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Events… 

 
Monday, March 26, 7:30pm 

Speakers Action Group presents a screening of “The Fight of our 
Lives” at the Odeon Cineplex Empress Walk Theatre, 5095 Yonge Street. 
 
Monday, April 9, 8pm 
 Hasbara Fellowships presents “Stopping Iran’s Pathways: What it 
means for Israel and the global pro-Israel movement”beaturing Mark 
Dubowitz and Linda Frum, at BAYT. 
 
Wednesday, April 18, 6:30pm 

Mizrachi’s annual Yom Hazikaron Commemoration and Yom 
Haatzmaut Celebration with John Baird, at BAYT.  
 

 

Commentary… 

 
'Peaceful' Palestinian Protests          By Reuven Berko 
 The Palestinians are busy planning mass processions toward Israel 
ahead of the U.S. Embassy move to Jerusalem in May, in an attempt to 
create a "third intifada" that copies the murderous First Intifada of 1987-
1991, which they define as a success. The Second Intifada, of course, was 
defeated by the Israel Defense Forces with our resilient nation's backing. 
 Most Palestinians understand that these attempts will bring nothing but 
the loss of life. 
 This was also true of Sari Nusseibeh's plan. A partner to the 1973 
Geneva Conference, he spearheaded the effort to form a human chain of 
protesters along the length of the 1967 borders. In early 2002, police found 
a screensaver on a computer belonging to this "man of peace" that showed a 
Palestinian human chain planned for June that year. It showed figures 
closing in on Israel from all sides, dividing the country in two, against the 
background of a bloody clock. Hand grenades were also shown being 
thrown at the "occupation." In the accompanying caption, Nusseibeh 
expressed confidence that Europe would support the Palestinian struggle. 
 This presentation is a reflection of the hateful mindset of the 
Palestinians. 
 Terrorist acts carried out by "victims" under the false pretenses of 
arguments about peace, sometimes with Israelis' assistance, and the 
exploitation of anti-Semitic hatred for their benefit:  Experience shows us 
that in these cynical "non-violent demonstrations," people serve as pawns. 
 The Palestinians thank Allah that the Jews are their enemy. They 
interpret military ethics, the value attributed to life, the trepidation at war 
and sensitivity to international opinion as a weakness to be used as leverage 
for deception, blackmail and terrorism. 
 However, as a result of international terrorism, the Europeans and the 
Americans, and even the Arabs, have grown frustrated with Palestinian 
terrorism and lies, and as a result, their plight has been sidelined. U.S. 
recognition of Jerusalem as Israel's capital put an end to their illusions of 
establishing the capital of a fake Palestine there. The dead end in Gaza, the 
realization that the conspiracy to flood Israel with "refugees" under a 
"Palestinian right of return" and thus eradicate Israel through demographics 
has been foiled, and the knowledge that Israel will act to prevent the border 
with Jordan from turning into another Philadelphia Corridor, the 14-
kilometer (8-mile) road along the Gaza-Egypt border, which prior to the 
2005 disengagement from Gaza was used as a buffer zone controlled and 
patrolled by Israeli forces – all of the above have been seen as disasters by 
the Palestinian murder syndicate. 
 Enemies with a common cause, Hamas and the Palestinian Authority 
continue to fund terrorists, incite toward "sacrifice," memorialize murderers 
and pay their families. The Palestinian doctrine strives for Israel's 
destruction and is not dependent on any particular leader. In their schools 
and mosques, on social media and in statements by Palestinian leaders, the 
incessant incitement is proof the masses have not changed their mindset 
when it comes to Israel. 

 PA President 
Mahmoud Abbas 
appears to have 
removed his stately veneer, cursing 
U.S. President Donald Trump and 
calling U.S. Ambassador to Israel 
David Friedman a "son of a dog." 
 Although we are now in the cyber 
era, the Palestinians and Hezbollah 
have yet to change their anti-Semitic 

mindset. In light of the atrocities being perpetrated across the region, they 
should know: When we change our mindset, it will be more than the 
Dahiyeh neighborhood of Beirut and two buildings in Gaza that come 
tumbling down.   (Israel Hayom Mar 21) 
 

 
Bring the Jews Back to Hagai Street        By Nadav Shragai 
 There was another strategic terrorist attack – nothing less – en route to 
the Western Wall on Sunday. Harming Jews in that particular spot, like the 
murders of Rabbi Nehemia Lavi and Aharon Bennett in 2015 and the rest 
of the long trail of similar attacks that have happened on that path since 
then, is no different in principle from the riots and acts of slaughter that 
happened there in 1920, 1921, and 1929. Sunday's terrorist attack, like the 
ones that preceded it, could deter Jews from visiting their holiest sites, the 
Western Wall and the Temple Mount, which lie at the core of Jewish 
memory and identity. 
 The attacker was caught on the cameras that record every movement 
in the alleyways of the Old City, and this demonstrates how fragile Israel's 
much-lauded deterrence actually is. So our most urgent mission is to 
restore it. The best way of doing that, aside from security measures, is to 
resume our routine as quickly as possible. 
 When everything is well, Hagai Street and the paths that lead to it are 
the quintessential Jerusalemite mosaic of the Old City; a path of blood and 
terrorism and a path of life and coexistence. Hagai Street is to a large 
extent the pulse of the conflict over this city. It leads to the Western Wall 
and the Temple Mount, the focus of activity by Turkey and the Gulf states 
designed to pour money into ensuring that Muslims retain control of the 
area between Damascus Gate and the Western Wall. It is also the focus of 
Jewish groups like Ateret Cohanim that are slowly but surely bringing 
Jews back to the areas from which they were expelled in the rioting at the 
start of the 20th century. But on dark days like Sunday, the street is filled 
with the specters of suspicion, fear, worry, bitterness, and even hatred. 
 Until a few years ago, Israeli governments would respond to attacks 
like this latest one by expanding settlement and construction. New life 
would replace death and bloodshed. We responded to darkness with light, 
and by tightening our hold on Zion and Jerusalem. New settlements were 
founded. New neighborhoods were built. But for years, we have wavered. 
We stopped building, especially in Jerusalem, where construction beyond 
the Green Line slowed, or in recent years was effectively frozen. 
 We should respond to the terrorist stabbing by bringing the Jews back 
to Hagai Street. They were driven out in the riots of the British Mandate. 
Today, several dozen Jewish families are living there, busy with yeshivas 
and institutions of Torah study. They are an elite advance unit, but they 
cannot supplant official policy. The state is the one that should be taking 
the initiative to revive the Jewish community along the road to the 
Western Wall. This is the right Jewish, Zionist response, the true answer 
to the terrorism that tries to strike us down again and again, and has 
stopped fearing us.   (Israel Hayom Mar 19)
 

 
7 Days in Entebbe      By Jonathan Michanie    

A story which has always portrayed Israel’s commitment to its citizens 
and Jews throughout the world, and had a profound impact on my decision 
to enlist in the IDF, has been completely tarnished by writer Gregory 
Burke in his new film 7 Days in Entebbe. 
 Throughout the film, the PLO terrorists are humanized and shown as 
moral figures who are simply pursuing the cause of independence from a 
“Zionist, tyrannical regime.” While barely addressing the decision-making 
processes of the Israeli government or the military planning of the 
operation, the producers of this film have successfully revised one of the 
most prominent military rescues of modern history. 

Orchestrated by Yonatan Netanyahu, the operation set out to send a 
message to the terrorist PLO and the international community that the 
Jewish nation will no longer be subjected to senseless violence, 
discrimination and hate. No matter where in the world they are, we will 
always be there to bring them home. 
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 However, 7 Days in Entebbe has chosen to revise the narrative of this 
remarkable moment in both Jewish and military history. The movie went so 
far as to suggest that the Palestinian “freedom fighters” were able to 
empathize with the experiences of the hostages and claimed to be a 
nonviolent branch of the Palestinian resistance movement. 
 From distorted portrayals of IDF soldiers to altering facts to turn 
“Zionism” into a derogatory term, this horrific film represents the zenith of 
Israel demonization. 

The film not only defames Israel by humanizing the tactics of the 1976 
PLO, but depicts both Shimon Peres and Yitzhak Rabin, two historical 
peace-makers in modern international relations, as power hungry figures 
unconcerned with the well-being of the Jewish hostages. 
 From the exaggerated and erroneous accounts of IDF tanks rolling over 
Palestinian civilians to the inaccurate illustration of how the hostages at 
Entebbe were treated by the terrorists, the film is intended to convert one of 
the proudest moments in Israeli history into a promotion of Palestinian 
“resistance,” meaning terrorism. 
 The film’s focus on the terrorists and not the valiance of both the Israeli 
soldiers and decision-makers was remarkably disappointing. This film is a 
disgrace, an affront to all Israelis and a transparent attempt to elevate the 
Palestinian cause high enough to pardon the hijacking of a commercial 
airliner. 
 It fosters the illusion that the experience of the Jewish hostages was not 
much different than that of the hijackers. This attempt to equalize the 
hostages and their captors is a brazen whitewashing of one of the most 
horrific crimes committed by the PLO, a terrorist organization. This film 
reflects the international community’s inability to condemn Palestinian 
terrorism as a key obstacle to peace; the epitome of the challenges Israel 
advocates face. Historical revision can only lead to the prolongation of the 
conflict. Altering history is simple – what is difficult is embracing facts that 
contradict our own narratives.   (Jerusalem Post Mar 19) 
The writer is a former IDF Paratrooper and holds a BA in political science 
and MA in diplomacy and international security from IDC Herzliya.  
 

 
Carnival of Hatred         By Amit Deri    
 Today begins the official “Israel Apartheid Week,” to be held at 
universities across the US and Canada. The name of course references 
South Africa, the country where actual apartheid policies were instituted 
several decades ago. 
 “Apartheid Week” has never been more than more than a smokescreen 
for an antisemitic hate fest, cynically marketed as a human rights campaign. 
Hundreds of academics, amazingly including Israelis and Jews, will be 
partners in this hateful annual project. 

It will be a carnival including “art exhibits” throughout campuses. It 
will be a week in which sanctimonious but actually clueless people – people 
with no idea who they are attacking and who they are protecting – will 
shout empty slogans and blame Israel for all the evil in the world. 
 It will be a week where anyone who dares to speak up and anyone who 
decides to expose these lies will be shouted down, just like what we saw 
happen last week at the University of Virginia, and the week before that at 
the University of Georgia. 
 Let’s be clear: we need to fight for human rights, especially in the 
human catastrophe known as Syria. And there are countless other atrocities 
happening all around the world. However, this is not what happens during 
“Apartheid Week.” 
 So while, under Muslim rule, members of the LGBT community are 
thrown from rooftops, women are murdered in honor killings, there will be 
no protests against these horrific acts, especially during Apartheid Week 
but all year long, too. This glaring selectivity of concern shows more 
clearly than anything that the real focus of Apartheid Week is on hatred of 
Israel, not concern for the human rights of oppressed people. 

It is ironic that the coalition of anti-Israelis and antisemites has 
recruited all the minority groups on campus for their cause. During 
Apartheid Week, one can meet the resistance groups for blacks, feminist 
organizations, LGBT groups, human rights organizations and more. 
 Ironic, because while all of these groups stand shoulder to shoulder 
with the Muslim organizations, the latter have little concern with human 
rights, especially women’s rights. The ideology they represent and preach 
shows little if any resemblance to the moral backbone of justice. 
 What does stand out in this combined effort is a glaring, almost prideful 
ignorance. All these organizations have combined their efforts to attack 
Israel without any knowledge or understanding of the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict. 
 Countering this tidal wave of ignorance and venomous hatred is no 
small task. Our belief is that the biggest mistake would be to walk away, 
letting the haters have their moment unquestioned and unchallenged. 
 We believe that we cannot abandon these campuses and not provide a 
counterpoint to the hatred. We are concerned about the students who know 
very little and who could be swayed by the false propaganda. These are 
students who will be the future leaders of America, filling positions of 
power and influence in American society. For them to be manipulated by 
such hatred could have terrible implications for future American support of 

Israel. 
 We have and will continue to use various teams of delegates to appear 
on behalf of pro-Israel campus groups. Among these teams has been a 
group of non-Jewish emissaries: Muslim, Druse and Christian activists to 
campuses from both sides of the Green Line, who have clearly presented 
to the truth about Israel, including their own love and support for the 
nation. 
 They have encountered shocked crowds that truly thought that Israel is 
an apartheid state. They also boldly encountered occasional disruptions 
that resulted in physical violence. They and our other teams are only 
energized and inspired by these interactions, and above all, by the 
opportunity to meet and discuss with those students who actually want to 
learn the truth about the situation. 
 Our activists are not affiliated with any political party, nor do we have 
any political agenda. We are united on one issue: we cannot abandon the 
campuses around the world to the propaganda, lies and spreading of hatred 
all aimed to delegitimize the very existence of the State of Israel. We are 
there and will continue to be there to expose the truth.    
The author is the CEO of Reservists on Duty. (Jerusalem Post Mar 19) 
 

 
Timing is Everything        By Amnon Lord 
 This week's confirmation by Israel that it indeed carried out the strike 
on the Syrian nuclear reactor in Deir Ez-Zor on the night of Sept. 6, 2007 
raises questions about the intentions behind the disclosure. 
 Reports over the past decade have all but confirmed that the attack 
was Israeli, with the only thing missing being official confirmation by the 
Israeli government. 
 In a detailed investigative report titled "The Silent Strike" in the Sept. 
17, 2012 issue of The New Yorker, Middle East scholar David Makovsky 
interpreted the reports on the Syria strike as a declaration of intent and a 
warning by Israel over Iran's nuclear complexes. 
 It can be assumed that, more than anything else, this is once again 
what Israel intended this week in its official confirmation that it was 
responsible for the 2007 strike. 

It is interesting to contrast the details released now with those in 
Makovsky's report. Makovsky revealed that for Israel, the point of no 
return was in March 2007, when Mossad head Meir Dagan presented 
Prime Minister Ehud Olmert with a certain "piece of information." 
 "I knew from that moment, nothing would be the same again," 
Makovsky quotes Olmert as saying. "The weight of this thing, at the 
existential level, was of an unprecedented scale." 
 Olmert promised to destroy the reactor as soon as possible. Just as in 
1981, when Israel attacked the Osirak nuclear reactor built by Iraqi 
dictator Saddam Hussein, the window of opportunity to destroy the reactor 
was closing. It was feared that once the reactor became operational, 
destroying it would likely contaminate the nearby Euphrates River, which 
runs through Deir ez-Zor. 
 One issue that Israel faced was the Bush administration, which began 
to express reluctance following the failures of the Second Lebanon War in 
2006. Here a fundamental matter of principle in Israel-U.S. relations came 
under question: the level of Israel's credibility. 
 Following the IDF's failure in Lebanon in 2006, then-Secretary of 
State Condoleezza Rice "thought that the Israeli military was unreliable 
and that they were no longer the 10-foot giants that we had grown up 
with," a source close to Rice was quoted as saying. 
 This was apparently one of the main reasons the Americans expressed 
apprehension at the possibility that Israel would bomb the Syrian reactor. 
Another Middle Eastern war breaking out while the U.S. was deeply mired 
in both Iraq and Afghanistan worried them. 
 Another factor from the 2007 strike still relevant today is the fact that 
the reactor was North Korean, identical to a reactor North Korea built on 
its own soil. At the time, diplomatic efforts to resolve the Korean nuclear 
issue were in full swing between the U.S., Japan, North Korea, South 
Korea, Russia and China. 
 Meanwhile, it is known that the Iranians are finding it difficult to 
bring accurate guided missiles to Hezbollah in Lebanon. Instead, they are 
attempting to build factories there to produce the missiles and obtain some 
level of immunity. It is also very likely Israel has also not yet completely 
abandoned the military option against Iran to destroy its nuclear 
infrastructure. 
 In addition, the strike's confirmation comes at a complicated time in 
Israel's situation on the Syria-Lebanon front. The relatively good period 
for Israel over the past seven years may be over now that Russia crossed 
red lines in its relations with the West. Following Russia's alleged nerve 
gas assassination of double agent Sergei Skripal in the U.K., the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization is of one mind concerning its obligations to 
Britain. American officials perceive Israel as an important factor in 
Russian President Vladimir Putin's strategy in Syria because of the silent 
system of understandings between the two countries. 
 For this reason, Israel is being called upon to unequivocally align itself 
with the American-British alliance, just like in the Cold War. Putin 
himself said that the West is attempting to drag Israel into anti-Russian 



hysteria. The possibility that the situation will get out of hand has 
significantly grown.   (Israel Hayom Mar 21) 
 

 
Why Postmodern Intersectionality Imperils Israel and Jews 
By Sohrab Ahmari  

Is the postmodern theory of intersectionality–the new master narrative 
of the left, which claims to expose the hidden and overlapping structures of 
oppression in Western societies–intrinsically hostile to Jews and Israel? Or 
is it a mere accident that the loudest proponents of intersectionality also 
tend to be obsessed with “Jewish privilege” and the alleged depredations of 
the Jewish state? Is it possible to imagine a form of intersectionality that is 
friendly to Zionism and Israel? Or does anti-Semitism and hatred of Israel 
go to the core of intersectionality? 
 As intersectionality has migrated from postmodern academe to the 
forefront of left-wing activism, these questions have become urgent for 
anyone worried about anti-Semitism and anti-Zionism. Witness, for 
example, the controversy over the connections between the Women’s 
March and Nation of Islam chief Louis Farrakhan. Despite significant 
mainstream-media pressure, and the pleas of their liberal-Jewish allies, the 
leaders of the Women’s March have refused to distance themselves from 
Farrakhan or forcefully condemn his long record of anti-Semitic rhetoric. 

The Women’s March has defended Farrakhan in intersectional terms. 
“People need to understand the significant contributions that these 
individuals have made to Black and Brown people,” said organizer Carmen 
Perez. Their liberal critics, meanwhile, have contended that the group’s 
flirtations with Farrakhan are a betrayal of “true” intersectionality. So 
which is it? Does intersectionality compel the Women’s March to embrace 
or apologize for Farrakhan? Or would a properly intersectional analysis 
require the Women’s March to disown him? 
 I’m afraid that, in this case, the Women’s March leaders know of what 
they speak, and that their critics on the anti-Farrakhan left are fooling 
themselves. That is, the Women’s March is going to bat for a vile anti-
Semitic preacher, who has praised Hitler as a “very great man,” not in spite 
of intersectionality but precisely because of it. 
 To understand why, it helps to explore the intellectual history. The 
theory of intersectionality draws from two rivers of thought that flow in 
opposite directions. 
 The first is a set of ideas that came to replace class struggle and 
dialectical materialism on the left beginning in the 1960s and into ’90s. As 
the horrors of socialism came to light, the Soviet experiment faltered, and 
Marxism was discredited, the left became skeptical of all claims to 
objectively knowable truth. Science and religion, the Enlightenment and 
Judeo-Christianity, reason and revelation; these, the left’s big thinkers said, 
were all failed “grand narratives” that served the needs of power. Thus, 
every claim about truth, justice, beauty, and the good was actually an 
imposition of white, male privilege. Everyone is partial, according to this 
view, and nothing transcends race-gender-sex power dynamics. 
 Intersectionality’s second source of inspiration is the age-old dream of 
manmade utopia. The demise of Marxism, with its promise of a classless 
society as the preordained endpoint of history, didn’t put an end to all 
“secularized theologies,” as the classical liberal philosopher Raymond Aron 
described Marxism and dialectical materialism. Idealistic people of the left, 
and especially the young, still believe that radical political action can bring 
about the Kingdom of Heaven here and now, that social-justice activism 
will one day wipe every tear (cf. Rev. 21:4). 
 Bring those two things together–the denial of objective truth and 
justice, on the one hand, and the dream of perfect justice, on the other–and 
you get intersectionality. Elizabeth Corey and Jonathan Haidt, then, are 
correct to describe intersectionality as a latter-day Gnostic religion. But 
they only paint a partial picture. Intersectionality is a religion, yes, but one 
that denies the possibility of all ultimate truths and therefore lacks–indeed, 
rejects–a standard measure of justice. That is why intersectional “justice” 
generally takes the form of online mobs. It is also why intersectional 
“justice” is so arbitrary and so hostile to Israel and the Jews. 
 Precisely because it is a theory of generalized victimhood, 
intersectionality targets the Jews–the 20th century’s ultimate victims. 
Acknowledging the Jews’ profound claims to victimhood would force the 
intersectional left to admit the existential necessity of the State of Israel. 
But the intersectional left is not prepared to do so because, under 
intersectionality’s rules, all the outcomes are predetermined. Israel has been 
prejudged an outpost of Western colonialism. Therefore, the Jews cannot 
possibly be allowed to “win” the intersectional victimhood Olympics. 
 Intersectionality, moreover, allows its proponents to apply hideous 
double standards when judging between Israel and its enemies. Judged 
against a fair and universal standard, the Jewish state comes out looking 
very good indeed, especially when one takes into consideration the fact that 
it has been at war since its founding. But the intersectional left dreams of 
perfect justice without a standard of justice. It can, therefore, condemn the 
sole democracy in the Middle East while ignoring or whitewashing the far 
worse crimes of her enemies. And even the most progressive aspects of 
Israeli society count against it in the victimhood Olympics. 
 Finally, Jewish victimhood, whether at the hands of the Nazis or the 

Soviets, requires the intersectional left to admit that, by contrast, and for 
all their faults, the Western democracies (including Israel) are pretty 
decent, even admirable. But again, the intersectional left is committed to 
the opposite idea–that everywhere in the West, there are hidden 
“structures of oppression” that trap minorities along the lines of race, 
gender and sexuality. Thus, again, the Jews will lose the intersectional 
victimhood Olympics. 
 Whenever such relativism reigns–and the very possibility of objective 
truth is denied–Jews are imperiled. Israelis and their friends, including 
fair-minded liberals, would be wise to abjure intersectionality altogether, 
rather than try to make their case on intersectional terms.   
(CommentaryMagazine.com Mar 20) 
 

 
The Latest Israel Boycott Lie        By Jonathan Marks 

When you complain that the Boycott, Divestment, and Sanctions 
(BDS) movement discriminates on the basis of national identity, you are 
nowadays met with a contemptuous sniff. Proponents of an academic 
boycott insist that individual Israeli academics are not targets; rather, 
institutional arrangements with Israeli universities—study abroad 
programs, for example—are. Similarly, the cultural boycott does not target 
individual Israeli artists, but artists and artistic groups that enjoy some sort 
of government sponsorship. Look, dummy, they say, our guidelines are 
crystal clear! This “is a boycott of Israeli cultural institutions, not Israeli 
individuals.” 
 In the case of the academic boycott, this distinction between 
individuals and institutions is paper-thin. Until fairly recently, the U.S. 
Campaign for the Academic and Cultural Boycott of Israel had this to say 
about its commitment to principle: “In principle, since the call is 
specifically for institutional, not individual boycott, [activities involving 
Israeli academics] do not violate the boycott. However, all academic 
exchanges with Israeli academics do have the effect of normalizing Israel 
and its politics of occupation and apartheid.” Therefore, “academics could 
consider whether equally valuable contributions might not be made by 
non-Israeli colleagues; whether an invitation to a Palestinian intellectual 
might be preferable; whether the exchange is intellectually or 
pedagogically essential.” In other words, we’re against boycotting 
individual Israeli academics, but please see what you can do about 
boycotting Israeli academics. 
Comically, the guidelines explain that individual academics are being 
boycotted because the movement is decentralized, not because BDS 
advocates should try to avoid exchanges with Israeli academics despite the 
fact that they literally just said that was the preferred outcome. “It may 
also be that as a consequence of the boycott Israeli academics are now 
having a harder time publishing outside the country, participating in 
formal exchanges, sitting on boards and international committees, and the 
like,” the guidelines continued. 
 These guidelines have quietly disappeared, but their disappearance 
probably has more to do with their foolish revelation of BDS hypocrisy 
than a change of heart. 
 Six Israeli choreographers were recently rejected as participants in a 
feminist art festival in Norway because the organizers could not “with a 
clear conscience invite Israeli participants” when Palestinian artists 
struggle to get their art out. The rejection letters assure the choreographers 
that they might someday be invited if political circumstances change. In 
the meantime, they were advised to “help raise awareness in your society 
about the concern that many of us artists and cultural workers around the 
world have about the brutal effects of the occupation.” Alas, this sort of 
thing is not atypical. Why would it be?  The shunning of Israeli artists and 
academics is fully in line with the attitudes and actions BDS encourages 
with a hard nudge and a dramatic wink. 
 BDS does not want to have a debate, which it knows it will lose, about 
whether individual Israelis should be shunned until they join Jewish Voice 
for Peace. So they won’t stop lying. But watch what they do, not what 
they—except on the numerous occasions in which they slip—say. 
(CommentaryMagazine.com Mar 21) 
 

 
A Trump Confidant Turns Against Israel       By Caroline Glick 
 On Monday, a major American Jewish leader published a call to arms 
against Israel in the New York Times. In an op-ed under the headline, 
“Israel’s self-inflicted wounds,” World Jewish Congress President Ronald 
Lauder warned that Israel is driving itself to the brink of disaster. 
 The implicit message of Lauder’s article is that President Donald 
Trump is too good to Israel. He needs to adopt a far cooler policy towards 
the immoral, undeserving Jewish state. 
 Lauder is no run-of-the-mill American Jewish leader. He has been in 
the spotlight for 30 years. 
 Lauder was an intimate friend of Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu for twenty years. The two men had a very public falling out a 
decade ago after an Israeli television station partially owned by Lauder 
broadcast a venomously hostile string of stories against Netanyahu. 
 Today, Lauder has an even more powerful friend: Donald Trump. 



 As a New York socialite and heir to the Estee Lauder cosmetics empire, 
over the years Lauder developed a close relationship with real estate 
magnate Trump. That friendship extended into the presidential race. And 
for the past 14 months, Lauder has had closer ties to the President than any 
other American Jewish leader. 
 When a man of Lauder’s stature writes Israel is “endangering the future 
of the country,” most people take his warning seriously. 
 So is he right? Is it time to man the barricades? 
 The good news is: no. Lauder’s warnings are no more than a collection 
of anti-Israel slanders. 
 Lauder attacks Israel on two points. First, he accuses Israel of taking 
actions that block the so-called “two-state solution.” Second, Lauder 
accuses Israel of becoming a theocracy. 
 Let’s start with the theocracy allegation. Lauder says that Israel is 
transforming itself from “a modern, liberal nation into a semi-theocratic 
one.” He bases this allegation on fact that Israel’s government doesn’t 
ignore ultra-Orthodox voters completely. Ultra-Orthodox parties control 
about ten percent of Israel’s parliament, the Knesset.  
 Lauder asserts, wrongly, “Most Jews outside of Israel are not accepted 
in the eyes of the Israeli ultra-Orthodox.” 
 This is incoherent. 
 Israel provides automatic citizenship to every Jew who wishes to 
immigrate. The ultra-Orthodox have no power to accept or not accept Jews. 
 Lauder claims that there is “a ban on egalitarian prayer at the Western 
Wall.” This too, is highly misleading. 
 There is an egalitarian prayer area at the Western wall. Anyone who 
wants to worship in an egalitarian prayer quorum is free to do so. 
 True, the main prayer plaza at the holy site is set up in accordance with 
traditional Jewish practice, with separate prayer areas for men and women. 
But this state of affairs reflects the desires of the vast majority of the 
worshippers. 
 If Lauder is saying the Western Wall is unacceptable because it doesn’t 
look like a Reform or Conservative synagogue, he should be clear that is 
what he wants. And if this is what he is saying, then his essential argument 
is that Israel will only be able to prove to his satisfaction that it is not a 
theocracy by becoming an anti-religious tyranny. 
 This brings us to Lauder’s second major beef with Israel. He accuses 
Israel of scuttling the so-called “two state solution,” shorthand for the 
establishment of a Palestinian state in Judea and Samaria – in addition to 
the Palestinian state in Gaza run by the Hamas terror group. 
 Lauder says that Israel needs a Palestinian state to survive. He stakes 
his claim on Palestinian population data compiled by the Palestine 
Liberation Organization (PLO) in 1997. Based on these Palestinian 
demographic data, Laude asserts, falsely, “13 million people live between 
the Jordan River and the Mediterranian Sea. And almost half of them are 
Palestinian. 
 “If current trends continue, Israel will face a stark choice: Grant 
Palestinians full rights and cease being a Jewish state or rescind their rights 
and cease being a democracy.” 
 But these are not the current trends. And his data are incorrect. Over the 
past decade, repeated audits of the Palestinian data by independent 
researchers have demonstrated time after time that the numbers are 
fraudulent. The Palestinians have exaggerated their population count by 
more than a million people, or fifty percent. The Palestinians have not 
reached near parity with the Jewish population of Israel. 
 Were Israel to apply its laws to Judea and Samaria and provide 
citizenship to the Palestinians in the areas, it would retain a Jewish majority 
of 65 percent. Moreover, Israeli Jewish birthrates exceeded Palestinian 
birthrates in 2013 and reached parity with Israeli Arab birthrates in 2016. 
So the trends are moving in Israel’s favor. 
 Based as it is on data that were exposed as fraudulent 14 years ago, it 
isn’t surprising that Lauder’s specific arguments are likewise based on an 
irrational rejection of facts. 
 Lauder argues that Israel and the Palestinians would have achieved his 
sought-after two state solution but for two things. 
 First, there is “settlement expansion.” 
 Lauder writes, “Over the last few years, settlements in the West Bank 
on land that in any deal is likely to become part of the Palestinians state, 
have continued to grow and expand.” 
 Notice the absence of any people in his sentence. 
 “Settlements” aren’t animate objects. They don’t “expand.” 
 People – Israeli Jewish people – build them. Israeli Jews build homes, 
and schools in these communities. They build businesses and medical 
clinics in these communities. 
 These “settlements” are Israeli towns. 
 The Israelis who live in these towns don’t build their homes and 
schools, their businesses and clinics wherever someone gets the gumption 
to squat, regardless of who owns the land. 
 Israeli communities in Judea and Samaria are built either on state land 
or private land to which the Israeli Jews who live and work in them have 
property rights. By insisting that Israel not permit “settlements” to 
“expand,” Lauder is insisting that Israel reject the right of people to build 
on land over which they have property rights, simply because they are 

Jewish. Lauder is arguing that Israeli Jews must be denied their property 
rights simply because they are Jews. 
 If that wasn’t bad enough, he has a second argument. In Lauder’s 
opinion, Israel is killing the “two-state solution” by discussing Jewish 
rights to Judea and Samaria and Jerusalem. As Lauder puts it, “Palestinian 
incitement and intransigence are destructive. But so, too, are annexation 
plans, pushed by those on the right…”. 
 So, for Lauder, Israel is on the brink of collapse because it allows its 
citizens to discuss ideas and policy alternatives in a free and unfettered 
way. Israel is doomed, in other words, because it is a liberal democracy. 
 It is hard to know how to swallow the notion that a major American 
Jewish leader is calling for censorship of debate in Israel over one of the 
defining issues in Israeli public life. 
 Lauder’s anti-democratic contentions are based on two underlying 
assumptions, both of which are false. First, he argues that there would 
have been a “two-state solution” but for Israel’s refusal to trample Jewish 
civil rights and block a free and open policy discourse. 
 The so-called “two-state solution” asserts that the only way for Israel 
to make peace with the Palestinians is to transfer control over Judea, 
Samaria, eastern, northern and southern Jerusalem to the PLO, in addition 
to the Gaza Strip which Israel vacated in 2005. 
 Israel tried for more than twenty years to convince the Palestinians to 
accept peace and a state. It made two detailed peace and statehood offers 
to the PLO, both of which involved transfer of almost all of the land of 
Judea and Samaria and large swathes of Jerusalem to the PLO in addition 
to all of the Gaza Strip. So too, successive U.S. administrations made 
similarly detailed offers to the PLO leadership. The Palestinians rejected 
all of Israel’s offers and all of the American offers. 
 And tellingly, the Palestinians refused to ever make a counter-offer. 
 The Palestinians have refused to negotiate with Israel for ten years. 
And the last round of negotiations, which ended in 2008, dissolved after 
Palestinian Authority Chairman and PLO chief Mahmoud Abbas rejected 
then-Israeli prime minister Ehud Olmert’s extensive offer and refused to 
make a counter-offer. 
 In other words, the only side that ever made any effort whatsoever to 
make Lauder’s “two-state solution” fantasy a reality is Israel. And yet he 
blames Israel for the failure of that “solution.” 
 As for the Palestinians, it was nice of Lauder to mention that 
“Palestinian incitement and intransigence are destructive.” 
 But he apparently doesn’t understand what he is saying. 
 Three Israelis were have been murdered by Palestinian terrorists since 
Friday. A fourth is still fighting for his life. Several more have been 
wounded. These casualties were entirely the result of “Palestinian 
incitement and intransigence.” 
 If the PLO and Hamas weren’t calling for Israel’s physical destruction 
all day every day and incentivizing terrorism, then those Israelis – and the 
other 1,500 Israelis who have been murdered by Palestinian terrorists 
since 1993 — would be alive today. 
 If the Palestinians were remotely interested in statehood and peace 
with Israel, then Lauder’s sought-after “two state solution” would have 
been implemented twenty years ago. 
 Blaming Israel for Palestinians’ intransigence and incitement — not to 
mention their sponsorship and finance of terrorism – because Israel 
respects the property rights of Jews and permits its citizens to openly 
debate their rights in Judea and Samaria smacks not merely of callousness 
but of a deep-seated hostility towards Israel and Israeli Jews on Lauder’s 
part. 
 And this brings us to the most shocking thing about Lauder’s op-ed. It 
is colossally disingenuous. 
 With his thirty years of experience in the Jewish world, in Israel and in 
the U.S., Lauder cannot be unaware that in writing this article he was 
libeling Israel. He cannot have been unaware that he effectively embraced 
the anti-Israel positions of the anti-Israel, Democratic lobby J Street. 
 Like J Street, Lauder simply cobbled together a bunch of falsehoods 
about Israel to bash it. 
 And this brings us to Lauder’s friend in the White House. 
 President Trump would do well to ignore Lauder’s advice. Not only 
would following it be devastating for Israel. It would be devastating for 
the U.S. 
 Under President Trump, for the first time in a quarter century, the 
White House is finally taking action that advances American interests 
rather than subordinating those interests in the Middle East to PLO 
positions. 
 Lauder wants Trump to follow in the footsteps of Bill Clinton, George 
W. Bush, and Barack Obama and blame Israel for the absence of peace in 
the Middle East. This despite the fact that this position not only failed to 
bring peace, but it also weakened America’s only loyal ally in the Middle 
East while empowering terrorists. It suggested that the U.S. preferred 
fantasy to discernable reality and was consequently an untrustworthy ally 
and a weak enemy. 
 It is impossible to know why Lauder just abandoned Israel. But he did. 
He didn’t administer tough love. He turned his guns on the Jewish state 
while insisting that he loves it.   (Breitbart Mar 21) 


