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Tuesday March 26, 8:30am – 8pm 
 Mizrachi presents Deputy Minister Rabbi Eli Ben Dahan for a "Pre-
Election Conversation", at BAYT 
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Jewish Communal Organizations are Endangering American Jews 
By Allon Friedman and Elliot Bartky 

Congress's refusal last week to censure or even reprimand Rep. Ilhan 
Omar's repeated expressions of Jew-hatred was a historic moment that 
should have been met with universal condemnation by America's Jewish 
communal organizations, especially since Jews have not felt this 
beleaguered worldwide since the Shoah.  Yet most of these groups that for 
decades have claimed to represent American Jewry responded with a 
whimper rather than a bang, reminiscent of their disastrous failure to speak 
out during the Shoah. 

A case in point is the Indianapolis Jewish Community Relations 
Council, the local arm of the national umbrella group the Jewish Council 
for Public Affairs. A close examination of how they responded to Rep. 
Omar offers insight into the pathologies that currently afflict most 
contemporary American Jewish communal organizations. 
 The Indianapolis JCRC’s recent press release did acknowledge that 
Omar’s comments represent classical anti-Semitic motifs and that criticisms 
of her behavior can’t simply be dismissed as a knee-jerk pro-Israel 
response. However, coming from a group that claims its “core” mission is 
to “safeguard Jews here, in Israel, and around the world,” this strikes us as 
thin gruel for celebration. What is instead obvious to the careful reader is 
the statement’s many serious shortcomings. 
 To begin with, releasing the statement on the Jewish Sabbath as the 
JCRC did is inexplicable since the Omar controversy had been brewing for 
many days. The underlying message many traditional and religiously 
observant community members took home is that the JCRC has less interest 
in Jewish unity than in maintaining a pretense that it is the official “voice” 
of the Jewish community. 
 In terms of its content, the statement deliberately withheld comment on 
last week’s seismic event -- the takeover of the Democratic Party by an 
alliance of progressive members of Congress.  The newly-dominant forces 
not only successfully blocked the party from effectively censuring Omar, 
but also forced it to adopt a bill establishing “Islamophobia” (the term now 
used to silence critics of Islamic ideology) as morally equivalent to Jew 
hatred. In one fell swoop Omar the victimizer had become Omar the victim. 
 Unlike its recent impassioned press release decrying the lack of a hate 
crime bill in Indiana, the JCRC’s statement on Omar seemed unconcerned 
about whether this new turn of events could make American Jews even 
more vulnerable. In fact, they even played up the Islamophobia bit as a 
triumph. Ironically, whatever potential benefits the JCRC believed a hate 
crime bill offers has now been undermined by last week's precedent set by 
the Democratic Party. From this point on, acts of Jew hatred will 
increasingly be effectively parried by accusations of “Islamophobia!” or by 
claims that they were simply a legitimate response to Zionist aggression, as 
has been tried successfully elsewhere. 
 The JCRC asserted that condemnation of anti-Semitism -- regardless of 
its source -- must be “swift and broad” (a position we completely agree 
with), but the statement rings hollow in light of their grossly imbalanced 
track record that exclusively benefits the political Left and its preferred 
identity groups. One example is how they’ve treated local Congressman 
Andre Carson, himself a Muslim, who at the very minimum obfuscates his 
support for Jew haters like Louis Farrakhan and Islamic supremacists. 
Despite our concerted efforts over the years to raise public awareness about 
these matters and convince the Jewish community that it should publicly 
and forcefully repudiate Carson, the JCRC has continued to abase itself -- 

with one minor 
exception buried in a 
press release -- by 
continuing to enjoy a cozy 
relationship with him as if all is well. 
 Yet what is unquestionably most 
shocking about the JCRC is its 
willingness to sacrifice Jewish 
security and well-being on the altar of 
interfaith relations with Muslim 

groups that regularly promote the vilest of anti-Jewish teachings. The 
Islamic Society of North America, which was founded by the genocidally 
anti-Semitic Muslim Brotherhood as part of its civilizational jihad against 
America and the West, is headquartered in an Indianapolis suburb. There 
are mountains of evidence implicating ISNA as among the most influential 
lpromoters of Jew hatred in the US today. Yet not only has the JCRC 
refused to address this growing existential threat, it was proud to  stand 
arm in arm with ISNA after their headquarters was reportedly spray 
painted (though one cannot rule out a fake hate crime). 
 The JCRC’s concerted and longstanding outreach efforts have served 
only to legitimize dubious Muslim groups in the public arena. In 2018 a 
Muslim congregation applied for a building permit to build a large mosque 
in an upscale Indianapolis suburb. The JCRC enthusiastically supported 
the permit in the name of interfaith relations clearly without doing any due 
diligence. Being familiar with the religiously sanctioned anti-Jewish and 
violent incitement that regularly emanates from so many of America’s 
mosques, we did some investigation and were quickly able to find 
information that raised legitimate concerns about the congregation’s 
ideological nature. Though we went public with this information, we could 
not undo the damage done by the JCRC’s support, and the building permit 
eventually was awarded. Interestingly, Muslim groups have not 
reciprocated and shown much appreciation for the outreach work the 
JCRC has done, yet like an abused lover the JCRC can't stop itself from 
continuing this work. 
 Unfortunately, the type of irresponsible behavior in Indianapolis 
described is simply a reflection of a broader, national crisis in Jewish 
leadership. The problem is compounded by a progressive groupthink 
ubiquitous among American Jewish leaders that we’ve previously 
chronicled in American Thinker. Such a mindset rejects traditional Jewish 
thinking and cherishes above all else virtue signaling, intersectionality, 
and a hierarchical identify politics structure that perversely sets Jewish 
well-being as a much lower priority as compared to the higher priority of 
so-called "victim" groups-- despite Jews being the target of more than half 
of all religiously-motivated hate crimes 21st century America. 
 So, what is to be done? We expect the Jewish institutions themselves 
to continue to slowly decay, as vibrant Jewish life becomes increasingly 
the domain of religiously-observant communities who are less reliant on 
them for support. In the meantime, we can continue to encourage well-
meaning community volunteers to try to moderate from within the more 
radical impulses of these organizations’ leaders. Withholding funding is 
another effective way to get the quick attention of leadership. 
 But the most important work will need to be done independent of such 
organizations.  Fostering the growth of alternative groups across the US 
(such as ours and others) who are willing and sophisticated enough to 
confront our enemies head-on is a critical step. Reaching out to form new 
alliances with growing US religious groups like Hindus or Copts or Arab 
Christian communities, who face similar ideological enemies here and 
abroad will be helpful. Working hard to maintain and strengthen support 
for Jews among evangelical Christians is also necessary. Finally, we need 
to internalize and teach our children that simply pleading for others to 
“honor us” as the JCRC did will not work; honor will only come to those 
who first honor themselves.  (American Thinker Mar 17) 
Elliot Bartky and Allon Friedman are President and Vice President, 
respectively, of the Jewish American Affairs Committee of Indiana. 

 
 

The Court's Double Standard        By Dror Eydar 
The Supreme Court's ruling on Sunday hampers the right to freedom 

of expression, the life's blood of any democracy. Disqualifying a candidate 
from the Right, while approving candidates from the Left, also severely 
damages the public's trust in the fairness of the legal process. These 
matters are so simple, that one is left with the impression that the Supreme 
Court justices aren't interested in critical thought which although isn't 
complex is certainly vital for the implementation of justice. What we saw 
on Sunday was the politicization of the legal system. 
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The judges' power stems from the citizens who designated them as their 
arbiters. But the public didn't ask them to determine the nature of our 
political discourse nor to shield gentle souls from harsh words. Israeli 
democracy is strong and vibrant and if it can handle the extremists from the 
Left it can certainly handle Michael Ben-Ari. 

Clause 7a of Basic Law: The Knesset, according to which Ben-Ari was 
barred and the extremists from the Left were approved, stipulates that 
candidates or Knesset lists should be disqualified "if the objects or actions 
of the list or the actions of the person, expressly or by implication, include 
one of the following: negation of the existence of the State of Israel as a 
Jewish and democratic state; incitement to racism; support of armed 
struggle, by a hostile state or a terrorist organization, against the State of 
Israel." 

In my view, this clause is entirely problematic aside from the last part. 
A democracy has to permit the expression of harsh, even extreme 
sentiments. The more we allow free discourse, the less violence we will 
encounter on the fringes. The only exception is "support of armed struggle." 
But when did we start being afraid of words? The Jewish nation is a nation 
of texts, and some of these texts are severe and extreme. We've never been 
afraid of contending with harsh expressions and we never silenced opinions 
in places of Torah study. Prohibiting the opinions (not including calls to 
violence) of political rivals is a denial of our people's own polemic 
traditions. 

But things are worse than they seem. This ruling is based on a double-
standard and unequal application of the law. How is Ben-Ari disqualified 
while Balad and Ofer Cassif are approved, when their views fundamentally 
negate Israel as a Jewish a democratic state?! It's enough to see the appeals 
against the nation-state law, filed by the Arab parties, to understand that 
they don't recognize the law's fundamental assumptions: "The land of 
Israel" is Palestine; it isn't the historical homeland of the Jews, who are a 
religion, not a nation. 

This vantage point makes it impossible to talk about the "Jewish 
people" realizing "the natural, cultural, religious and historical right to self-
determination." Among all the nations of the world, only we don't have the 
right to national self-determination! What is this if not anti-Semitic racism 
and the negation of Israel's existence as a Jewish and democratic state? 

And yet, those who harbor this view should still be allowed to run for 
Knesset. However, if the Supreme Court evokes clause 7a, how can it then 
ignore the countless statements and actions against Israel's existence as 
Jewish and democratic and only address Ben-Ari's comments? 

Racism isn't a tool to wield against one person and not another. Hatred 
between groups mired in political and military conflict is not pure racism. 
Indeed, there is no master race seeking the subjugation or destruction of an 
inferior race. Would we accuse the British of racism for hating the Germans 
in World War II? Would the court disqualify Psalms 137:8-9: "Daughter of 
Babylon, doomed to destruction, happy is the one who repays you 
according to what you have done to us. How blessed will be the one who 
seizes and dashes your little ones against the rock." (Israel Hayom Mar 18) 

 
 

Losers Always Find Excuses     By Brig. Gen. (res.) Zvika Fogel 
Something bad is happening to us. It is not enough that we have 

squandered deterrence and lost the courage to win, we must now make up 
excuses for our enemies in order to avoid having to respond. At one point, it 
was a lightning strike that resulted in the firing of rockets at Beersheba and 
Tel Aviv. This time it was a reckless Hamas operative who pressed the 
wrong button and inadvertently fired two rockets at Gush Dan, sending tens 
of thousands of panicked citizens running to the nearest bomb shelter. And 
what did we do in response? We struck dozens of empty infrastructure 
targets as people stood on the rooves and watched as our magnificent air 
force scattered sand and bits of concrete everywhere. 

Former IDF Chiefs of Staff Benny Gantz and Gabi Ashkenazi, in 
coordination with then-Defense Ministers Ehud Barak and Moshe Ya'alon, 
were willing to do almost anything to buy quiet, not, heaven forbid, 
security, or, God forbid, deterrence. They sufficed with a passive approach 
that relied on luck and the efficacy of the Iron Dome missile defense 
system. They consistently brought to the cabinet recommendations that 
resulted in an incorrect interpretation of the reality on the ground. And it 
seems this approach has now been adopted by our security forces. The 
continued transfer of suitcases of Qatari dollars to the Gaza Strip is a 
tailwind for Hamas. The policy of restraint that holds that "quiet will be met 
with quiet" is a display of weakness that Hezbollah, Hamas and the Iranians 
interpret as permission to continue to plan their next joint attack. 

Let us not be confused. Every moment that goes by without an Israeli 
offensive initiative allows Hamas and Islamic Jihad in the Gaza Strip to 
train and grow more sophisticated in their efforts.  Taking a strong stance 
on Hamas requires an offensive initiative and the incessant pursuit of its 
civilian leaders and military commanders. If the heads of our security forces 
continue to advise the cabinet to work toward calm and transfer large sums 
of money, I recommend they be fired and that Israel's leaders find an 
available author or unemployed poet to sit and write what amounts to either 

a letter of surrender or a swan song for Zionism's historic chapter in the 
land of Israel. For too many years, we have lived with the illusion of peace 
and coexistence. The time has come to make certain we are not a fleeting 
episode in this land. 

What we need from our leaders now is to take responsibility, not to 
authorize displays of power. Let us feel that we are setting the tone, let us 
have a taste of victory and let us lead normal lives. We no longer belong to 
a generation that must justify itself and embark on a defensive war. 

In the contemporary Middle East, there is no room for concessions or 
compromise. We either take responsibility for our future or someone else 
will. Hamas and Hezbollah may not be an existential threat to the State of 
Israel, but they could be an existential threat to the lives of a few thousand 
of our residents. We are now in the home stretch, and there will be no 
second chance.   (Israel Hayom Mar 17) 

  
 

Palestinian Lives Don’t Matter*    By Bret Stephens 
*Unless Israel is to blame. 

The people of the Gaza Strip are protesting again, and soldiers are 
shooting again, and civilians are being victimized again. Only this time 
you may have missed the story, because these protests barely rated a 
buried paragraph in most Western news accounts. 

That’s odd: Some media outlets are prepared to devote months of 
journalistic effort in order to trace the trajectory of a single bullet that 
accidentally kills a Palestinian — provided the bullet is Israeli. 

The difference this time is that the shots are being fired by Hamas, the 
militant Islamist group that has ruled Gaza since 2007, when it usurped 
power from its rivals in the Fatah movement in a quick and dirty civil war. 
Since then, no genuine elections have been held, and no dissent brooked. 

The current round of demonstrations, which began last week, comes in 
reaction to years of Hamas’s economic mismanagement, price hikes and 
recent tax increases. This is not for lack of funds on Hamas’s part: Since 
2012, the group has taken in over a billion dollars from Qatar alone to pay 
the costs of fuel, humanitarian aid and civil-servant salaries.  

Where that money goes is another question. In 2014, The Wall Street 
Journal reported that Hamas had spent some $90 million building attack 
tunnels into Israel, at an average cost of nearly $3 million a tunnel. The 
material devoted to each tunnel, the Journal reported, was “enough to 
build 86 homes, seven mosques, six schools or 19 medical clinics.” Three 
wars against Israel, each started by Hamas, have also taken their toll in 
lives, injuries, infrastructure and isolation. 

All this has meant suffering and deprivation for the people of Gaza, 
irrespective of anything Israel does. In February, Amnesty International 
reported that the Palestinian journalist Hajar Harb had been tried in 
absentia by Hamas for publishing a report on al-Araby TV detailing 
alleged corruption in the Ministry of Health. Hamas officials have also 
reportedly enriched themselves by controlling the underground trade in 
goods, from poultry to furniture to cars, between the Strip and Egypt. 

And so Gazans are making their despair known. Hundreds took to the 
streets last week, only to be shot at, clubbed and arrested by Hamas 
security forces. 

“The crackdown on freedom of expression and the use of torture in 
Gaza has reached alarming new levels,” noted Saleh Higazi of Amnesty. 
Incidents include the arrest of human-rights activists, the beating and 
jailing of more than 15 local journalists, and violent attacks on peaceful 
demonstrators “using sound grenades, batons, pepper spray, live 
ammunition and physical assaults.” 

Surprised? You shouldn’t be. Hamas bills itself as a “resistance” 
movement, and such movements, from the Irish Republican Army to the 
Viet Cong to Zimbabwe’s ZANU-PF, tend to behave in strikingly similar 
ways: fanatical, thuggish, militaristic, hypocritical and corrupt. 

To such groups, liberation rarely means more than the replacement of 
some form of foreign occupation with local despotism. They avow 
democracy but never hold a truly fair election. They create secret police, 
parallel security services, politburos, inner- and outer-party structures. 
They make war on their neighbors to distract from their inevitable failure 
to create prosperity at home. Their leaders preach struggle and martyrdom 
while living lavishly. 

Nor should you be surprised by the scantiness of Western coverage: It 
would complicate a convenient narrative of the Israel-Palestinian conflict 
that holds that the former isn’t just the principal oppressor, but the only 
one. That feeds into the larger progressive fiction that the great crimes of 
the post-World War II world are the ones the West perpetrated on the rest 
of the world. In fact, far worse were the crimes of non-Westerners — Mao 
Zedong, Pol Pot, Saddam Hussein, Fidel Castro, Idi Amin, Nicolás 
Maduro — perpetrated against their own people. 

The same goes for the Palestinians. More have died in Syria in the last 
decade, mainly on account of the depredations of the ostensibly pro-
Palestinian regime of Bashar al-Assad, than have been killed by Israel. 
And Palestinians continue to be the victims of leaders who see no reason 
to subject themselves to regular elections, or financial audits, or criminal 



investigations, or any other mechanism of political or moral accountability. 
That lack of accountability is chiefly a Palestinian failure. But it’s 

abetted by Western journalism that, with some honorable exceptions, for 
too long has been depressingly incurious about any form of Palestinian 
suffering for which Israel cannot be held responsible. That is sometimes a 
function of ideological bias, but it is also a failure of basic journalism. 

Israelis and their friends abroad often complain about slanted coverage 
that seems to find fault in everything they do, while finding excuses in 
everything their adversaries do. If the protests in Gaza demonstrate 
anything, it’s that Palestinians hardly benefit from the coverage, either. 

Palestinian lives and livelihoods should matter despite who harms them. 
A world that shrugs at Hamas’s abuse of its own people merely licenses the 
abuse to continue, unchecked.   (Wall Street Journal Mar 21) 

 
 

Treading the Line Between Humor and Anti-Semitism    
By Jonathan S. Tobin 

Demographic surveys show that more American Jews consider humor 
key to their identity. The long history of famous Jewish jokesters and a 
style of comedy that is associated with the community is viewed as more 
important than religious law or even Israel by more Jews than you might 
think. 

But in this “woke” era in which audiences seem ready to run for their 
“safe places” at even a hint of something offensive being said, the lines are 
starting to be blurred between humor and politics. Even as Jews celebrate 
Purim, their annual carnival holiday in which they commemorate being 
saved from mass slaughter with a festival of clowning, costumes and 
revelry, it’s far from clear that a lot of us still know the difference between 
a joke and a slur. 

In the aftermath of the crackup of the Democratic Party in the House of 
Representatives over anti-Semitic remarks by Rep. Ilhan Omar (D-Minn.), a 
group of Jewish Democrats met with some Muslim and African-American 
members. Relations between these fellow Democratic members of 
Congress were so fraught that it was necessary to bring in an outsider to 
moderate the private gathering. 

The moderator came from Bend the Arc, a leftist Jewish group with ties 
to both factions. But apparently, being a hard-core progressive is no 
guarantee of being truly “woke,” which in today’s parlance means 
sufficiently sensitive to injustice or others sensibilities. Seeking to ease the 
tensions that had deepened after Omar had targeted “Jewish colleagues” as 
being guilty of dual loyalty and Islamophobia, the Bend the Arc guy 
decided to break the ice by telling a joke about Jews and money. 

Apparently, his fellow Jews in the room thought nothing of it. But the 
African-Americans and Muslims present were not amused. Rep. Jahana 
Hayes (D-Conn.), a friend of Omar and Rep. Rashida Tlaib (D-Mich.), who 
has also been guilty of spewing anti-Semitism since the trio took office in 
January, demanded to know why a Jew could tell such a joke but that she 
couldn’t. 

Hayes later said she thought such jokes were off-limits.” Since she and 
other non-Jews present seemed to have no idea about what was or wasn’t 
anti-Semitic, she found it confusing that Jews would think anything along 
those lines could conceivably be funny. 

Given that African-American comedians frequently tell jokes about 
their own people that non-black entertainers wouldn’t (and shouldn’t) dare 
to perform, including routinely using hateful racial slurs, her 
incomprehension is puzzling. 

Call it a double standard if you like, but both African-Americans and 
Jews have the standing to joke about their own people that outsiders don’t 
possess. When you poke fun at your own family and tribe, the intent is 
generally far different than when it comes out of the mouth of an outsider. 

For example, a show that satirized the foibles of American Jewry in the 
1950s as thoroughly as Amazon’s “The Amazing Mrs. Maisel” wouldn’t be 
considered quite so funny if it’s perspective were not so thoroughly Jewish. 

Which is to say that when someone like Ilhan Omar says support for 
Israel is “all about the Benjamins,” or talks about the Jews hypnotizing the 
world or demands that Americans “pledge allegiance to a foreign country,” 
her purpose is different than, say, a Jew who tells the old joke about a rabbi 
being bribed to officiate at the funeral of a congregant’s dog with a hefty 
contribution to the synagogue (punch line: “I never knew my dog was such 
a great supporter of Israel”). 

Some of those who defended Omar not only were prepared to accept 
her insincere claim of ignorance of anti-Semitism, but also seemed to also 
be saying that Jews were being overly sensitive and hypocritical in taking 
offense at her remarks. Many who sympathized with Omar also think of 
Jews as a privileged white group whose sensibilities don’t deserve respect 
and Israel’s defenders as the moral equivalent of Jim Crow racists. 

Mocking our sensitivities is entirely legitimate, even a necessary 
prerequisite to maintaining our sanity in a crazy world. The trend of seeking 
to punish and silence people, especially those in the entertainment industry, 
for saying awful things or telling offensive jokes is deeply troubling. That’s 
especially true when you think of the comedians of the past who are 

lionized today (such as Lenny Bruce, who is a character on “Mrs. 
Maisel”), though who faced jail for roasting our sacred cows. 

In this respect, the Jewish community is as guilty as anyone else when 
it comes to thinking anything goes with respect to people we don’t like, 
but view barbs aimed closer to home as beyond the pale. 

Yet there is a clear difference between a political leader with an 
agenda that seeks to delegitimize Jews and Israel, such as a supporter of 
BDS like Omar, and those who merely poke fun at an eminently mock-
able American Jewish culture or other institutions. 

While a sense of humor is subjective and personal, there is a fine line 
between holding people accountable for prejudice and seeking to stifle 
debate. Those who claim that Jews overreacted to Omar need to remember 
that the day of the Jewish calendar most devoted to humor commemorates 
the successful effort to foil an anti-Semitic plot that sought to exterminate 
the Jews of the ancient world. If we mock Haman by blotting his name in 
a riot of Jewish children making noise, we can only do so because he 
failed. Omar is not Haman, but neither was she innocent of ill intent. Nor 
are the efforts of the BDS movement she supports to target and silence 
American Jews a joke. 

Jews must retain our sense of humor and reject the impulse to shut up 
those who bother us. But neither should we be lulled into a sense of 
foolish complacency that confuses satirists with those who clearly mean 
the Jewish people no good.   (JNS Mar 20) 

 
 

A Most Painful Read    Hamodia    Editorial 
Throughout the long centuries that the Jewish people have lived in the 

diaspora, there have been numerous Jews who served as key advisers to 
emperors, kings, electors and presidents. Often caught within a web of 
intrigue and surrounded by anti-Semites seeking their downfall, their 
position was a precarious one. At every turn their loyalty was challenged 
— only because of their faith. 

Their ultimate test came when they were called upon to help their 
fellow Jews in a time of distress. When one of their own brethren was the 
victim of persecution or discrimination, they were forced to decide 
whether they would rise to the occasion — or not. 

In many cases, cognizant of the reality that helping their co-religionist 
was fully consistent with their duties to the government they served, they 
courageously followed their consciences and did so. Others, fearful that 
their enemies would distort the facts and use this against them, cowardly 
looked the other way. 

Here in the United States, a country famed for its Bill of Rights and 
emphasis on justice for all, this choice should conceivably have been 
much easier. As America’s first president famously put it in his 1790 letter 
to the Touro Synagogue of Newport, Rhode Island, the government of the 
United States “gives to bigotry no sanction, to persecution no assistance.” 

Yet, even in this great democracy, which has proven over time to be 
the most benevolent host Jews have experienced since the day we went 
into exile, some Jews in high-ranking government positions, elected or 
appointed, have been painfully conspicuous by their absence in times of 
need. 

While they may issue passionate statements about anti-Semitism in 
general, when it comes to a specific case of a miscarriage of justice — if 
the victim is a co-religionist — their silence is deafening. Activists 
seeking to bring their attention to vital information find doors tightly 
closed and calls and letters unanswered. 

Then there are those who have not only thrown away all sense of 
morals and justice and steadfastly refused to help their fellow Jew, but 
have actively joined his oppressors, in the delusion that this will somehow 
ingratiate them to their political masters. 

As the son of a former Irgun member, who was born in Yerushalayim, 
Rahm Emanuel ought to have been one of the loudest voices calling for 
justice in the heart-wrenching saga of Jonathan Pollard. 

Emanuel was surely aware that the median sentence for the crime 
Pollard committed — passing classified information to an ally — was two 
to four years. No one else in the history of the United States has received 
anything close to the life sentence that Pollard received for this offense. 

Emanuel was presumably aware of the fact that the information 
Pollard gave the Israelis was not about America. It was information about 
Israel’s sworn enemies, which America was supposed to — but didn’t 
want to — share with Israel. 

As any unbiased observer would recognize, the reason Jonathan sat in 
prison for three decades, and continues to suffer from draconian parole 
restrictions that severely limit his freedom, isn’t because of what he did.  

It is because of who he is and whom he tried to help. 
As former CIA director R. James Woolsey wrote to The Wall Street 

Journal when Pollard was still behind bars: 
“For those hung up for some reason on the fact that he’s an American 

Jew, pretend he’s a Greek — or Korean — or Filipino-American, and free 
him.” 

The long list of non-Jewish key government figures and elected 



officials who wrote letters over the years urging clemency for Pollard 
illustrates that this was a matter of ending a travesty of justice, of ensuring 
that the rights of an American citizen are upheld even if he happens to be 
Jewish. 

Yet recently, in an article in The Atlantic, Emanuel, a political 
operative who served as chief of staff for President Obama and later as 
mayor of Chicago, describes how on the very first day after leaving Bill 
Clinton’s administration as his senior adviser in October 1998, he received 
an early-morning phone call from Clinton. It was in the middle of the U.S.-
brokered Israeli–Palestinian Wye River summit, and Clinton feared that the 
summit would collapse unless he would grant clemency to Jonathan 
Pollard. (What Emanuel conveniently leaves out of his narrative is the fact 
that Clinton had in fact promised Prime Minister Netanyahu that he would 
let Pollard go, only to double-cross him at the last moment.) 

“I told Clinton not to give in on Pollard’s release, believing that 
Netanyahu needed the agreement more than he did. The president followed 
that advice, and Netanyahu ultimately signed the Wye River 
Memorandum,” Emanuel wrote. 

“My allegiance to this country wasn’t in question then. And it shouldn’t 
be now — nor should that of other American Jews,” Emanuel continued. 

In other words, Emanuel sought to prove his loyalty to America by 
doing the unthinkable: blocking the release of his fellow Jew, and in doing 
so ensured that a dreadful miscarriage of justice would continue for many 
more years. 

This most painful read is yet another reminder how far one can fall, and 
how unchecked political ambition can so blind someone that it wrecks any 
sense of morality and common decency. 

Were Rahm Emanuel only willing to take minimal responsibility for his 
actions, he would be overcome with a crushing sense of guilt. But if his 
choice of wording in The Atlantic is any indication, he still has a long way 
to go to reach even that most basic level of decency and humanity. 
(Hamodia Mar 19) 

 
 

The Most Unrealistic Campaign Promise      By Dov Lipman    
Campaigns are traditionally filled with promises, as parties pledge 

many things to voters who are then left to determine what they believe to be 
true, or even realistic.  

There is one promise being made by some parties that I can confidently 
declare as unrealistic. 

During my first year as a member of Knesset, I was invited to meet 
with “moderate” Palestinian leaders. 

These were not actual peace negotiations, but a gathering held away 
from Israel for a few days in a relaxed, comfortable setting, to give new 
Knesset members and Palestinian ministers the chance to get to know one 
another and speak openly and candidly. 

I learned a lot from these meetings, and after learning about the living 
conditions their leaders don’t seek to change, felt bad for the innocent 
Palestinians who suffer from inadequate basic services and lack hope for a 
better life.   

But the most important lesson I learned came on the last day. I 
approached the man often referred to as “the most moderate” Palestinian 
leader. I asked him to please tell me the bottom line.  

What would it take for the Palestinians to come to a final-status 
agreement with Israel? 

He first made me promise that I would never quote him by name, which 
I agreed to, and then he answered:  

“We would require that Israel withdraw from the 1967 lines – 
completely. No major settlement blocs for Israel, and of course, dividing 
Jerusalem. We would require a right of return for at least 100,000 
Palestinians. And we would require all Palestinian prisoners to be freed 
from Israeli jails.” 

I was stunned. 
Let us remember, in all the negotiations with the Palestinians, it has 

been a given that the major settlement blocs of Gush Etzion, Ma’aleh 
Adumim and Ariel would remain in Israel, and that the Palestinians would 
be given land swaps to make up for that “lost” land. A right of return for 
100,000 Palestinians has never been on the table.  

But I decided to focus on his last “condition,” the release of all 
Palestinian prisoners from Israeli jails. I asked if he meant to include the 
murderers of the Fogel family, the ones who entered the Itamar settlement 
on a Friday night, broke into the family’s home, and butchered parents and 
their children while they slept in their beds.  

“Of course,” he said. 
I asked him if he understood that even the Meretz Party, the most left-

wing Jewish party in the Knesset, would never agree to that. I also pointed 
out that there have been a few Jews who have killed innocent Palestinians, 
and Israel has prosecuted and incarcerated them.  

It would never cross my mind to release them from Israeli jail in the 
construct of an agreement with the Palestinians. How could he suggest that 
these barbaric murderers of the Fogel family, and hundreds of other 

terrorists who killed innocent Israelis, be released from jail simply because 
there is an agreement between Israel and the Palestinians? 

“Because they are freedom fighters,” he replied, “and at the end of a 
conflict all prisoners of war must be returned.” 

I told him that Israel would never agree to that. And then he said the 
key words, “So, we won’t have a deal.” 

This was the most “moderate” Palestinian leader, making it clear that 
the demands from the Palestinian side mean that they will never agree to a 
deal with Israel. All their calls for negotiations and two states side by side 
are essentially a farce.  

I recently came across a video clip in which Golda Meir asks the 
obvious question regarding calls for a Palestinian state in the West Bank 
and Gaza. “People say to us, ‘Go back to the borders of 1967 and then 
there will be peace,’” she says. “We were in the borders of ’67 in May and 
June of 1967.  

Why was there war? And immediately after the war we said, ‘Let us 
sit down and negotiate peace.’ They didn’t do it. The quarrel with the 
Arabs is not a quarrel for a piece of land.  It’s not for territory. It’s not for 
anything concrete. They just refuse to believe that we have the right to 
exist at all.”  

This was confirmed to me in my conversation with this Palestinian 
leader. 

As we approach elections, I feel the need to warn readers to be wary 
of any party that blames Israeli leaders for not doing enough to resolve the 
conflict, and suggests that they will lead Israel to an agreement with the 
Palestinians based on the two-state model.  

They may mean well, but it is clear to me this vision is not attainable 
because of the Palestinian leadership, and that trying to make it happen 
will only hurt Israel. And those who indicate that they will initiate 
unilateral withdrawals are simply playing into the hands of the patient 
Palestinians, who will continue their anti-Israel efforts regardless of 
disengagements or other actions which make us think we are solving this 
centuries-old conflict. 

The time has come for new ideas and proposals regarding how to 
manage this complex conflict, while also taking steps to improve the 
quality of life for Palestinians living in Palestinian areas. And I look 
forward to assessing any new initiatives from parties bold enough to 
acknowledge the truths revealed to me by this “most moderate” 
Palestinian leader.    (Jerusalem Post Mar 18) 
The writer served as a member of the 19th Knesset.   

 
 

Gantz Tries to Save his Campaign      By Amnon Lord 
Blue and White leader Benny Gantz should probably thank Doria 

Lampel for her sharp and combative questions when she interviewed him 
on Tuesday. In the brief intervals he got to talk, he kept on praising 
Histadrut labor federation chairman Avi Nissankoren, giving the 
controversial figure the best kind of promotion he could have hoped for. 

Gantz talked more about Nissankoren than about Israeli Prime 
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu or even about his running mates at the helm 
of Blue and White: Moshe Ya’alon, Yair Lapid and Gabi Ashkenazi. 

During the interview, Gantz categorically ruled out a scenario in 
which he would sit in a Netanyahu-led government, only hours after 
saying that he was open to the very idea. 

Regardless of this 180-degree turn, the right is operating under the 
assumption that Netanyahu will try to forge a unity government with 
Gantz. They expect that Blue and White leaders will essentially compete 
against one another over who arrives at the cabinet table first. Moreover, 
the conventional wisdom among pundits is that Blue and White has 
already lost the race, and this is clearly evident in its steep slide in the 
polls. 

Did Gantz’s interview help stop the bleeding? Gantz was articulate 
and interesting, and he sounded like a right-winger, but it was clear that he 
put on an ideological mask lacked fire in his belly. 

In fact, the interview underscored the biggest mistake Gantz has made 
in his campaign: Rather than captivate voters by presenting big and bold 
reforms with uplifting and positive rhetoric, he was sucked into tit-for-tat 
attacks and has come off as a reluctant warrior. 

Gantz talked too much about security-related matters during the 
interview, and kept making the case for the establishment’s mediocre 
approach to Gaza: hit it hard when necessary and then rebuild it when 
calm is restored. 

Unlike Gantz, Ehud Barak never had to remind people that he had 
been chief of general staff when he ran for prime minister in 1999. 

Barak felt his military and security credentials were strong enough and 
focused instead on socio-economic issues during the campaign. He also 
promised to bring the troops home from Lebanon. Gantz hasn’t made any 
such concrete promise. 

Gantz has been hit repeatedly over the past two weeks, but he has not 
been dealt a deadly blow. His campaign is still alive, even if on the verge 
of unraveling.   (JNS Mar 20) 


