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Commentary… 

 
Historic Justice for the Jews of Hebron      By Shlomo Puterkovsky 

A few Jewish families took up residence this week in a building 
purchased by Jews with the authority of the Justice Ministry's committee in 
charge of land procurement in the West Bank. 

The procurement process was long and arduous and began in 2012 and 
is in fact not yet complete because it relies on a Jordanian law from 1964 
that deals with property which is not registered to any owner. 

The date the families took hold of the building was chosen because the 
committee finally granted its initial approval, but also because of the 
anniversary of the Hebron massacre that took place 90 years ago in which 
67 Jewish residents of the city were murdered. An event that marked the 
beginning of the end of the ancient Jewish community. 

Jews, for the most part left Hebron, never to return. 
Taking hold of this building, therefore, is symbolic. But it is also 

indicative of the 52-year absurdity that is the question of historic Jewish 
ownership. 

Until 1929 and for hundreds of years, a Sephardi Jewish community 
resided in this town, revered by both Muslims and Jews. 
 Members of the community lived in relative poverty and had over time 
consolidated their meager earnings to buy buildings in the proximity of the 
Tomb of the Patriarchs. 

Among the property purchased by the small community through a trust 
that was formed, was a compound that later became a wholesale market that 
was active until 2000 when the Israeli authorities closed it down in response 
to terror attacks targeting Jews living in the predominantly Palestinian city. 

A new market was opened by Hebron's municipality nearby. The 
municipality was given authority over the compound and granted rights in it 
to local Palestinian merchants before Israel captured the West Bank in 
1967. 

In the 1929 riots, two senior members of the trust were murdered but 
the legal entity still exists today and there is no question that the property 
was purchased by it in accordance to the law. 
 Despite the passage of time, the compound remained closed and 
uninhabited because its Palestinian tenants were given protected tenant 
status by the city during the 19- year occupation of Jordan. 

52 years of Israeli rule have not changed that but now, a legal opinion 
issued by Attorney General Avichai Mandelblit at the request of the defense 
ministry, finds there can be no impediment to the compound being 
developed while still preserving Palestinian tenant rights by building above 
the existing structures. 

However, the government and Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu are 
dragging their feet. 
 While the current Jewish community in the ancient city is working hard 
to purchase more property its members and needs, the large market 
compound remains deserted. 

It is time to give Jews their property lost as a result of the murderous 
attack on their community so it may grow and prosper. 
 The authority lies in the hands of the current Israeli government and its 
leader. They alone can see that justice is done.   (Ynet Aug 30) 
 

 
AIPAC Needs to Live Up to Being the ‘Pro-Israel Lobby’ 
By Morton A. Klein   

The American Israel Public Affairs Committee, commonly known as 
AIPAC, recently made headlines in almost every major media outlet when 
it wrongly and publicly criticized Israel’s just and proper decision to refuse 
to admit Jew-hating Israelophobes Rep. Rashida Tlaib (D-Mich.) and Rep. 
Ilhan Omar (D-Minn.) for a trip to so-called “Palestine” sponsored by a 
terror-promoting group Miftah. The congresswomen’s trip was designed to 
demonize Israel with numerous propaganda events to incite hatred and 
boycotts, divestment, and sanctions against Israel, with the goal of 
ultimately bringing about the destruction of the Jewish state. 
 AIPAC’s unwarranted, highly publicized criticism of the Israeli 
government harmed Israel, American Jews, and the pro-Israel community. 

To many people, AIPAC’s public criticism of the Jewish state was also 

surprising because it 
claims to support the 
policies of the 
democratically elected government of 
Israel. 
 However, its public criticism was 
actually indicative of a longstanding 
problem: On some key, vital, 
existential issues, AIPAC opposes, 
fails to support, or waters down both 

the will of the Israeli people and commonsense positions to protect Israel 
from danger. AIPAC’s stances on these issues are particularly harmful 
because it bills itself as the “pro-Israel lobby,” leading people to wrongly 
believe that all of its positions are shared by the Israeli public and Israeli 
officials. 

Unfortunately, this has been happening for decades. And it has forced 
my organization, the Zionist Organization of America, Israeli officials, 
and other security-minded persons to have to battle against AIPAC 
policies that harm Israel’s safety. 
Some past examples: 
 AIPAC’s harmful lobbying for a Palestinian-Arab state in Judea-
Samaria (the “two-state solution”): This past March, AIPAC asked its 
thousands of policy conference attendees to lobby for purported “anti-
BDS” House Resolution 246. This resolution was titled “Opposing efforts 
to delegitimize the State of Israel and the Global Boycott, Divestment, and 
Sanctions Movement targeting Israel,” and should have solely dealt with 
the subject in its title — namely, opposing BDS. However, there was a 
dangerous insertion into this resolution promoting a so-called “two-state 
solution” — the Orwellian term for creating an Iran-Hamas Palestinian 
Arab terrorist state. AIPAC conference attendees, whom ZOA spoke with, 
thought that they were solely lobbying for an anti-BDS resolution and 
were unaware that they were also lobbying for the creation of a 
Palestinian-Arab terror state. 
 ZOA publicly urged AIPAC to either remove the Palestinian state 
language or to stop lobbying for a resolution with such harmful, dangerous 
language. ZOA pointed out that the creation of a Palestinian-Arab state, 
which would place all of Israel in closer range of terror groups’ rockets, 
was a greater danger to Israel than even BDS. Polls show that between 
two-thirds to more than 90 percent of the Israeli public opposes the 
creation of a Palestinian Arab state. The ruling Israeli party, Prime 
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, and the 2016 Republican platform likewise 
oppose such a state. 
 AIPAC ignored ZOA’s repeated pleas, the Republican Party platform 
and the will of Israel’s people. Instead, AIPAC continued to lobby for and 
obtained passage of the resolution with its dangerous Palestinian-state 
language. 
 AIPAC also ignored 21 Israel Knesset (parliament) members who 
wrote a letter to Congress opposing the Palestinian state insertion into the 
anti-BDS resolution. Similar to ZOA’s statements, the Knesset members 
wrote: 
 We would like to make our position clear that the establishment of a 
Palestinian state would be far more dangerous to Israel than BDS. Pressure 
to establish a Palestinian State … opposes the position of the Government 
of Israel and also opposes the position of the majority of the public in 
Israel. … Such a state would undoubtedly be a dysfunctional terrorist 
state, which would distance peace and undermine stability in the Middle 
East. … [T]he affirmation of support for establishing a Palestinian state is 
so dangerous that we respectfully request that you take that into 
consideration, and in the future avoid determining that establishing an 
additional Arab state on territory that is the Land of Israel is part of the 
solution to the dispute. 
 The author of the Knesset letter, moreover, openly stated that AIPAC 
misleads Congress, saying: 
 Unfortunately, in recent years AIPAC has been promoting the two-
state solution independently. AIPAC misleads US elected officials and 
presents the two-state solution as an Israeli interest and position of the 
State of Israel, even though the two-state solution is not the policy of the 
State of Israel, does not appear on the government’s platform, and is not 
part of the US position, and the US President even removed it from the 
National Security Strategy Report. … This is scandalous.” 
 Likewise, during AIPAC’s policy conference the previous year 
(2018), AIPAC’s CEO gave a speech promoting Palestinian-Arab 
statehood, ignoring the pleas of Israeli government officials, and contrary 
to the American and Israeli positions. 
 AIPAC wouldn’t support the Taylor Force Act for a year until it was 
weakened to allow the Palestinian Authority to receive the most US 
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funding: AIPAC rejected ZOA’s repeated requests to support the initial 
strong form of the Taylor Force Act, which conditioned all of the annual 
$500 million of US funding to the Palestinian Authority on ending its 
heinous $400 million per year “pay to slay” awards to Arab terrorists who 
murder Jews and Americans. AIPAC instead waited until the bill was 
watered down, so that only a small part of the US funding to the PA would 
be cut. AIPAC argued that the weakened bill would have bipartisan 
support; however, ZOA pointed out to AIPAC that the original bill already 
had bipartisan support. 
 AIPAC’s failure to support (or take a position) on “settlements” and the 
right of Jews to live in Judea-Samaria: Repeated Israeli governments asked 
AIPAC to support the right of Jews to live anywhere in Judea-Samaria. Yet 
to this day, AIPAC has not supported Israel’s unquestionable international 
right to live and build anywhere there. 
 AIPAC gives platforms to hostile anti-Israel voices: AIPAC 
conferences have given platforms to some voices that are hostile to Israel, 
along with more moderate and legitimate pro-Israel voices. Why does a 
pro-Israel lobby bother to give a platform to those who are hostile to its 
stated mission? Yet, for years, certain staunch pro-Israel groups, such as 
ZOA and representatives of Judea-Samaria communities, have been denied 
platforms at AIPAC conferences and have had to resort to holding events 
“off site.” 
 AIPAC’s silence on key appointments and insults: AIPAC was silent 
about the prospect of anti-Israel Congressman Keith Ellison becoming the 
chair of the Democratic National Committee. AIPAC similarly failed to 
oppose various anti-Israel individuals, such as Charles Freeman and John 
Brennan, from being confirmed to important cabinet posts in the Obama 
administration and prior administrations. AIPAC also remained silent when 
a top Obama administration official called Israel’s prime minister a 
“chicken****.” AIPAC also didn’t speak up to support strong pro-Israel 
attorney David Friedman’s confirmation to become US Ambassador to 
Israel or pro-Israel CIA director Mike Pompeo’s confirmation as US 
Secretary of State. And when the ADL attempted to derail Mike Pompeo’s 
confirmation with absurd accusations of Islamophobia and former hostile-
to-Israel ambassadors tried to block David Friedman’s confirmation, 
AIPAC was silent. It was ZOA that stepped up to the plate, and debunked 
the ADL’s and the former hostile ambassadors’ false assertions. 
 In so many instances, ZOA spoke up and asked AIPAC to do the same, 
but was met with silence. 
 AIPAC’s open, widely covered public criticism of Israel for rightly 
refusing entry to Tlaib and Omar was unfortunately just the tip of the 
iceberg. It’s time to examine other policies that AIPAC needs to change in 
order to live up to its billing as the “pro-Israel lobby.”  (Algemeiner Sep 1) 
 

 
Abbas is Right: It’s Time to Phase Out the PA      By Gary Schiff 

When Palestinian Authority leader Mahmoud Abbas announced in July 
that he was canceling the P.A.’s security cooperation with Israel, veteran 
Israeli journalist Khaled Abu Toameh pointed out that it was the 58th time 
Abbas had made such a threat. When Abbas issues his 59th threat, perhaps 
Israel should take him up on it. 
 Security cooperation is a cornerstone of the 1993 Oslo Accords—which 
have proven disastrous for Israel. Thousands of Israelis have been murdered 
in terrorist attacks as a result of this misguided effort.  
 According to the Social Security 2007 “Civilian Casualties of Acts of 
Hatred” document, the average number of Israeli fatalities due to terrorist 
attacks before the accords was 12.5 per year. After the accords, that figure 
shot up to 106 per year. 
 Maybe it’s time to begin to phase out these horrendous agreements and 
work towards a better solution for both Palestinians and Israelis. 

One potential solution is to find a way of transitioning to working 
directly with local Palestinian community leadership, bypassing the P.A. on 
security and other matters. P.A. security forces can ultimately be supervised 
locally. 
 This is not a new idea. Prior to Oslo this was the Israeli military’s 
recommended plan, but at the time neither the Israeli nor the American 
governments were supportive. 
 The P.A.’s security budget is over $1 billion a year, which includes 
salaries for an estimated 35,000 to 42,000 security personnel in over half a 
dozen organizations. The P.A. leads the world in security personnel per 
residents (only the Vatican and a few islands have higher ratios). Moreover, 
while the P.A.’s security cooperation with Israel has saved some lives, 
according to the Euro-Med Human Rights Monitoring project there are 
serious issues with the P.A.’s record on human rights. 
 Of significant concern, for example, is the P.A.’s policy of imprisoning 
those publicly critical of the P.A. leadership. In addition, $300 million per 
year, or 7% to 10% or the P.A.’s annual budget, is spent in stipends to 
terrorists in Israeli prisons, and to the families of terrorists that died in 
attacks against Israel. 
 Further P.A. funding goes to support the salary of many Muslim 
preachers, or imams. Their Friday sermons are often based on P.A.-
provided talking points, and their incitement can lead to murder. Even the 
United Nations has voiced concerns about hate speech emanating from P.A. 

leadership, and about that hate speech finding its way into school 
textbooks. 
Here are several other reasons to support the idea of phasing out the P.A.: 
 The idea of a singular Palestinian people is a recently created one. 
Culturally, those who live in Hebron have little in common, and little 
affection for, those who live in Ramallah. The same is true for each of the 
major enclaves throughout Judea and Samaria. 
 According to former U.S. Pentagon Advisor on Islamic Affairs Harold 
Rhode, the families of one city in Judea and Samaria will not let their 
children marry those from another city in Judea and Samaria, so high is 
the contempt with which they view each other. Their family connections 
are with sister cities directly east in Jordan, not with cities in Judea and 
Samaria. 
 Mordechai Kedar, a noted Israeli expert on Islamic culture, is 
advocating for a demilitarized “Palestinian emirates” concept for this 
exact reason. He notes that that the place of greatest peace and stability in 
the Middle East is where each tribe governs itself; i.e., the United Arab 
Emirates. 
 One would think that because of the P.A.’s ability to attract billions in 
aid, important infrastructure projects and parks would be built and hence 
they would be well supported by the Palestinian people. Yet recent polls 
by the Palestinian Coalition for Accountability and Integrity (AMAN) 
show that a whopping 81% of Palestinians do not trust the P.A. 
government. 
 Other polls indicate that almost two-thirds want Abbas to resign. 
Abbas, who is 14 years into a four-year term, has a reported net worth of 
over $100 million (according to Muhammad Rashid, head of the 
Palestinian Investment Fund). “Castles” dot Judea and Samaria where the 
Palestinian leadership lives. Abbas recently purchased a $50 million 
airplane and was building a $17.5 million home on a palatial estate, with 
four stories and two helicopter pads, until the “Palestinian street” erupted. 
Following the “eruption” the P.A. leadership decided the estate would 
serve as a library. 
 Finally, underlying the territorial dispute between Israel and the 
Palestinians there is a religious dispute. The Koran calls for advancing 
Muslim law around the world. Israel was, for a time, under Muslim law, 
and now is not. This is forbidden in Islam. 
 At the same time Muslim leaders respect strength and religious Jews 
who understand their culture and speak their language. If there were some 
level of local stability, there might be a chance for dialogue among local 
religious leaders. For example, in Hebron there is an occasional spark of 
such discussion between religious Jews and religious Muslims. There is 
little chance of any type of dialogue, however, when the P.A. leadership 
incentivizes the killing of Jews and maintains a singular focus on 
destroying the Jewish state. 
 Both Arabs and Jews stand to gain much by Israel transitioning to a 
different peace partner; namely the individual cities of Judea and Samaria. 
Working directly with local leaders instead of the P.A. could be the first 
step. So the next time Abbas proposes canceling security cooperation, and 
hence the Oslo Accords, perhaps we should agree with him and pursue a 
more viable alternative.   (JNS Sep 1) 
 

 
Puncturing the Big Lie of Palestinian iIentity      By  Melanie Phillips  

Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas recently claimed that 
the Palestinians were the descendants of the Canaanites. “This land is for 
its people, its residents and the Canaanites who were here 5,000 years ago 
– and we are the Canaanites!” he declared, vowing that every Israeli stone 
and house “built on our land” would end up “in the garbage dump of 
history.” 
 Any Western Palestinian supporter might have been left somewhat 
perplexed. After all, it’s an article of faith among those hostile to Israel 
that the indigenous inhabitants of the land are Palestinian Arabs who have 
been supplanted by Jewish occupiers. 

Since Canaanites were said to have been conquered by the Jews, 
Abbas is laying claim to Canaanite ancestry to give the Palestinians a prior 
right to the land of Israel. But if they were actually Canaanites, then they 
can’t be Arabs, who many centuries later came, as the name implies, from 
the Arabian Peninsula, just as the Philistines, from whom in other moods 
the Palestinians also claim to have descended, came from Crete. 

Abbas’s argument is, of course, ludicrous. The fact is that the Jews 
were the only people for whom the land of Israel was ever their national 
kingdom, several centuries before the creation of Islam. 
 The Jews are the only extant indigenous people of the land. Palestinian 
identity was invented in the 1960s in order to destroy the Jews’ claim to 
Israel and airbrush them out of their own history. 
 From time to time, this inconvenient historical truth has been blurted 
out by Arabs themselves. In 1937, a local Arab leader, Auni Bey Abdul-
Hadi, told the Peel Commission, which ultimately suggested the partition 
of Palestine: “There is no such country as Palestine! ‘Palestine’ is a term 
the Zionists invented!” 
 In 1977, PLO executive committee member Zahir Muhsein said: “The 
Palestinian people does not exist. The creation of a Palestinian state is 



only a means for continuing our struggle against the state of Israel for our 
Arab unity. … Only for political and tactical reasons do we speak today 
about the existence of a Palestinian people, since Arab national interests 
demand that we posit the existence of a distinct ‘Palestinian people’ to 
oppose Zionism.” 
 In 2012, Hamas Interior and National Security Minister Fathi Hammad 
said: “Brothers, half of the Palestinians are Egyptians and the other half are 
Saudis. Who are the Palestinians? We have many families called Al-Masri, 
whose roots are Egyptian. Egyptian! They may be from Alexandria, from 
Cairo, from Dumietta, from the north, from Aswan, from Upper Egypt. We 
are Egyptians. We are Arabs. We are Muslims.” 
 All of this has been totally ignored by Westerners who continue to 
promote the Palestinians’ fictitious identity. Now, however, a stunning if 
inadvertent acknowledgment of the truth has emerged from an unlikely 
source. 
 Nazmi al Jubeh, an associate professor of history and archaeology at 
Birzeit University outside Ramallah, told a UN conference last June that 
there was no evidence linking the Jews to Jerusalem. 
 Thus far, so predictably mendacious. But thanks to the Elder of Zion 
website, a piece has now surfaced written by al Jubeh in 2006 in which he 
demolished the myth of Palestinian identity and made plain that it was 
invented solely to destroy Zionism and Israel. 
 Not that he acknowledged the Jews’ own history in the land. He made 
correct but passing reference to the Romans renaming Judea as “Palestina” 
in order “to challenge the memory of the Jews” after the Romans put down 
“the Jewish rebellion.” 
 Yet he didn’t provide the context for this by explaining that the Romans 
had crushed the Jewish kingdom, which had existed for centuries before 
being conquered in turn by successive waves of colonial invaders. 
 Instead, he claimed that the “Palestinian Jews, an essential component 
of the Palestinian people, started at the beginning of the twentieth century 
to identify themselves with the Zionist movement, thus separating 
themselves from the rest of their own people … ” 
 Despite this egregious and absurd falsification of Jewish history, the 
striking element of al Jubeh’s account is his admission of what we know to 
be objectively true – that, from the earliest times, there was no Palestinian 
identity. 
 Those living in Palestine from the time of the Romans, he wrote, were 
“mostly part of a greater regional or international political entity, which 
usually housed several nations, ethnic groups, and cultures.” 
 
Similarly, today’s Palestinians, he wrote, “are the result of accumulated 
ethnic, racial, and religious groups, who once lived, conquered, occupied, 
and passed through this strip of land. 
 “Wars and invasions have never totally replaced the local population in 
any period of history; they rather added to, mixed with and reformulated the 
local identity. The Palestinian people are the Canaanites, the Philistines, the 
Jebusites, the Assyrians, the Babylonians, the Egyptians, the Aramaeans, 
the Greeks, the Romans, the Byzantines, the Arabs, the Turks, the 
Crusaders, and the Kurds, who once settled, conquered, occupied or just 
passed through Palestine.” 
 What gave the Palestinians their identity, he said, was their “struggle” 
against Zionism and the State of Israel. “There is no way to understand this 
identity apart from the conflict.” 
 It became internationally recognized as “a symbol for liberation and for 
the anti-colonial struggle.” Only after the 1967 Six-Day War did the 
Palestinians start trying to flesh this out by self-consciously developing 
artistic expression, architecture, and local history. 
 More sharply still, al Jubeh wrote that if the history of the region after 
the First World War had been different, the Palestinians may not have 
chosen a state in which to express their identity. 
 For decades, they marketed the conflict with Israel as “Arab-Israeli” 
and not as “Palestinian-Israeli.” The idea of a state of Palestine, he wrote, 
only emerged in the mid-1970s when Palestinian identity became 
politicized around the heavily promoted image of “a fighting nation seeking 
freedom.” This aspiration became the major vehicle in forming the 
Palestinians’ current sense of themselves. 
 In other words, Palestinian identity has no meaning except as a 
movement to deny the right of the indigenous Jewish people to their own 
homeland. 
 The Palestinians’ claim to be the rightful inheritors of the land lies at 
the very heart of the Western animus against Israel. It represents one of the 
most successful, if fiendish, propaganda achievements ever to have been 
pulled off – to have persuaded millions of people that this ludicrous 
falsehood is an unchallengeable truth. 
 All the malicious libels and distortions thrown at Israel by Western foes 
to delegitimize and destroy it rest on this historical lie. Claims that Israel is 
occupying another people’s land, that its actions are illegal, that it behaves 
with the cruelty and ruthlessness associated with colonialist invaders – all 
of this and more rests upon the belief that the Palestinians are the rightful 
inheritors of the land. 
 It is the foundation stone of a cause that Western liberals believe 
defines them as anti-colonialist defenders of the rights of indigenous 

peoples. 
 But it’s the Palestinians – and behind them the Arab and Muslim 
world – who are intent on colonialism and depriving the Jewish people of 
their rightful and historic homeland. And it is support for that ignoble 
cause more than any other that has destroyed the moral compass of the 
West.    (Israel Hayom Aug 30) 
 

 
A New Existential Challenge     By  Maj. Gen. (res.) Gershon Hacohen    

Ever since the Israeli attack on the outskirts of Damascus at the 
beginning of this week, discussions in Israel have focused on Hezbollah's 
expected response. Even if the response is harsh and painful, heaven 
forbid, none of the sides involved are interested in things escalating to the 
point of war. And yet, the longstanding trends coming out of Iran's 
leadership for the building of a regional system that threatens Israel's 
existence and prosperity will continue to develop. It is worth offering our 
strategic opinion on the strategic significance of this new and growing 
threat. 
 With the Syrian civil war now fading and with Hezbollah and Syria 
doing Iran's bidding, the northern sector is undergoing a potential quantum 
leap in terms of the threat presented to Israel. From the south, Hamas and 
Islamic Jihad forces have joined the effort in the Gaza Strip, as another 
operational front that demands Israel prepare one again for a war on 
multiple fronts. The last decade, which saw years of fighting in Syria, 
gave Israel a sense of relief, with the assessment being that the existential 
threat was fading. 

But in the meantime, a three-pronged system of threats is now coming 
into being: The first is the full-scale threat of unprecedented proportions 
from advanced precision rockets. These are organized offensive 
operational outlines that have already been set up to target strategic sites 
deep inside Israel, like air force bases, military headquarters, power 
stations, airports, and population centers. This threat sees Israel flanked on 
all sides – from Lebanon, Syria, the Gaza Strip, and more recently, a 
Shiite militia base in Iraq. 

The second component: Iranian efforts through the use of Hezbollah 
forces and Shiite militias to create an additional terrorist front on the 
Golan Heights to be used for ground strikes into Israeli territory, in a 
direct threat to the communities on the confrontation line on the border 
with Lebanon and Gaza. 
 But why are we once again discussing an "existential threat"? Israel is 
stronger than ever, a genuine regional power. As Democratic Union 
member and former Prime Minister Ehud Barak wrote in a piece in 
Haaretz last weekend: "The external threats are many and evolving. They 
must not be underestimated, but I can say with authority – and not just as a 
political stance – that none of them constitute an existential threat to 
Israel's future, strength, or power." 
 Well, even the term "existential threat" demands contextual 
interpretation and critical investigation. True, this is not the existential 
threat of the operative kind we saw in May 1948. But since that time, and 
inspired by Egyptian President Anwar Sadat's decision to launch a war 
against Israel in October 1973 to regain control of the Sinai Peninsula, 
neither Hezbollah nor Iran are looking for a war to this end. We should 
look at Sadat's orders to his armed forces at the time: 
 "The strategic objective … to undermine Israel's defense doctrine 
through military action in accordance with the possibilities of armed 
forces, with the aim of inflicting heavy losses on the enemy and 
convincing them that the continued occupation of our lands demands too 
high a price." 
 This is to a great extent the Iranians' thinking, which is now also 
shared by Hezbollah and Hamas. By building up forces around Israel, the 
system could disrupt daily routine at any moment. It is in this way that the 
"war of attrition" on Israel is aimed at curbing and slowing its prosperity. 
This trend relies on a missile-based balance of terror, which forces Israel 
to avoid retaliatory action beyond mutual containment as much as 
possible. As a long-term process, this growing threat is gnawing at the 
Jewish people's hopes for a safe and prosperous homeland. 
 With this kind of threat being organized under Iran's guidance and 
supported by advanced technologies the likes of which are now in every 
individual's reach, the State of Israel must rise to this new existential 
challenge.    (Israel Hayom Sep 1) 
 

 
Hezbollah’s Demographic Problem Explains its Restraint 
By Hillel Frisch    

Israel’s alleged three-pronged attacks in the last two weeks in Syria, 
Iraq and above all, in Dahiye, the vast Beirut Shi’ite neighborhood where 
the Hezbollah is headquartered above and below ground, was met with a 
very limited Hezbollah response. An IDF truck was stuck by two missiles 
with the obvious objective of killing Israeli soldiers in retaliation of the 
killing of two Hezbollah soldiers in an Israeli attack on Syria. The limited 
response against military personnel only sent a strong signal, 
acknowledged by the Israeli side that Hezbollah wanted to avoid 
escalation that could lead to all-out war.  



 Presumably, the attack violated Hezbollah’s redlines in order to destroy 
equipment that would have facilitated the local manufacture of precision-
guided missiles that could render Israel’s key strategic infrastructure – 
power plants, airbases, sea and air-ports – so vulnerable. 

Israel, then, felt compelled to do the same as it had been doing for 
nearly two years in Syria, in Lebanon as well. 
 There are several reasons why Hezbollah is restrained, but probably, the 
most important has to do with Hezbollah’s demographic predicament. 
 Despite pretenses of being an all-encompassing Islamic resistance 
movement – direct reference to Shi’ites almost never appears in the rhetoric 
of the organization’s leaders or its rank-and-file and instead, conjured Pan-
Islamic enemies, most prominently, Israel, are its focus – Hezbollah is 
perceived in Lebanon and beyond in almost strictly sectarian terms as an 
exclusively Shi’ite organization. 
Only Shi’ite organizations feature on their opening pages the photos of 
Ayatollah Khomeini and present day spiritual leader, Ayatollah Khamenei, 
as well as supply direct links to speeches they make; carry in detail news of 
Sunni regime suppression of Shi’ites in Bahrain and Saudi Arabia; and 
carry articles that advocate the rule of the Supreme Jurist, which Khomeini 
propagated but arouses antagonism not only among Sunnis, but among a 
considerable segment of Shi’ites in Iran, Iraq and Lebanon as well. 
Hezbollah has also been at odds, often violently, against the Sunni 
community, especially in Tripoli, Lebanon, where Hezbollah has – since 
1984 – sided with the small Syrian-backed Alawite community against the 
Sunni majority at the bidding of the Syrian regime. The Hezbollah-Sunni 
rift widened to include suppression of Sunni fundamentalist organizations 
in the South and later still to the mainstream Sunni political organizations, 
culminating in the assassination of Sunni Lebanese prime minister Rafic 
Hariri in 2005. 

Relations are equally tense with most of the Christian and Druze 
communities, though Hezbollah has succeeded in allying with Maronite 
former Lebanese Armed Forces General and current President Michael 
Aoun and his supporters. 
 What this all means is that Hezbollah’s recruitment pool is strictly 
limited to the Shi’ite community in Lebanon. 
 And there is the rub. Not only is the Shi’ite community relatively small, 
between a million to a million-and-a-half souls, it is suffering from a 
rapidly declining birth rate very much similar to the declining fertility rate 
in Iran, the only large country with a Shi’ite majority. 
This declining Shi’ite birth rate, from five to six children per woman of 
child-bearing age in the 1980s to less than the 2.05 that is needed to 
maintain the existing population 25 years later, has many implications. 

By far, the most important restraint for Hezbollah is that small families 
are reluctant to sacrifice what is all too often their only son in a society 
where the two child family becomes the norm. 
 We know this from Israeli data. Every year, the IDF identifies the high 
schools with the highest percentages of male graduates that volunteer in 
fighting units. Five to seven of these high schools are both religious and 
situated in Judea and Samaria and seven to nine of the 10 belong to the 
National-Religious sector. The common denominator is these high schools 
is that these recruits come from larger families than from secular schools. 
 Hezbollah has been sacrificing Shi’ite blood for the last 37 years, with 
only a brief hiatus to such blood-letting for five short years between the 
Second Lebanon War in 2006 and the outbreak of the Syrian Civil War in 
2011. 
 The ardor to sacrifice is hard to maintain. A look at how hard Iran 
strives to get non-Iranian Shi’ites to do its battles after suffering hundreds 
of thousands of dead in its prolonged war with Iraq over 30 years ago 
demonstrates this simple fact. This was what 1973 was to many Israelis 
many times over. 
 Hezbollah is up against a similar problem. 
 It’s also a problem Hezbollah hardly can counter. Declining birth rates 
are the result of urbanization. Most Lebanese Shi’ites live in the multi-
storied apartment buildings of Dahiye as opposed to the small villages and 
towns in the past, to which they are bused in on Election Day to vote on 
behalf of the organization. 
 In the city, children can no longer help on the farm, becoming 
consumers rather than producers. The parents want them educated, 
professional and many want to see them in Canada and Australia rather than 
fighting Iran’s wars in Syria, Iraq and in Yemen. 
Hezbollah Secretary-General Hassan Nasrallah also knows that the 
declining reservoir of recruits will also be needed on the domestic front. 
 The balance between Sunnis and Shi’ites has grown in favor of the 
former as hundreds of thousands of Syrian Sunnis found refuge in Lebanon. 
Essentially, the Alawite regime has exported its problem to Lebanon, and 
more specifically to the Shi’ite areas on Lebanon’s eastern border. 
 Hezbollah, then, has not only paid in blood to prop up the Syrian 
regime, it faces a more uncertain future in Lebanon itself as a result of that 
support. Under such circumstances, Hezbollah’s relatively minor attack was 
a reasonable response.   (Jerusalem Post Sep 4) 
The writer is a professor at Bar-Ilan University’s Departments of Political 
Studies and Middle Eastern Studies. 
 

How the UK Got Here: The Normalization of Anti-Semitism in 
England        By Josh Lee    

It used to be that the stench of antisemitism rotted the credibility of 
any person, institution or political party. A leprosy that was visible for all 
to see and avoided like the plague has become a badge of honor that is 
encompassed in all aspects of British society. As painful as it is to admit, 
antisemitism is the new normal and the frequency of incidents has 
skyrocketed to such a level that it has begun to both invigorate allies as 
well as diminish the will to fight on for others.  
 Between 2015 and 2018, incidents of antisemitism in the UK rose by 
74%. Not coincidently, 2015 saw the election of Jeremy Corbyn to leader 
of Her Majesty’s Loyal Opposition. His new Labour Party has seen 
countless accusations of anti-Jewish racism, such that the Equality and 
Human Rights Commission set up by a proudly anti-racist Labour 
government has felt the need to investigate the party for its intrinsic 
antisemitism. The only other party subject to such an investigation was the 
far-right British National Party. But is this a surprise? 

The candidacy of Jeremy Corbyn brought in hundreds of thousands of 
new members with influence over the democratic procedure and party 
policy. These new members weren’t disaffiliated members of society, 
rather extremists who flocked from the Revolutionary Communist Group 
and Socialist Workers Party among others, in order to guarantee the 
leadership of the radical Jeremy Corbyn over a mainstream and electable 
pillar of modern British democracy. When racists are given a home and 
not shown a red card, it legitimizes those views and creates a breeding 
ground with a race to be the most radical.  
 And that is precisely what we have seen. With a leader who writes a 
glowing foreword for a book echoing the taunts of The Protocols of the 
Elders of Zion, is it any surprise that members call for the annihilation of 
the Jewish state and its entire population? Is it any surprise that its 
parliamentary candidates are conspiracy theorists who believe ISIS is a 
creation of the Mossad and that the prime minister is controlled by the 
“Zionist Slave Master’s agenda”? The rotting core of Corbyn’s Labour 
Party has set a societal precedent from which I fear we may never come 
back; it has made antisemitism seem both necessary and normal to many 
people; and it has offered a half-arsed apologetic gesture that has been 
taken as gospel as renunciation of Labour’s actions and its racist 
worldview. 
 When we allow for the election of an antisemite we tell the radicals 
exiled to their houses that their Jew-hatred isn’t to be ashamed of, but 
rather grounds to have you elected to the mother of parliaments. The 
actions and lack of action by Corbyn’s Labour Party with regard to 
antisemitism have acted as a catalyst for racists to seep out of their holes 
and regain platforms to further incite their hatred.  
 The consequences go far and wide, and the normalization of 
antisemitism has spread to our campuses. From Nottingham to Bristol and 
countless places in between, student union officers have been found to be 
antisemitic by their universities’ investigations yet no action has been 
taken. After telling a Jewish student to “be like Israel and cease to exist,” 
Omar Chowdhury’s apology that came as a recommendation of the 
investigation was accepted as sufficient for Chowdhury to continue in his 
role as the University of Bristol Students’ Union’s Black and Minority 
Ethnic officer. Ridiculous right? But this is just one example. There are 
hundreds of incidents taking place on campus that get no coverage 
whatsoever because antisemitism is expected, and universities are 
reluctant to act. And why should they take it seriously when our own 
electorate and political leaders do not?  
 Only when we start taking a genuine zero-tolerance approach to 
antisemitism not just in name, but with substance, will we be able to start 
undoing all the damage that Corbyn’s Labour Party has instigated. That 
means not accepting every apology for antisemitism, it means removing 
antisemites from any position where they can further their agenda, and it 
means restoring our political discourse to that of civility and fact-based 
dialogue as we have had with the once proud Labour Party. 
Latest articles from Jpost 

For our campuses, there is some hope. Universities Minister Chris 
Skidmore wrote to vice-chancellors stating that universities must do more 
to stamp out antisemitism on campus and adopt the IHRA definition of 
antisemitism. This is a necessary step in combating the atmosphere of 
antisemitism swamping our institutions, but this will ultimately depend on 
the innate nature of vice-chancellors and whether they choose to listen to 
such calls. 
 My own experience tells me that just like the cases at Bristol and 
Nottingham, our entrusted intellectual leaders will be reluctant to act and 
will hope for cases to blow over, mirroring the same action taken against 
the highest profile cases of antisemitism. Jeremy Corbyn’s platform to 
incite has made British society more hostile to Jews than at any other point 
in the modern era.    (Jerusalem Post Sep 4) 
The writer was the Israel and campaigns officer at the Nottingham Jewish 
Society and a 2018/19 CAMERA fellow. 
 

 


