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Events… 

  
May 21-28 
 2017 marks the 50th anniversary of the reunification of Jerusalem and 
to mark this extraordinary year the BAYT Brotherhood is running a second 
mission – in addition to its annual mission in December – to celebrate Yom 
Yerushalayim.  The BAYT Yom Yerushalayim Mission to Israel will 
incorporate the World Mizrachi mission, plus add additional touring and 
Shabbat in Jerusalem. For information email Larry Zeifman at 
LWZ@Zeifmans.ca  
 

 

Commentary… 

 
A Familiar Purim Tale          By David M. Weinberg     

About 2,500 years ago, the leadership of the strongest country in the 
world (Persia) passed to a usurper, Achashverosh. This wealthy man was a 
complete outsider to the political establishment of the time. He owed no 
allegiance to traditional party power brokers, political operators, unionists, 
lobbyists and the like. No one had thought he could ascend to the throne. 
 Historical sources differ as to the character of this outlander. Some 
describe him as a droll with no discipline, while others view his wild 
disruptions as cunningly strategic. 

By all accounts Achashverosh had an enormous ego. He built huge 
towers around the (not so) civilized world with his name emblazoned in 
gold letters. Huge! He said it was to make Persia great again. 
 Achashverosh was known to have married several times and generally 
to the most beautiful of women. But he summarily disposed of his queen in 
a move that clearly violated accepted etiquette and would never have 
passed any reasonable constitutional test. 
 He had a council of sage ministerial advisers who could give 
professional advice, and many experienced governors and law-abiding civil 
servants across the empire, too. Alas, court intrigue, jealousies and 
impulsive outbursts seemed to override proper decision-making even in the 
weightiest matters, especially on weekends. 
 There is no evidence that Achashverosh was infected with the disease 
of antisemitism. On the contrary. He vigorously denied being an antisemite; 
hired many Jews to handle his finances; and invited many more to attend 
his inaugural balls and great feasts. But he clearly benefited from the 
political support of some dark elements. 
 At the time, the Jews in Persia were on the upswing. Overcoming and 
forgetting the destruction of their (first) commonwealth in Israel – a tiny 
state far to the west of Persia – they grew well-connected and comfortable, 
ensconced in the upper echelons of society. Soon enough, the throes of 
massive assimilation set in. The intermarriage rate topped 70%. Orthodox 
Jews, a minority, were dismissed by most of the community as out-of-sync 
with progress and enlightenment. 
 A small band of Zionists had set out to re-establish a political entity in a 
portion of the Land of Israel, with the encouragement and support of an 
earlier emperor, Cyrus I. But they were not able to establish complete 
sovereignty over the entire Land of Israel or even over the city of 
Jerusalem. Most of their Jewish brethren across the Persian Empire were 
uninterested in returning to Israel, and mainly disconnected from the 
pioneering effort of the Zionists. 
 In this interregnum of Jewish exile from Israel, various peoples, mainly 
nomadic tribes – Aggagites, Amalekites and others claiming to be 
Philistines – had occupied much of the Jewish homeland. These rabble- 
rousers were not very successful in developing the land on their own, but 
now were quite effective in appealing to international courts and major 
powers against the returning Jews. 
 Chief among these elements was a man named Haman, who reportedly 
had pointy and very big ears. Haman had risen to a position of leadership in 
Persia through appeals to the innate xenophobia of the population. He 
managed to manipulate the king into signing a decree inimical to the 
struggling Jewish settlements in Israel, which he called “unsustainable,” 

“illegal” and “an 
obstacle to peace.” He 
particularly objected to 
Jewish worship on the Temple Mount, 
and halted the rebuilding of a Jewish 
Temple. 
 Haman proceeded to threaten 
Jews across the empire with 
annihilation. At first, Persian Jews 
thought this to be fake news. But 

when a formal date was set for state-sponsored pogroms, the situation 
grew grim. 
 And then the tables turned almost overnight – miraculously! 
Apparently the gate-crasher Achashverosh had married into an Orthodox 
Jewish family, and became convinced that he should aid the Jews. 
 However, the evil decree orchestrated by the abominable viceroy 
could not be undone simply. Snapback wasn’t an option. Moreover, the 
Aggagites already had received more than 100 billion silver rials from the 
treasury of Achashverosh. 
 So following the advice of one of his Jewish in-laws, a man named 
Mordechai who refused to bow before the alt-right and the alt-left, the 
king empowered Jews everywhere to take up arms in self-defense. 
 Jewish gendarmes managed to neutralize 800 of Haman’s 
revolutionary guard corps in the Persian capitol, Shushan. But the 
Aggagites and Amalekites in Zion sallied forth to terrorize the Jews in the 
nascent second Jewish commonwealth. Miraculously, they were roundly 
defeated, losing some 75,000 fighters on the battlefield, while the Jews 
suffered minimal casualties. 
 The historical record is unclear as to the precise family relationship 
between Mordechai and Achashverosh, but they were definitely in-laws 
and they cared for the same woman. 
 Mordechai was appointed as a chief adviser and negotiator in the 
king’s inner circle, in part because he had been instrumental in saving the 
king’s political life. He thwarted the designs of elements engaged in a 
vitriolic, indeed poisonous, campaign against the king. 
 Mordechai bought a home within Shabbat walking distance of a shul 
in Shushan, and even had kosher food brought into the palace. He was 
believed to have the king’s complete confidence, and was given 
responsibility for the “Zion file.” 
 Orthodox Jews such as Joseph in Egypt and Daniel in Babylonia had 
previously achieved high positions of political influence, so this was not 
unprecedented. Never before, however, had an Orthodox Jew been so 
close to the seat of power through family connections. 
 Many Jews thought that, with one of their own in the royal palace, 
their dreams would be realized imminently, including the reestablishment 
of Jewish state sovereignty over the entire Land of Israel and the 
rebuilding of the Temple in Jerusalem. 
 Alas, this was not immediately to be. Internal as well as international 
political considerations restricted Jewish gains to “half the kingdom.” 
More complete realization of Jewish dreams would have to wait for the 
reign of Cyrus II, who was probably a (Jewish) descendant of 
Achashverosh. 
 Meanwhile, Mordechai imposed new taxes on behalf of the king, and 
bolstered its military. He brought some order into palace decision-making, 
limited the king’s drinking and texting, and overall helped Achashverosh 
become a great king. 
 Quietly, he also sought to bolster the Jewish settlers in Zion, allowing 
them to expand their pioneering presence in Jerusalem and Judea (and E-
1). Within a few hundred years the fledgling Israeli state became the seat 
of the men of Great Assembly, the great sages who renewed the face of 
Judaism and Jewish Peoplehood forever.   (Jerusalem Post Mar 9) 
Note: All characters appearing in this column are biblical. Any 
resemblance to 21st century persons is purely coincidental. 
 

 
Fake Demography        By Michael L. Wise 

There is now almost unanimous rejection of the “two-state solution” 
—  the creation of a sovereign Palestinian state on any part of the former 
west bank of the Hashemite Kingom of Transjordan (Judea and Samaria). 
Regional violence and terror has made it clear to almost all objective 
observers that a Palestinian state would ultimately fall into the hands of 
terrorist entities such as Hamas, Fatah, ISIS, Hezbollah or al-Qaida, and 
would result in a catastrophic conflict. 
 The “one-state” alternative, according to which Israel declares 
sovereignty over Judea and Samaria, would — say both well-meaning 
friends of Israel and its enemies — immediately or shortly thereafter 
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create an Arab-majority state, ridding the country of its Jewish identity. 
Furthermore, it has been said, failure to grant full citizenship to all residents 
of the West Bank would turn Israel into an “apartheid state.” 
 Politicians on the Right and Left warn that if Israel declares sovereignty 
over Judea and Samaria, it would face a demographic catastrophe, either as 
a result of the current Arab majority west of the Jordan River, or because of 
Arab fertility rates. 

These warnings are based on the efforts of fake demographers with 
faulty and even deliberately skewed analyses, however. Back in the 1980’s, 
highly acclaimed Israeli demographer Sergio DellaPergola declared that, 
within a few short years, there would be an Arab majority inside Green 
Line Israel. DellaPergola, a professor of statistics and demography at the 
Hebrew University, followed in the tradition of his professor and mentor, 
Roberto Bachi, who in 1947 advised David Ben-Gurion not to declare a 
sovereign Jewish state. He warned that there was no way that a Jewish state 
with fewer than 650,000 Jews could survive in a sea of 1.3 million Arabs 
west of the Jordan River. The other promoter of fake demography, Arnon 
Soffer, a professor of geography at Haifa University, declared in 2000 that 
there was already an Arab majority west of the Jordan River. 
 I walked out of a meeting with Soffer in 2003 shaking, thoroughly 
convinced that Israel faced an imminent demographic catastrophe. Soffer 
told me that he spoke weekly with Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, and took 
credit for the barrier separating Green Line Israel from the West Bank. He 
explained that was neither a border nor a security barrier, but rather a 
demographic one, to prevent the Arab majority from overwhelming the 
Jewish state. 
 As chance would have it, shortly thereafter Yoram Ettinger introduced 
me to Bennett Zimmerman, who had embarked on an independent endeavor 
to learn the facts about the demography of Judea and Samaria. I joined 
Bennett on this exciting journey. We discovered that a great fraud had been 
promulgated on the Israel political establishment by fake demographers. 
Our research (published with by the BESA Center think tank at Bar-Ilan 
University) revealed that, as of December 2004, there were 1.41 million 
Arabs in the West Bank and 1.08 million in Gaza and not — as 
DellaPergola and Soffer were claiming — 2.42 million in the West Bank 
and 1.41 million in Gaza. 
 In January of 2005, we presented our findings to the American 
Enterprise Institute, whose leading demographer, Nicholas Eberstadt, 
verified them. We were then summoned to present them to Knesset 
committees, alongside DellaPergola and Soffer. After numerous public 
debates with them, they formally acknowledged that they had never 
engaged in any independent research; they simply accepted the fallacious 
statistics of the Palestinian Authority — which, of course, has a great 
interest in exaggerating the number of its residents. 
 Nor were DellaPergola and Soffer the only ones to be duped by the 
PA’s fake numbers. Israeli politicians and members of the military — many 
of whom supported the two-state solution — also subscribed to them, as did 
the CIA and US State Department. (We were informed by officials that the 
Washington establishment’s policy was not to contradict numbers released 
by local “government” agencies.) 
 Initially, our research and conclusions were not analyzed, and we were 
accused of being “amateurs,” “dilettantes” and “pseudo demographers.” 
Though it is true that I am a quantum physicist and not a demographer, our 
work was quite basic. With a valid starting point (in our case, the data 
released until December 1995 by the Israel Central Bureau of Statistics, a 
globally recognized professional entity), one can calculate the population 
using simple arithmetic. We also used quarterly Israel border-crossing 
records and birth and death data from Palestinian health organizations. 
 Still, DellaPergola and Soffer tried to cast aspersions on our findings on 
the grounds that they were “politically motivated.” Ultimately, however, 
they were forced by the facts to admit privately and even, occasionally, 
publicly, that we were correct. This did not prevent them from continuing to 
proclaim that a demographic catastrophe was looming, due to the “fact” that 
Arab women were having at least eight children apiece. This was 
reminiscent of PLO chief Yasser Arafat’s threat that the Arab womb would 
vanquish the Jewish state. 
 Yet, since 2005, anybody conducting a Google search will discover that 
Jewish fertility rates in Israel are unmatched in the developed world — 
currently exceeding 3.15 children per woman — while Arab fertility rates 
in Israel and the West Bank have been following regional and global 
patterns, plummeting to well below three children per woman. Indeed, as 
Arab births in Israel in the past 20 years have remained at about 39,500 
annually, Jewish births have linearly increased from 80,000 per year to 
139,500 last year. 
 Today,there are 6.8 million Jews and 1.7 million non-Jews — including 
Arab Muslims, Christians and Druse — in Green Line Israel. Every year, 
Ettinger and I gather the data, and a simple calculation results in a 
maximum of 1.7 million Arabs on the West Bank. 
 Policy-makers must understand that fake demographic numbers will 
lead to uninformed policies. Ben-Gurion’s courageous decision to declare 
Jewish sovereignty in 1948 can now be contemplated in 2017, without the 
genuine demographic dangers he had to confront. There is now a strong 
tailwind of positive Jewish demographic momentum.  (Algemeiner Mar 3) 

After Decades of Bias, It’s Time to Hold the UN to Account 
By Ben Cohen 

For those of us who spent much of 2016, based upon then-candidate 
Donald Trump’s own bombastic declarations, worrying about the thrust of 
the foreign policy of a future Trump administration, President Trump’s 
address to Congress Feb. 28 provided welcome relief. 
 As ever, precise details were scarce and important shifts of direction 
went unacknowledged, but the underlying message was clear—and 
notably more centrist in orientation. Trump correctly identified “radical 
Islamic terror” as America’s prime enemy, but he also spoke of the 
importance of our “Muslim allies,” thereby offering the clearest 
clarification yet that we are not at war with Islam as a whole. 
 America’s key alliance with Israel—shunted aside by President 
Barack Obama, and veritably demonized by the far-right figures who 
endorsed Trump during the election—was underlined with enthusiasm. 
Trump also gave a thoughtful endorsement of NATO, pointing out that the 
alliance was forged in the bonds of two World Wars and the Cold War. 
This last point was particularly gratifying, as it emphasized the shared 
experience of fighting totalitarianism that remains the foundation of our 
alliances from the Atlantic to the Pacific: a time like now, when we face 
rogue regimes such as Iran and North Korea, is precisely a time to recall 
that history. Revealingly, mention of Russia—touted by candidate Trump 
as an ally in the war against Islamic State even as he poured scorn on 
NATO—was absent from the speech to Congress entirely. 
 If democratic principles are going to inform U.S. foreign policy—if, in 
the words of John Adams, American “benedictions and prayers” will 
reside “wherever the standard of freedom and independence has been or 
shall be unfurled”—then it is right that we recognize the value of our 
historic alliance with our fellow democracies. But affirming those 
principles shouldn’t blind us to to those international institutions that have 
dominated the post-World War II global order, yet are in sore need of 
dramatic reform. 
 The United Nations wasn’t featured as a topic in Trump’s address, but 
his new U.N. ambassador, Nikki Haley, has been making bold efforts to 
revitalize America’s support for Israel from the nadir of last December’s 
abstention on a Security Council vote that harshly criticized the Jewish 
state. Haley has made clear her distaste for the U.N.’s systemic bias 
against Israel; in that vein, the Trump administration is reconsidering its 
participation in the U.N. Human Rights Council (UNHRC), citing that 
body’s obsession with condemning Israel as the main reason. 
 Those who believe that a U.S. withdrawal from the UNHRC would be 
ill-advised and hasty should remember that the council has had more than 
a decade to get its act together. Created in 2006, the UNHRC succeeded 
the former Commission on Human Rights, a body that was similarly 
obsessed with Israel. At the time, there were vague hopes that the UNHRC 
would expend more energy on the gravest abusers, but the wildly 
disproportionate attention upon Israel has persisted. Nor has the UNHRC 
prevented grievous human rights abusers, from Venezuela to Saudi 
Arabia, from serving as members and participating in its decisions—
because in the U.N.’s universe, having an appalling human rights record 
never disqualifies you from judging the human rights records of others. 
 Especially if the record that you are “judging” is Israel’s. 
 If confronting this blatant discrimination against a state that was first 
admitted to the U.N. in 1949 is to be a marker of the Trump 
administration’s approach to the international body, then it’s important to 
realize that the battle is much wider than simply the UNHRC. The deeper 
rot that needs to be addressed set in more than 40 years ago—Nov. 10, 
1975, to be exact. 
 On that date, the U.N. General Assembly passed the Soviet-inspired 
Resolution 3379, equating Zionism with racism—a resolution that was 
rescinded in 1991. Less well-known is another resolution passed on that 
day—3376, which created the grandly named Committee on the Exercise 
of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People, giving us the unwieldy 
acronym CEIRPP. 
 The “inalienable rights” that this committee represents include, as 
Resolution 3376 makes unambiguously clear, the “exercise by Palestinians 
of their inalienable right to return to their homes and property from which 
they have been displaced and uprooted.” Note the terminology used 
here—not “Palestinian refugees of the 1948 war,” but all Palestinians, 
including those born after 1948 in the Arab world, in Europe, in North 
America and in Latin America. It doesn’t take tremendous insight to 
realize that it is a formula for the elimination of Jewish sovereignty in the 
land of Israel—the very same formula that drives the BDS hate campaign 
against Israel and gives it the undeserved gloss of human rights. 
 For more than 40 years—longer, when you remember that the U.N. set 
up its first Israel-bashing committee, the…wait for it…Special Committee 
to Investigate Israeli Human Rights Practices Affecting the Palestinian 
People and Other Arabs of the Occupied Territories—yes, 
SCIIHRPOAOT—in 1968, the U.S., Israel and other democratic nations 
have devoted precious resources to the U.N. even as it deepened its 
institutionalized anti-Zionism. Since 1979, the CEIRPP has been serviced 
by a Division for Palestinian Rights, churning out an endless stream of 
anti-Israel propaganda through international conferences and publications. 



 (And no, there isn’t a division for Tibetan rights, or for Kurdish rights.) 
 All this costs around $6 million annually. In international 
organizational terms, that’s unremarkable, but when you consider how the 
money is spent, it’s little short of obscene. One would like to imagine that 
fact is one that President Trump will grasp instinctively, and act upon 
accordingly.   (The Tower Mar 5) 
 

 
Kerry's Knee-Capping of Israel        By David M. Weinberg 
 Because the news is elsewhere, few have bothered to pay attention to 
the insider expose on the "Kerry peace process" published in The American 
Interest late last month by Brig. Gen. (res.) Michael Herzog. This is 
unfortunate, since Herzog blows many peace process myths to smithereens, 
and reveals both the artifice of Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud 
Abbas and the chicanery of former U.S. Secretary of State John Kerry. 
 Herzog is a veteran Israeli peace processer, having participated in most 
of Israel's negotiations with the Palestinians, Syrians and Jordanians since 
1993. He processed peace, or tried to, for Prime Ministers Yitzhak Rabin, 
Ehud Barak, Ehud Olmert and Benjamin Netanyahu, and worked closely 
with Tzipi Livni too. He was part of the Wye, Camp David, Taba, 
Annapolis and Kerry rounds of negotiation. He is also the brother of Zionist 
Union leader and Labor Party chairman Yitzhak Herzog. 
 So Herzog is not a right-wing ideologue, and when his narrative 
undermines core beliefs of the global "consensus" against Israel regarding 
the diplomatic process -- and it does -- this should be noted. 
 Herzog details the ups and down of the process led in 2013-2014 by 
Kerry, and layers this on the background of both public and secret talks that 
had been held previously. While he tries to be politically correct -- 
apportioning some blame on all sides for the failure of the effort, crediting 
Kerry for his commitment, and adhering to doctrine about two states being 
the "only" solution possible -- Herzog nevertheless bulldozes a ton of stale 
assumptions and false narratives. 
 Firstly, Herzog tells us that, contrary to what just about every world 
leader seems to think, Prime Minister Netanyahu was extraordinarily 
serious about negotiating peace with the Palestinian Authority, and he made 
significant concessions in the process; so much so, that he still dares not 
admit the details to the Israeli public and to his current coalition partners. 
 It is nevertheless clear from Herzog's telling (and from previous pieces, 
such as the 2014 New Republic expose by Ben Birnbaum and Amir Tibon) 
that Netanyahu was ready to withdraw from vast tracts of Judea and 
Samaria to facilitate Palestinian statehood, venturing "well outside his 
natural comfort zone." 
 Secondly, Herzog makes it clear that Abbas did not really want an 
agreement of any sort, period. He was in the process to cry on the shoulders 
of then U.S. President Barack Obama and Kerry about Palestinian rights; to 
pocket concessions from Israel without being willing himself to 
compromise on any concrete issue or sign on any dotted lines; and to ensure 
failure of the talks with blame heaped on Israel, and thus justify breaking 
previous Palestinian commitments. Abbas pretended to negotiate before 
"losing interest"; used Hamas to doom the talks; and ran to international 
institutions to criminalize and isolate Israel with failed talks as his excuse. 
He still expects the international community to "deliver" Israeli 
withdrawals on a silver platter, without tying the hands of the Palestinian 
state to any concrete end-game commitments. 
 Thirdly, Herzog makes it clear that it is simply not true -- not even 
remotely -- that the parameters for a settlement between Israel and 
Palestinians are "well-known," "clear," "obvious," and "within easy reach" 
if only brave leaders step forward. "Unlike some simplistic notions out 
there," writes Herzog, and despite 20 years of Oslo-era peace processing, 
"the gaps are significant and widened by the weight of history, religion, 
emotions, and domestic politics." 
 Fourthly, the most interesting and disturbing of Herzog's revelations 
relate to the disastrous negotiating dynamics dictated by John Kerry. 
 To begin with, Kerry drove the notion that there was a constant need to 
reward Abbas for coming to, and staying at, the negotiating table. This fed 
Palestinian appetites, and allowed Abbas to continually blackmail the U.S. 
and Israel for concessions and sweeteners (like the release of Palestinian 
terrorists from Israel jails). Then when the talks reached a stalemate, 
Kerry's approach was again to reward the Palestinians for their obduracy 
(by moving American goalposts on the issues and begging Abbas to stay 
engaged), and to punish Israel for its flexibility (by pressuring Netanyahu 
for more sweeteners and concrete concessions). 
 In fact, according to Herzog, Israel began to realize that Kerry was 
negotiating mainly with and against Israel, while conducting substantially 
no such parallel process with Abbas. When the crunch came and it was 
finally time to prod Abbas into accepting a proposed U.S. framework for 
continuing the talks, "it was too little too late. Abu Mazen (Abbas) has shut 
down ... no longer interested or invested in the process." 
 In other words, the gullible Kerry "discovered" only at the end of the 
process that Abbas had been stringing him along with no intention of 
budging. (Herzog also charges Kerry with near-messianic hubris, bull-in-a-
china-shop behavior, mismanagement, and deliberate misrepresentation of 
Israeli positions; all fodder for future analysis. And in my view, Herzog 

does so much too softly). 
 Fifth, up against Abbas in "shutdown mode," Obama and Kerry 
offered-up significant concessions to Abbas in a desperate attempt to re-
engage him. This involved "new ideas and formulations that departed from 
traditional official U.S. positions and tilted towards Abbas' positions 
(including an explicit confirmation of a Palestinian capital in Jerusalem 
and equivalent land swaps) -- positions that were never shared with 
Israel." 
 What happened next? Abbas walked away without acceding to 
America's entreaties, knowing full well that Obama would never blame 
him for failure of the process, and knowing that America's new positions 
were essentially in his pocket. And then, sure enough, Kerry enunciated 
these moves away from Israel as official Obama administration policy, 
when he harangued Israel (and not the Palestinians) in an overwrought 70-
minute sermon at the State Department in December. 
 Sixth and perhaps most importantly, Herzog lays bare American 
unfairness to Israel on the settlement issue. When he testified before 
Congress, Kerry publicly blamed Israeli housing starts in the territories for 
the failure of his negotiating effort. I worked so hard to bring peace, he 
wailed, and then poof, the entire effort went up in smoke because of 
Netanyahu's damned settlements. 
 Kerry's venality here is plain. Herzog makes it clear that Netanyahu 
never promised to freeze settlement construction for the duration of the 
talks. On the contrary: Israel had fully informed Kerry it would announce 
construction of up to 1,500 housing units beyond the Green Line to 
coincide with every phase of terrorist releases. This was the price of 
getting the very controversial and dangerous prisoner releases through the 
Israeli cabinet. 
 In other words, having improperly promised Abbas and foisted upon 
Israel these prisoner releases, Kerry knew that some construction in 
settlement blocs adjacent to the 1967 line (in areas that even Palestinian 
maps in previous negotiations indicated would be part of Israel) would 
follow. Abbas knew this too, and they both went along with this. So, 
settlements certainly were not the main reason behind the failure of the 
talks, Herzog writes. And yet, Kerry's "poof" vindictively and falsely 
pinned the failure on settlement activity; an American crime against Israel 
that has skewed the global diplomatic narrative ever since. 
 In the end, Herzog's essay is more than an impeachment of Obama and 
Kerry. It is an indictment of the overall Oslo paradigm (even though 
Herzog won't say this himself). His essay makes it obvious that, alas, the 
Palestinian Authority under Abbas is not a "willing or capable" peace 
partner for the visible future; isn't truly seeking an end of conflict and all 
outstanding claims; and its bottom-line is nowhere near that of even the 
most flexible Israeli government. 
 Therefore, it is time for a new approach in dealing with the conflict. 
 "The sea changes in relations between major Arab states and Israel," 
concludes Herzog, allow for emergence of a solution strategy "in a 
broader regional context."    (Israel Hayom Mar 9) 
 

 
It's not all about Trump      By Boaz Bismuth 
 Since U.S. President Donald Trump was elected, there have been at 
least 100 threats to Jewish institutions throughout the U.S., and three 
Jewish cemeteries have been vandalized. It's a lot, and it's worrying, but is 
it because of Trump? Did Trump's election create anti-Semitism that didn't 
used to exist? 
 Maybe it's just convenient to puff up the anti-Semitic incidents as part 
of the campaign being waged obsessively against the Trump 
administration while ignoring the 7,000 anti-Semitic incidents that 
occurred in the U.S. under former President Barack Obama, as reported on 
The Algemeiner website. 
 Over the weekend, Juan Thompson, the prime suspect behind some of 
the threats to Jewish institutions, was arrested in St. Louis. How surprising 
-- the person who was supposed to be a Ku Klux Klan member turned out 
to be an African-American former journalist who called white people 
"trash" and has slammed Trump on Twitter. He was fired for being 
untrustworthy, which only exacerbated his opinions of white people, and 
he was acting with the intention of framing his ex-girlfriend. 
 True, Thompson is a suspect in only a small part of the many 
incidents, but his arrest points to two things. First, American law 
enforcement services are working feverishly to arrest those responsible, 
and second, we mustn't jump to conclusions that happen to fit a political 
agenda. Above all, we need to remember that the fact that Trump is 
president does not mean that everything has to do with Trump. 
 Anti-Semitism was not born because of Trump and unfortunately, he 
won't manage to eradicate it. In the time of Obama, anti-Semitism on 
American college campuses flourished under the auspices of the anti-
Israel boycott, divestment, and sanctions movement, but no one ever 
thought of blaming the policies of the administration. 
 Trump has condemned the recent incidents, and even sent Vice-
President Mike Pence to personally help repair some of the vandalized 
Jewish headstones. He also opened his speech to Congress last week by 
condemning the wave of anti-Semitism. I've seen him and his family more 



than once, and I've heard him tell about how he enjoys attending Shabbat 
meals with his daughter and taking part in the kiddush blessing. True, he 
might not have always issued an immediate condemnation, because he is 
the president and he has his hands full, but blaming him and those around 
him for anti-Semitism is like blaming me for cooperating with former 
Libyan dictator Moammar Gadhafi when he was still alive. 
 Since he was elected, a campaign has been waged against Trump that is 
designed to attack his credibility and his ability to function. Hypocrisy is 
running wild, too. Want an example? It's thrilling to see how, since Trump 
was elected president, Russia has become the enemy of the people as far as 
the Democrats and the media are concerned. A reminder: It was the Obama 
administration that wanted to restart relations with Russian President 
Vladimir Putin in 2009. The restart failed, but it allowed the Russians to 
break onto the international stage. In Obama's term, Russia cemented its 
standing in a number of fields -- Syria and Ukraine, for example -- and also 
held a key position in putting together the Iran nuclear deal and seeing it 
implemented. 
 Where is all this headed? We hoped that Trump's speech of unity from 
last Tuesday would calm things down. But the reports about Attorney 
General Jeff Sessions and his alleged ties to Russia, which have become 
part of the hunt against the White House, set Trump's blood boiling, and the 
battles have started again.   (Israel Hayom Mar 5) 
 

 
Avigdor Liberman vs. Israeli Democracy        By Caroline B. Glick     

Defense Minister Avigdor Liberman is in over his head. 
 Few had high hopes for Liberman when he was appointed to his post, 
but most observers on the political Right were willing to swallow the pill of 
having a man with an understanding of military and strategic affairs that 
began and ended with applause lines because his appointment solved two 
pressing political problems. 

Liberman’s appointment to serve as defense minister brought his 
Yisrael Beitenu party into the government, which increased the size of the 
coalition from its razor-thin 61-seat majority to a more healthy 66 seats. 
Moreover, by appointing him, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu was 
able to remove Moshe Ya’alon from the Defense Ministry. Ya’alon had 
become unacceptable to Likud voters due to his rush to convict IDF Sgt. 
Elor Azaria as guilty of criminal wrongdoing last March when Azaria killed 
a downed terrorist who had stabbed a fellow soldier in Hebron. 
 Monday morning Liberman showed that concerns about his suitability 
for his position were spot on. Speaking to reporters at the Knesset, 
Liberman said that growing discussion among leading members of the 
coalition about applying Israeli law to parts of Judea and Samaria must 
stop. “Anyone who wants to apply Israeli sovereignty to Judea and Samaria 
needs to understand that such a step will bring immediate repercussions 
from the new US government,” Liberman alleged. 
 He added, “We received a direct – not indirect – message: ‘Apply 
sovereignty and you will be cutting ties with the new administration.” 
 Liberman’s statement was both ignorant and damaging. 
 It was ignorant because it critically misrepresented how decisions are 
made in US administrations. 
 It isn’t hard to guess which Trump administration official is threatening 
Israel and trying to force the government to abide by the failed and 
damaging policy of surrendering Jude and Samaria to Palestinian terrorists. 
 As defense minister, he speaks to his counterpart, US Defense Secretary 
James Mattis. Mattis is no friend of Israel’s. During his confirmation 
hearings in the Senate, when Senator Lindsay Graham asked him what the 
capital of Israel is, Mattis replied “Tel Aviv.” Mattis also said that solving 
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is a “vital [US] interest.” 
 After being fired from his command of Central Command in 2013, 
Mattis claimed that the US alliance with Israel harms the US. In his words, 
“I paid a military security price every day as the commander of CentCom 
because the Americans were seen as biased in support of Israel, and... 
moderate Arabs who want to be with us... can’t come out publicly in 
support of people who don’t show respect for the Arab Palestinians.”  
 In the same address, Mattis argued that if Israel continues to allow Jews 
to assert their property rights in Judea and Samaria, it will risk becoming an 
“apartheid” state. 
 When President Donald Trump appointed Mattis, supporters of Israel in 
the US were willing to give him the benefit of the doubt and hope that his 
statements were the product of his service in the anti-Israel Obama 
administration and that once liberated from its intellectual straitjacket, he 
would abandon his preposterous positions on Israel. Concern over Mattis 
was abated by the fact that he opposed president Obama’s Iran policy. 
 But last week Mattis made clear that he actually shares Obama’s 
worldview when he decided to appoint Anne Patterson to serve as his 
undersecretary of defense for policy. Patterson, who served as assistant 
secretary of state for Near Eastern affairs under Obama, is a harsh critic of 
Israel and an apologist for the Palestinian Authority’s support for terrorism. 
 In testimony before Congress in April 2014 for instance, Patterson 
defended the PA’s practice of paying salaries to Palestinian terrorists and 
their families. The payments are legitimate, she told lawmakers, because 
“they need to provide for the families.” 

 Last year, when Mahmoud Shalan, a Palestinian terrorist with US 
citizenship was shot by soldiers at a checkpoint after he tried to kill them, 
and later died of his wounds, Patterson demanded an explanation from 
Israel for his death. As Steven Flatow, father of Alisa Flatow, who was 
murdered by Palestinian terrorists in Gaza in 1995, noted in an article at 
JNS news service, Patterson did not demand that the PA provide an 
explanation for why Shalan, who was a resident of the PA, was engaged in 
terrorism against Israelis. 
 Before being appointed to head the State Department’s Near East 
bureau, Patterson served as Obama’s ambassador to Egypt from 2011 to 
2013, during tumult that saw two leaders outed in so many years. 
 Patterson supported the overthrow of long-time US ally then-president 
Hosni Mubarak. 
 She supported the Muslim Brotherhood regime that replaced him. 
 She urged Christians and others who were being persecuted by the 
Muslim Brotherhood regime not to demonstrate against it. She supported 
Morsi’s moves to seize tyrannical power and transform Egypt into an 
Iranian-allied Islamic state. 
 After the military overthrew Morsi and his regime, Patterson 
supported cutting off US military assistance to the regime of President 
Abdel Fattah Sisi. 
 For her pro-Muslim Brotherhood positions, Patterson became one of 
the most hated people in Egypt and a symbol of the Obama 
administration’s abandonment of Egypt. 
 Mattis’s decision to appoint Patterson was rejected by the White 
House, on the basis of Patterson’s record in Egypt and at the State 
Department. 
 The Patterson episode shows that Mattis continues to embrace 
Obama’s policy of supporting Islamists and opposing US allies. The 
White House’s rejection of Patterson shows that Mattis is not in charge of 
policymaking, the White House is. 
 The fact that Liberman has represented Mattis’s threats to Israel as the 
official policy of the Trump administration indicates that he doesn’t 
understand either who Mattis is, or how decisions are made in US 
administrations generally or how they are made in the Trump 
administration in particular. Moreover, by claiming that Mattis’s positions 
are US policy, Liberman insulted Trump, attributing policymaking powers 
to Trump’s appointed adviser that belong to the president alone. 
 Trump, for his part, has clearly not made a determination of where he 
stands on the disposition of Judea and Samaria. But he has made clear that 
he has no intention of striking out at Israel. He similarly made clear that he 
has no intention of maintaining Obama’s position, which Patterson 
communicated to Congress, of supporting payoffs to Palestinian terrorists. 
 If this weren’t reason enough to be appalled by Liberman’s deeply 
destructive statement, the fact is that this isn’t the main problem with it. 
 Liberman’s argument that Israel must maintain allegiance to the failed 
and destructive policy of empowering the PLO lest it wreck its ties to 
America is most destructive because it undermines Israeli democracy and 
Israel’s international position. Liberman’s statement invites – indeed begs 
for – a foreign government to threaten Israel in order to cow elected 
officials and the public into accepting a policy they rightly reject and 
abandoning discussion of an alternative path that advances Israel’s 
strategic interests. 
 In behaving in this manner, Liberman is adopting the anti-democratic 
practice of Israel’s political Left. Incapable of winning the public’s 
support for their obsessive agenda of giving land to Palestinian terrorists, 
for years, leftist politicians like former justice minister Tzipi Livni have 
threatened the public and her fellow elected officials that if they dare step 
away from the disastrous policy, Israeli officials and citizens will face war 
crimes indictments in international courts. 
 To his great discredit, Prime Minister Netanyahu began engaging in 
this sort of behavior recently as he warned that passage of the Settlements 
Regulation Law would expose Israel to war crimes charges at the 
International Criminal Court. 
 Netanyahu was substantively ridiculous. There is no international 
legal basis for such charges. On its own, the ICC would be unlikely to 
initiate such proceedings, given their legal weakness. But by arguing that 
action by the ICC would be a reasonable response to the law, Netanyahu 
created the political opening for anti-Israel lawfare by the ICC. 
 After all, if the prime minister himself is saying such charges will 
ensue, far be it for ICC prosecutors to disagree with him. 
 This practice of alleging foreign opposition – and so inviting 
foreigners to attack Israel – in order to prevent Israel’s elected officials 
from loyally performing their duties in accordance with the wishes of their 
constituents has always been harmful to the country. 
 Liberman’s false statement regarding the purported policies of the 
Trump administration brings this practice to a new low. 
 Liberman should issue an immediate clarification. 

Prime Minister Netanyahu should reject Liberman’s statement. And 
both men should affirm their commitment to Israeli democracy and the 
power of elected officials to determine the course of the nation in 
accordance with Israel law and on basis of their assessments of Israel’s 
national interests.   (Jerusalem Post Mar 6) 


