian 
Authority or its president, Mahmoud Abbas. Blaming Israel is always the 
safest solution, even in cases where it’s patently untrue. 
 Responsible journalists, NGOs, and diplomats would take this fear 

factor into account and 
try to dig a little deeper 
to try to get at the 
truth. They would also recognize that 
the very fact that Israel is the one 
party no Palestinian fears to criticize 
is in itself a potent refutation of 
Palestinian claims that Israel is an 
oppressive regime. People who truly 
live under an oppressive regime are 

generally afraid to go on record criticizing it. 
 Instead, these opinion shapers take everything they hear from 
Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza at face value and parrot it 
uncritically. That does nothing to better the Palestinians’ lot, but a great 
deal to bolster the Palestinians’ own repressive governments by absolving 
them of all scrutiny and pressure to reform. 
 The testimony of these Gazan refugees in Greece provides a rare 
opportunity to hear what Palestinians say when they’re out of reach of 
their own repressive governments and can speak freely. It thereby offers a 
glimpse at the true source of much Palestinian suffering – and a rebuke to 
all the journalists, diplomats, and NGOs who have collaborated with both 
Palestinian governments to hide this truth from the world.     
(CommentaryMagazine.com Jun 2) 
 

 
Count Before You Build In Area C       By Josh Hasten    

With all the fanfare surrounding US President Donald Trump’s 
historic visit to Israel last week, a highly significant news item got lost in 
the shuffle and received very little attention. 
 On the day before Trump’s arrival, The Jerusalem Post reported that at 
the weekly government cabinet meeting, ministers approved a series of 
“goodwill gestures” to Trump, initiated by Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu and designed to benefit the Palestinians. 

Eight ministers voted in favor, while Bayit Yehudi ministers Naftali 
Bennett and Ayelet Shaked opposed. The measures comprise economic 
benefits including the establishment of an industrial zone in Tarkumiya 
and Jalama, easing of restrictions at the Allenby border crossing, and new 
construction for Arabs in Area C of Judea and Samaria. 
 Regavim is adamant that it is that final gesture – building in Area C – 
which deserves further scrutiny before it becomes a reality. 
  The principal question is whether there is a true need for building for 
Palestinians in Area C, or whether there is an ulterior motive here – 
namely to fulfill the 2009 Fayyad Plan whose goal is to create a de-facto 
Palestinian state in Area C, which is under full Israeli control, in defiance 
of the Oslo Accords. 
 Former Palestinian Authority prime minster Salam Fayyad’s lengthy 
manifesto calls on Palestinians to put facts on the ground in Area C, 
including schools, mosques and houses, in anticipation of failed 
negotiations between Israel and the PA. His hope is that with swaths of 
illegally funded (by the EU) towns and villages on the ground in strategic 
locations in Area C, the world community will automatically call for those 
areas to be transferred to PA control. 
 A visit to the E1 area, the South Hebron Hills and other locations in 
Judea and Samaria will prove that the PA over the past seven years has 
been attempting to implement the Fayyad plan, with an abundance of 
illegal building, funded mostly by the EU. 
 It’s important to note that many of the Palestinians and Beduin living 
in these illegal communities in Area C have been trickling into these areas 
from Areas A and B. 
 So the only real way to find out if there is a legitimate need for 
building in Area C, or whether this is all a ruse, is for the State of Israel to 
conduct an accurate census of the Palestinian population in that area. 
Regavim in fact has been demanding such action be taken since 2010. 
 The last time Israel conducted a census there was in 1997, over 20 
years ago. Since then Israel has been relying on PA figures, but a slew of 
researchers have indicated that the PA numbers are inaccurate. 
 An example of the discrepancy is a 2011 UN Humanitarian Fact Sheet 
on Area C, which estimates that there are 150,000 Palestinians and Beduin 
living in that area, while Minister Bennett’s proposal to apply Israeli 
sovereignty over Area C claims that there are roughly 50,000 Arabs living 
there. 
 We will never know the truth without a proper census. 
 Regavim, which is in favor of the application of sovereignty over Area 
C, is not opposed to construction benefiting Palestinians who lived in that 
area since 1993, as long as a proper census is conducted proving that the 
need has arisen as a result of natural growth, as opposed to illegal transfers 
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of populations from areas A and B. 
 At the same we believe that it is only fair that if the government 
approves construction projects for Palestinians in Area C that it should also 
approve building for the Jewish residents of the area as well. 
 When Regavim found out, just minutes before the cabinet meeting, that 
the prime minister would introduce his proposal, we immediately contacted 
our friends in the Knesset demanding that our conditions (mentioned above) 
be included as part of the motion. However, it was too late, and the gesture 
was approved without our addendum. 
 Since then, Regavim sent a letter to the prime minster and all other 
government ministers explaining why conducting a census is necessary 
before the government goes forward allowing building in Area C. 
 It is crucial to note that immediately following the release of the Fayyad 
Plan, the Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs’ (JCPA) Pinhas Inbari 
published a comprehensive article explaining the dangers of the plan and 
the need for Israel to maintain its “defensible borders” by continuing to 
exert control over Area C, especially in the Jordan Valley and the mountain 
tops overlooking Israel’s coastal plain. 
 That is precisely why Israel must count before it builds. We cannot risk 
making goodwill gestures, which might create a de-facto Palestinian state in 
Area C and jeopardize the security of the entire country.    (Jerusalem Post 
May 31) 
 

 
Hamas is Fundamentally Unable to Abandon Terrorism 
By Nitsana Darshan-Leitner    

Despite its efforts to rebrand itself as a legitimate government and 
potential negotiating partner on the world stage, Hamas is unable to 
abandon its entrenched culture of violence, revenge and intimidation.  
 Its recent self-congratulatory press conference in Qatar and the media’s 
captivation with the enacted amendments to the Hamas Charter are starkly 
undermined by the group’s continued extremist policies and brutal practices 
in the Gaza Strip. The summary execution of three suspected 
“collaborators” with Israel last week, before the ink on the new charter 
amendments had dried, speak loudly to Hamas’ current state of affairs, 
hypocrisy and intentions. 

Hamas talks the talk, internationally, but it is still far from being able to 
walk the walk. 
 On Thursday afternoon, May 25, Hamas publicly executed three 
Palestinian men its security forces allege had conspired with Israel to 
assassinate the commander of its armed wing, Mazan Faqha, two months 
earlier. 
  The executions come as Hamas is waging multiple media campaigns 
globally to change its image; it recently published an addendum to its 
charter in an effort to recharacterize its blatant antisemitism and stated goal 
of killing Jews world over as merely a political tactic to achieve an 
independent Islamic state. In recent days it has also orchestrated a 
widespread hunger strike among imprisoned terrorists in Israeli jails in an 
attempt to portray these convicted criminals as victims. 
 But Hamas’ execution of the three detained suspects was not meant for 
international consumption – it was instead another ruthless, internal 
message aimed at Palestinian residents of Gaza. 
 Hamas is facing increasing pressure from the population of Gaza, 
where life has only gotten worse under Hamas rule and there is no longer 
any hope for improvement. The terrorist government cannot pay its bills 
and cannot provide residents the most basic commodities and services. It 
continues to utilize its budget, provided by Iran and foreign aid from a 
naïve international community, to spend lavishly on infiltration tunnels and 
rocket stockpiles. 
 Against this backdrop, Hamas took what for it was an unusual step: it 
convened a show trial for the three accused collaborators, with extensive 
coverage in Hamas’s Arabic social media channels in Gaza. In the past, 
Hamas has merely rounded up those accused of collaborating with “the 
enemy” (Israel) and had them shot in groups in the public squares. Others 
who had fallen into disfavor with the terrorist leadership or its armed wing 
were simply shot in the street and deposited in dumpsters to rot in the Gaza 
heat. 
 Indeed, in 2014, our organization, Shurat HaDin, submitted a complaint 
in the International Criminal Court (ICC) in The Hague seeking the 
indictment of Hamas leader Khaled Mashal for the summary execution of 
38 suspected Palestinian collaborators in Gaza without trial in violation of 
international humanitarian law. The 38 were murdered by Hamas during 
Israel’s Operation Protective Edge in 2014. The slow-moving ICC is still 
deciding if it will actually investigate these well documented and plainly 
evident crimes against humanity. 
 With public support waning and Hamas’s recent attempt to gain 
legitimacy internationally, its terrorist leadership decided, this time round, 
to at least give the appearance of a trial to these three Palestinians. 
However, by all accounts, including those of Amnesty International, 
Human Rights Watch, the Palestinian Center for Human Rights and the 
European Union, the “trial” afforded to the three did not comply with 
international norms of due process and human rights.  
 Shockingly in a capital crimes case, the staged trial consisted of only 

four short hearings, and the outcome was already certain. At the end of the 
last hearing on Wednesday, May 17, 2017, the Palestinian Authority’s 
Interior Ministry in Gaza, a Hamas-controlled agency, publicly announced 
that the verdict would be released on the following Sunday, and an official 
added that the sentence would be death and there would be no right of 
appeal. 
 When the executions were quickly carried out this past week – two 
defendants were hanged and one was executed by firing squad – Hamas’s 
Arabic- language social media outlets gave repeated updates and one even 
live-streamed the gruesome event on Facebook. Only after the execution 
did Hamas’s Interior Ministry release what were claimed to be video 
confessions of the three defendants (with their faces and voices disguised). 
In addition, the ministry published ominous pictures of gallows and a 
noose with the phrase “Destiny of Traitors” featured as the Arabic social 
media hashtag. The message was clear – Hamas will kill any Palestinian 
who displays disloyalty. 
 The world must not be fooled by Hamas’s international media 
campaigns, or by its attempts to whitewash its reign of intimidation over 
Palestinians in Gaza. The terrorist organization has not changed from the 
violent extremist movement it has always been and it continues to deprive 
its own people of justice, prosperity and hope. Gaza today is indeed 
occupied by a brutal enemy of the Arab residents there, and the sooner the 
international community stands up to Hamas and reasserts the rule of law 
with a zero-tolerance policy for extrajudicial murder, terrorist rocket fire 
and revenge killings, the sooner a sense of security and of stability can be 
reasserted in the region.     (Jerusalem Post May 31) 
 

 
Beware the Islamization of Jerusalem           By David M. Weinberg    

The fireworks and fanfare of the Jerusalem liberation jubilee have 
shoved under the radar a blockbuster expose about the unruly situation in 
eastern Jerusalem. Alarm bells should be ringing about the nefarious, 
intensifying involvement of Erdogan’s Turkey and radical Islamist groups 
in eastern Jerusalem political and social affairs. 
 Dr. David Koren and Ben Avrahami are the advisers on eastern 
Jerusalem affairs for the Municipality of Jerusalem. They lead the team 
that oversees all of City Hall’s interactions with the city’s Muslim and 
Christian populations. They are intimately familiar with the thicket of 
contradictory interests, tensions, and disagreements that inform daily life 
in earthly Jerusalem. 

The two experts have just published a rare, breathtaking and shocking 
description of political trends in eastern Jerusalem. Their article, “Eastern 
Jerusalem Arabs Between Erdogan and Israel,” published in the new, 
important Hebrew intellectual journal Hashiloach (Vol. 4, May 2017), 
offers a brief account of the fruits of normalization and east Jerusalemites’ 
increasing integration into the Israeli scene, but mainly it serves as a 
wake-up call regarding countervailing toxic trends. 
 According to Koren and Avrahami, there has been very significant 
erosion in the status of the veteran eastern Jerusalem mukhtars and the 
influence of Fatah political infrastructures and Palestinian Authority 
leaders. 
  Into the vacuum have stepped elements identified with Hamas, with 
the northern faction of the Islamic Movement in Israel, and with the 
Muslim Brotherhood in its wider context. 
 Through a series of civic associations, non-profits, and grassroots 
organizations, sometimes at the neighborhood level and sometimes more 
extensive, they are investing tens of millions of dollars per year in dawa 
(missionary) activities, mainly charitable enterprises and educational 
programs to attract the young to Islamic values. 
 There is a direct line, say the authors, from civic dawa to 
radicalization and active enlistment in the armed struggle against Israel. 
This includes active social networking that glorifies terrorists as martyrs 
and explicitly calls for violent resistance to Israel. These networks were 
also the source for the libel that al-Aksa is endangered by the 
Jews/Zionists, and for dissemination of an incredible volume of 
disinformation related to Israeli actions on the Temple Mount. 
 The authors ask for particular attention to the mounting involvement 
of Erdogan’s Turkey, which is the worldwide Brotherhood’s main patron. 
Turkey now enjoys unprecedented popularity among the residents of east 
Jerusalem, the authors write. The Turks’ public support of the Palestinian 
cause and adoption of the al-Aksa issue, and their decision to inject 
millions of dollars into east Jerusalem, have won them great sympathy and 
support. 
 The Turks fund a great part of the dawa activities in the city, with 
Sheikh Ekrima Sa’id Sabri as the lead Turkish agent. He is a former grand 
mufti of Jerusalem appointed by the PA and today the most prominent 
representative of the Muslim Brotherhood in the city. 
 The Turkish consulate in Jerusalem, the Turkish government 
assistance agency, and a string of Turkish organizations that have local 
branches in Israel or the West Bank are also directly implicated in this 
subversive activity. As a result, Turkish flags today fly everywhere in 
eastern Jerusalem and prominently on the Temple Mount as well. 
 The Turks also have injected significant sums to those who do their 



bidding on the Temple Mount for various activities, such as Koran-
recitation groups, transportation of worshipers to and from the mosque, iftar 
feasts in Ramadan, renovation and cleaning campaigns and the like. 
 In general, the Islamist forces on the Temple Mount operate 
intentionally or not to Turkey’s benefit and the detriment of Jordan. They 
may believe that the replacement of the Jordanian presence by a Turkish 
presence would be a positive and welcome development. 
 The main loser here is Jordan, which long enjoyed the status of 
guardian of the holy places and protector of the Arabs of Jerusalem. This 
also is the context of the PA’s intensive activity in the international arena, 
and especially at UNESCO, ostensibly intended to protect the Islamic holy 
places against an Israeli takeover. 
 This tactic allows the PA to convey to its critics that it is the true 
defender of al-Aksa and Jerusalem against the threat of “Judaization,” while 
at the same time gnawing at Jordan’s historic role as guardian of the Mount 
and seeking to counteract the emerging Turkish dominance in Temple 
Mount affairs. 
 Attention should be devoted also to another mounting force in 
Jerusalem, the Islamic Liberation Party, or Hizb ut-Tahrir, which has 
several thousand supporters in the city. This Salafist group, like ISIS, seeks 
to proclaim a global Islamic caliphate from al-Aksa. It has acquired 
growing influence on college campuses throughout the West Bank, 
including al-Quds University near Jerusalem. 
 Sheikh Issam Amira of the al-Rahman Mosque in Beit Safafa is the 
group’s most conspicuous preacher, and he enjoys freedom of activity and 
speech on the Temple Mount. 
 While the Liberation Party does not advocate violent jihad, some party 
members could “advance” from a Salafi mindset to a Salafi-jihadist outlook 
and join the ranks of ISIS. This may explain, say Koren and Avrahami, the 
presence of ISIS cells and ISIS operatives in Jerusalem, such as Fadi al-
Qunbar, who carried out the terrorist truck-ramming attack in Talpiot in 
early 2017, and the ISIS cell that was apprehended in the Shuafat refugee 
camp several months earlier. 
 In short, the disintegration of Palestinian secular nationalist 
organizations and institutions in eastern Jerusalem, alongside Israeli torpor, 
has facilitated the rise of Islamist factions and hostile foreign actors. 
 The enlarged foreign presence in the heart of Israel’s capital touches the 
deepest chords of the issue of Israeli sovereignty in the eastern part of the 
city. Koren and Avrahami warn that this presence cannot be easily 
eliminated. 
 While significant security action and determined diplomatic maneuver 
are clearly mandated, Israel will have to do more to “recapture” eastern 
Jerusalem. It will have to assume full responsibility for the services that 
eastern Jerusalem Arab residents need, with major budgetary repercussions. 
 In a future article, we will look at the remedies for this situation being 
implemented by Mayor Nir Barkat (and more still required) in order to 
increase east Jerusalem Arabs’ sense of belonging to a united city. Also to 
be considered are the complicated proposals coming from the political Left 
for redistricting the city into independent boroughs or divesting some Arab 
neighborhoods to the Palestinian Authority.   (Jerusalem Post June 1) 
 

 
The Over-Dramatization of Israel’s “Dilemma”          By Max Singer  
Ehud Barak recently had a long review in Haaretz of Micah Goodman’s 
important new book, Catch 67, to which Goodman responded the following 
week. Goodman argues that Israel’s 1967 victory created a “catch” or trap 
reflected in Israel’s current dilemma, in which both sides (the Israeli 
political left and right) are correct. Barak disagrees. In his view, the choice 
is clear: the left is correct. 
 Both Barak’s own view and his telling of Goodman’s ignore the reality 
of Israel’s actual choices today. We are not facing a dilemma about giving 
up territory. We are facing a distasteful task, and a need for patience over a 
period of decades. 
 Israel does not now have a choice about giving the Palestinians land or 
creating a Palestinian state; Israel is therefore not facing a dilemma. 
 While there are undoubtedly peace-seeking Palestinians, as a 
community, the Palestinians have not even begun to discuss the possibility 
of making a peace that accepts Israel and ends the Palestinian effort to gain 
all the land “from the river to the sea.” Nor have they begun public 
discussion of the possibility of most of the “refugees” settling outside 
Israel. Without debate among Palestinians, there is no way they can give up 
their determination to destroy Israel and make a genuine peace. 
 There is zero chance that there could be a real peace agreement now 
regardless of how much land Israel would be willing to give up.. A true 
two-state solution would finally defeat Palestinian and Arab efforts of a 
century, and they are not yet ready to accept defeat. Whatever disagreement 
there is among Israelis about how much land, if any, Israel should give up 
to get  peace, that disagreement is not what is standing in the way of peace. 
 Theoretically, there are two other possibilities that might create a 
dilemma for Israel about giving up land. The first would be an agreement 
with the Palestinians to take over some of Judea and Samaria without 
making a full peace with Israel.  The second would be a unilateral action by 
Israel to separate the peoples and end the occupation without Palestinian 

agreement. 
 For the reasons discussed below, neither of these is a realistic 
possibility regardless of how much of Judea and Samaria Israel is willing 
to give up.  Again, no real dilemma. 
 The Palestinians have a voice in what happens. The choice they have 
made is to force Israel to “occupy” them, because they want to keep up the 
struggle to destroy Israel.  Being a victim, an “occupied people,” improves 
their diplomatic position, causes Israel pain, and provokes internal conflict 
within Israel. These effects are bad for Israel and good for the Palestinians. 
Indeed, the more harmful they are for Israel, the more desirable they are 
for the Palestinians. 
 There would have to be a lot more disadvantages to the status quo for 
the Palestinians before they would give up such a weapon against Israel to 
improve their living conditions. This is especially true for the Palestinian 
leadership, which suffers less from the status quo than most Palestinians 
and benefits more from the continuation of the conflict. 
 But if the Palestinians will not make an agreement that would sacrifice 
the advantage of forcing Israel to be an “occupier”, is there any way that 
Israel can force them to do so by taking unilateral action to separate the 
peoples? This idea appealed to Sharon, and so he organized Israel’s 
“disengagement” from Gaza. Some Israelis say the withdrawal was a good 
idea that only worked out badly because it was done unilaterally. But why 
should we think the Palestinians would have agreed to arrangements that 
would have been better for Israel? They consider themselves to be at war 
with us. They want to cause us pain and put us at a disadvantage, and are 
willing to accept casualties and suffering to do so. 
 Gaza was simple, but the West Bank is complicated. There is no way 
Israel can separate itself from the Palestinian population in the West Bank 
without Palestinian agreement. This is because of Israel’s military need for 
access to the Jordan Valley, which would be true even if there were no 
settlement blocs. 
 Even if all the ideological settlements and hilltop outposts were gone, 
no unilateral Israeli withdrawal could produce a stable new status quo that 
we could impose on the Palestinians. Also, Israel is still regarded 
internationally as occupying Gaza even though it has withdrawn 
completely. The same would be true for Judea and Samaria after an Israeli 
unilateral withdrawal. The Palestinians would insist that they are still 
occupied and would take steps to force Israel to act in the evacuated areas. 
 So the Palestinians have us trapped. Although we have committed 
ourselves to the principle that the occupation in Judea and Samaria is 
temporary, we will be stuck with it for a long time. We also have to 
continue taking casualties and sending our children to become soldiers and 
to kill people. We were not given our home on a silver platter. 
 This reality means that the question of what land we should give up is 
a question for the fairly distant future. When there is a real possibility for 
improving things by giving up land, conditions in our region and perhaps 
the world will be unpredictably different than they are today. Our 
disagreements over how much land, if any, to give up make no difference 
right now. We are not facing a practical dilemma.  There is no reason we 
should continue to beat up each other about what land, if any, we should 
be willing to give up for what benefits. 
 A solid majority of Israelis and our government have decided that 
Israel should be willing to give up most of Judea and Samaria in order to 
have peace, and perhaps even to separate ourselves from the Palestinians 
without peace. An even bigger majority is opposed to any withdrawals 
while the Palestinian community is in its current state. Therefore it is not 
true that our conflict with the Palestinians is the result of a stubborn or 
selfish insistence on holding onto all of the land of Israel. But there is 
nothing we can do at present to implement our willingness to give up most 
of the West Bank. 
 What can we do to make things better while we are living with the 
status quo?  First, if we recognize that the Palestinians will not give us any 
way of getting out of being “occupiers,” we can work together, left and 
right, to reduce the moral and other harm of the “occupation.”  And we 
can stop the internal name-calling and harsh charges against each other for 
not trying hard enough to end the occupation. We shouldn’t be fighting 
over something we have no power to change. The energy used for such 
fights should be directed towards making the occupation less harmful. 
 Our diplomatic position would also improve if there were fewer 
Israelis blaming one another for the continued occupation when Israel has 
no choice in the matter. 
 For the longer term, we should do whatever we can to make the 
Palestinians and the Arab world more willing to give up their 
determination to destroy us.  Being nicer to them might help, although that 
is not usually a very effective strategy in the Middle East. It may be more 
useful to let them see that we are not riven by internal division or unable 
to bear the moral burden of being occupiers, so we are as willing as they 
are to continue living with the status quo indefinitely. The US could help 
by replacing false “even-handedness” with a truth-telling strategy that 
shows the Arab world that the US will not help them destroy Israel. 
 Many Israelis argue that we have to find a solution for our conflict 
with the Palestinians, and some insist that the problem is urgent (“Peace 
Now.”) But the experience of Israel’s first sixty years should teach us that 



patience is an advantage and perhaps even a necessity. What entitles us to 
have a solution available? 
 This is not to argue that the status quo does not have dangers. Israel is 
not safe. We are strong but also vulnerable, and quite capable of making 
decisive mistakes. But eagerness to settle our conflict with the Palestinians 
will not make us safe. Neither will anything else. Keeping our home here 
requires that we accept dangers and human costs of all kinds.  
(BESA May 28) 
 

 
Sarsour and the Progressive Zeitgeist         By Caroline B. Glick    

In US academic tradition, university administrators choose 
commencement speakers they believe embody the zeitgeist of their 
institutions and as such, will be able to inspire graduating students to take 
that zeitgeist with them into the world outside. 
 In this context, it makes perfect sense that Ayman El-Mohandes, dean 
of the Graduate School of Public Health and Health Policy at City 
University of New York (CUNY), invited Linda Sarsour to serve as 
commencement speaker at his faculty’s graduation ceremony. 

Sarsour embodies Mohandes’s values. 
 Mohandes’s Twitter feed makes his values clear. His Twitter feed is 
filled with attacks against Israel. 

Mohandes indirectly accused Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu of 
wishing to commit genocide. Netanyahu, he intimated, wishes to “throw the 
Arabs in the sea.” 
 He has repeatedly libeled Israel as a repressive, racist, corrupt state. 
 Mohandes has effectively justified and legitimized Islamic terrorism 
and the Hamas terrorist regime in Gaza. The Islamic terrorist assault against 
Israel, led by Hamas from Gaza, is simply an act of “desperation,” he 
insists. 
 By Mohandes’s lights, Hamas terrorists are desperate not because they 
uphold values and beliefs that reject freedom, oppress women and aspire to 
the genocide of Jewry and the destruction of the West. No, they are 
desperate because Israel is evil and oppressive. 
 Who could Mohandes have chosen to serve as his commencement 
speaker other than Sarsour, given his positions? Sarsour, the rising star of 
the Democratic Party, not only shares Mohandes’s values and positions, she 
has taken those common values and positions and amplified them on the 
national stage. 
 Sarsour has taken support for Islamic terrorism and Jew hatred – 
positions that not long ago were considered beyond the pale in the 
Democratic Party – and moved them into the mainstream of the Democratic 
Party. 
 In fact, Sarsour has gone far beyond Mohandes. She has left him in the 
dust with her willingness to shill for radical Islam and its oppression of 
women and express openly her desire to see Israel destroyed while 
embracing Islamic terrorists and murderers. 
 Whereas Mohandes generally has shielded himself from accusations of 
bigotry, support for Hamas, and misogyny by basing his Twitter posts on 
statements by non-Muslim opponents of Israel like Kenneth Roth from 
Human Rights Watch, Sarsour has publicly embraced Hamas and other 
Palestinian terrorists. 
 She unapologetically justifies Islamic misogyny, attacks opponents of 
Islamic misogyny and terrorism and whitewashes Islamic violence against 
women. 
 Indeed, Sarsour has mainstreamed all of these things by fusing support 
for Islamic terrorism, misogyny and antisemitism with black anti-white 
racism and leftist hatred for police and law enforcement agencies more 
generally. 
 So in light of Sarsour’s trailblazing role in advancing Mohandes’s 
apparent values as signaled through his Twitter feed, his decision to have 
her speak to his graduating class this Thursday is entirely understandable. 
 The only truly challenging aspect of Mohandes’s invitation is that he 
didn’t tell the truth about why he chose to honor her. He didn’t say he 
invited her for her pioneering work in mainstreaming antisemitism, anti-
Americanism, anti-white bigotry, Islamic misogyny and terrorism in the 
Democratic Party. 
 To the contrary, he hid those things. 
 Mohandes wrote that he invited Sarsour to speak at commencement 
because her work “has emphasized women’s health issues in the New York 
area.” 
 No it hasn’t. At least, not unless you consider calling for women to 
have their vaginas carved out “emphasizing women’s health issues.” 
 In 2011, Sarsour used her Twitter feed to call for precisely that in a 
shocking verbal assault against two female icons – Ayaan Hirsi Ali, who 
has dedicated much of her career to protecting Muslim girls from female 
genital mutilation and was herself victimized by the barbaric practice, and 
Brigitte Gabriel, who as a Lebanese Christian suffered firsthand the wrath 
of Islamic supremacism during the Lebanese Civil War. 
 In Sarsour’s words, “Brigitte Gabriel= Ayaan Hirsi Ali. She’s asking 4 
an a$$ whippin’. I wish I could take their vaginas away – they don’t 
deserve to be women.” 
 Earlier this month, during a speech at Dartmouth College, Sarsour was 

asked by a student how her professed feminism could be squared with her 
expressed support for genital mutilation of her ideological opponents. 
 Sarsour’s response was telling. 
 First, she delegitimized the student, insisting that since he is “a young 
white man” he had no right to ask her such a question. 
 Then, she intimated that she never wrote the offensive post. 
 Then, she insisted that her words are unimportant because she wrote 
them when she was in her 20s. (She was 31 in 2011). 
 In her uplifting words, “People say stupid sh*t sometimes, right?” 
Finally, Sarsour insisted that what she said is irrelevant. 
 “I will be judged by my impeccable record for standing for black lives 
and immigrant rights, and women’s rights and LGBT rights. You judge 
me by my record and not by some tweet you think I did nor did not tweet 
10 years ago or seven years ago, or whenever it was.” 
 But if we judge her by her record, we see the only thing that is 
impeccable about it is her consistent, unapologetic defense of Islamic 
misogyny, terrorism and Jew hatred. 
 Sarsour has been extolled for her championing of women’s rights by 
former president Barack Obama, and New York Senator Kristin 
Gillibrand. But it is not clear when she has ever done so in her own 
community. 
 For instance, as Ian Tuttle reported in National Review, in 2014 
Sarsour (who was then leading efforts to fuse the Black Lives Matter 
movement with anti-Zionism) published an article on CNN.com titled, 
“My hijab is my hoodie.” 
 There Sarsour conflated the death of Trayvon Martin with the 2012 
murder of Shaima Alawadi. 
 Alawadi was a Muslim woman who was beaten to death in her 
California home. 
 Sarsour alleged that Alawadi was murdered because of Islamophobia. 
But this was a lie. And it would be bizarre if Sarsour didn’t realize it was a 
lie when she wrote the article. 
 If Islam had anything to do with Alawadi’s murder, it may have 
served as a justification for her Muslim husband’s decision to beat her to 
death. Her husband was arrested for her murder in 2012. He was convicted 
and sentenced to 26 years to life in prison in 2014. 
 That wasn’t the only time that Sarsour used false allegations of 
American anti-Muslim bigotry to whitewash Islamic misogyny. 
 In 2014 she took to her Twitter feed to defend Saudi Arabia’s 
treatment of women while belittling Saudi gender apartheid that among 
other things, bars women from driving cars. 
 In her words, “10 weeks of PAID maternity leave in Saudi Arabia. 
Yes PAID. And ur worrying about women driving. Puts us to shame.” 
 In 2015, she extolled Sharia law, which among other things allows 
men to marry four women and sanctions wife beating and child brides. 
 As she did in her defense of Saudi misogyny, Sarsour defended Sharia 
by ignoring its hatred of women and pretending it is no different from 
progressive socialism. 
 Again turning to Twitter, she wrote, “You’ll know when you’re living 
under Sharia law if suddenly all your loans and credit cards become 
interest free. Sounds nice, doesn’t it?” As for LGBT rights, Sarsour 
pretends to support them. But she is silent about the systematic oppression 
of homosexuals in Muslim society. 
 With everything related to Jews and Israel, Sarsour has been 
outspoken in her bigotry, support for terrorism and anti-Jewish 
supremacism. Sarsour is a leader of the antisemitic boycott, divestment 
and sanctions movement that seeks to bar pro-Israel voices from college 
campuses and wider American society. 
 Sarsour was one of the organizers of the anti-President Donald Trump 
woman’s marches in January. Yet, Sarsour insists Zionist women cannot 
be feminists. 
 She recently publicly embraced a Hamas terrorist. She rejects any 
cooperation with Jewish groups that support Israel. Her relatives have 
been served time in Israeli prisons for terrorist activities on behalf of 
Hamas. Hamas of course, calls for the genocide of world Jewry in its 
charter. 
 Sarsour supports the Palestinian terrorist Rasmea Odeh who murdered 
two Israeli students in a bombing in a Jerusalem supermarket in 1970. 
 The most notable aspect of Sarsour’s “impeccable record” is that it is 
all in the public square. She has hidden nothing. 
 This tells us the most distressing thing about the Left’s decision to 
promote her. The Left is empowering Sarsour not despite her views, but 
because of them. 
 She is being elevated by CUNY, by the Democratic Party and by 
major American media outlets because she mainstreams Jew hatred, anti-
Zionism and Islamic misogyny, not despite the fact that she does those 
things. 
 Sarsour has been rightly condemned by opponents of Islamic 
misogyny, supremacism and terrorism and by supporters of Israel. 
 But the truth is she’s not the real problem. 
 The real problem is that Mohandes was right to invite her. Not only 
does she share his values, she embodies the zeitgeist of the American Left 
today.    (Jerusalem Post May 30) 


