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Bibi, King of Israel      By Liel Leibovitz 
 After 24 hours that would have filled several seasons of a great Netflix 
political drama, the once and future prime minister of the State of Israel, 
Benjamin Netanyahu, has struck a coalition deal with former IDF Chief of 
Staff Benny Gantz, whose Blue and White political party immediately 
disintegrated, thus dealing a lethal blow to the Never Netanyahu alliance that 
has spent the last year and a half feverishly and fruitlessly trying to unseat 
King Bibi. 
 If you’ve been otherwise preoccupied, here’s a very brief summary of 
Israel’s terrible, horrible, no good, very bad month: 
 After Netanyahu won Israel’s third and most recent round of elections, 
Blue and White maneuvered to create a narrow coalition that could finally 
dethrone him. Their only path to power was a partnership with the Arab-
Israeli Joint List, a move many of the party’s supporters—as well as some of 
its senior Members of Knesset—opposed. To rise on the shoulders of an anti-
Zionist party whose members frequently cheer on Palestinian terrorists, went 
their logic, would be unthinkable. 
 Still, with the Joint List’s support, Blue and White could at least make 
Bibi’s life miserable: With a narrow majority of 61 MKs, Blue and White’s 
leaders demanded that the speaker of the Knesset, Likud’s Yuli Edelstein, 
resign. They also insisted on securing for themselves the chairmanship of all 
of the Knesset’s most prominent committees, even though that privilege is 
traditionally reserved to the party with the most Knesset seats, which is 
Likud. 
 These demands incensed Edelstein. The venerable refusnik has been 
serving as the Knesset’s speaker for the past seven years, and is widely 
regarded as a fair arbiter who frequently transcends partisan considerations 
and upholds the letter of the law. And the law, he reminded his colleagues, 
was on his side: According to the Israel’s “Basic Law: The Knesset,” in the 
event of an election, the Knesset has to elect a new speaker prior to 
approving a new government. Nothing, however, indicates or requires that 
this be done any sooner than the moment of approval. With no putative 
government on the horizon, Edelstein said, there was no reason, precedent, 
or law that required him to step down. 
 Blue and White appealed to the Supreme Court. Edelstein submitted his 
written defense, which was rejected less than an hour later—which some 
Israeli legal commentators I spoke with saw as a sign that the court had 
written its brief well in advance. The court’s order was clear: Edelstein must 
immediately hold a vote and select his successor. 
 Rather than obey what he considered a blatant violation of the separation 
of powers, Edelstein resigned. In an uncharacteristically fiery speech, he 
accused the court’s decision of being rooted in “a partisan and extreme 
interpretation” that constitutes “arrogant interference by the judicial branch 
in the workings of the legislative branch.” The decision, Edelstein 
concluded, “undermines the foundations of Israeli democracy.” 
 With Edelstein gone, the Knesset was thrown into turmoil, with the 
Supreme Court apparently usurping another one of the legislature’s own 
functions by appointing Labor’s Amir Peretz as interim speaker. But just as 
Netanyahu’s opponents were celebrating their victory, Gantz delivered a 
shocking twist, accepting Bibi’s offer to become the Knesset’s new speaker 
and join him as second in command in a national unity government. 
According to the reported arrangement, Gantz will serve as foreign minister 
until September of 2021, and then replace Bibi as prime minister. 
 What can we learn from all this Bibi drama? 
 The first, and least profound, insight is this: Bibi is the unquestioned 
sovereign of Israel; a leader whose command of the political arts only grows 
more sure with age. Twenty years ago, as a young Likud princeling, Bibi 
ascended temporarily to the throne, only to be dislodged a mere three years 
later. It would take him an arduous 10 years, beginning in 1999, to climb his 
way back up, first by toiling in the salt mines as Ariel Sharon’s minister of 
finance, then resigning over Sharon’s withdrawal from Gaza, then taking 
over the husk of the Likud party from which Sharon had withdrawn to form 
the now-forgotten Kadima, and then by sitting in fruitless opposition in the 
Knesset after coming in a humiliating third behind Kadima and Labor. When 
he finally formed a government in 2009, a decade after his fall, it was only 
by the skin of his teeth, in a close contest with Tzipi Livni—a forgotten 
politician with very little talent, who actually led Kadima to a one-seat 

victory over Likud. 
Since that time, Israel 
has never had another 
prime minister. 
 The second insight, which is 
equally clear but more profound, 
is that Bibi’s opponents are 
deranged, driven mad by his 
longevity and his success, and 

deluding themselves into believing, in the face of enormous mountains 
of evidence to the contrary, that the seat of power rightfully belongs to 
them. 
 If you’re so inclined, there’s a lot not to love about Bibi, Israel’s 
indispensable man. He’s been in power for 11 years, which is 
Hapsburg emperor territory in a modern Western democracy. He is 
about to go on trial for corruption and has an undoubted taste for 
luxuries like fine watches and cigars. He pals around with cats like 
Hungary’s Viktor Orbán—the bane of liberals everywhere. When 
speaking about Israel’s Arab citizens, he’s sometimes quick with 
phrases that sound to many like good, old-fashioned bigotry and 
incitement. His fanboy-like son trolls lefties on Twitter. His wife is 
widely believed to be a witch. And yet, an overwhelming majority of 
Jewish Israelis can’t imagine life without him. 
 Why? Easy: Because his opponents seem nuts. 
 You could tell just how loopy the Never Netanyahus truly are by 
watching them fume at Gantz—the man who, until a few hours earlier, 
was their sweet prince. Uri Misgav, for example—a senior columnist 
for Israel’s most prestigious newspaper, Haaretz, who in recent weeks 
led a series of demonstrations that defied recommendations to shelter 
in place so as not to spread the coronavirus, and instead marched 
around waving black flags and calling Bibi a dictator. Misgav needed 
no more than a few breaths to describe his former champion in the 
same hysterical terms usually reserved for Bibi. Gantz, he wrote on his 
Facebook page, wasn’t only “a coward, a loser, a schlimazel, and a 
nobody,” but also “a corrupt crook who banded together with other 
corrupt crooks who forcefully rose up to subdue democracy.” OK. 
Except yesterday, you were telling everyone how handsome he is, and 
what a great dancer. 
 The campaign to topple Bibi has subjected Israelis to a year and a 
half of such nonstop shrill nonsense. Rather than wrestle with the hard 
questions that Israel confronts and come up with worthy and principled 
alternatives that might be accepted or rejected by the public, Bibi’s 
detractors, taking a page from the worst of their American resistance 
brethren, preached a single, simple slogan: Rak Lo Bibi—anyone but 
Bibi. They offered no policy proposals, no profound ideological 
disagreements, no vision for a different Israel. All they offered was 
their irrational hatred and their thirst for power, which they arrogantly 
assumed was theirs by right, and had been somehow usurped by the 
man whom Israelis had democratically elected over and over again for 
11 years running. 
 In what Freud might have analyzed as a classic case of the 
narcissistic wound run amok, the Never Netanyahus fell victim to a 
kind of collective insanity rooted in their own sense of virtuous 
entitlement. They ritually demonized the man who “stole” what was 
rightfully theirs, stewing in a toxic brew of rage and resentment whose 
flipside was incessant and empty proclamations of their own 
superiority. While such unpleasant behavior is a normal part of 
adolescence, it’s both bizarre and pathetic for grown-ups, many of 
them in their 60s and 70s—an age which Pirkei Avot gently describes 
as “fullness of years.” 
 The madness of the Bibi-haters did little to inspire confidence in 
normal Israelis. Neither did Benny Gantz. Three election campaigns in 
the space of 18 months had revealed the truth of the man to his fellow 
Israelis: The Bibi-haters’ chosen champion was a tongue-tied general 
with a sad history of mismanaging businesses and an inability to 
master basic political chores like giving an interview or speaking at a 
rally. Gantz was a placeholder for the idea of a candidate, dreamed up 
by a gaggle of political operators—hey, Yitzhak Rabin wasn’t such a 
hot orator either! Despite Israel’s many imperfections, the idea that 
Gantz could magically do what Netanyahu could not or would not 
didn’t wash. 

 Without concrete proposals to counter the Netanyahu 
government’s clear and outstanding achievements—a booming 
economy, warming relations with a number of Arab countries, and 
unprecedented support from the White House that included U.S.-
approved titles to the Golan Heights and Jerusalem—the Never 
Netanyahus turned instead to the Deep Shtetl—where Israel’s police 
bureaucracy, judiciary, and political operatives and schemers meet.       
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The offer there was a chance for unelected bureaucrats and judges to  
taste power and gain some additional validation of their self-importance in 
exchange for indicting Bibi on a parade of mostly empty legalisms, even 
after more than a dozen similar attempts had proved unsuccessful. 
 The weapon they chose to kill Bibi was made of paper. The king won. 
They lost. 
 The next weapon they seized on was more dangerous: The Joint List—
the coalition of Arab parties whose common ideological bond is fierce 
opposition to Israel’s continued existence as a Jewish state. While there are 
Arab parliamentarians on the lists of Likud, the Labor and Meretz coalition, 
and Blue and White, the Joint List is a sectarian mashup whose noxious 
agenda has been lionized by sheep-brained commentators in the woke New 
York Times and the woke New Yorker, even though, or perhaps because, 
the party has rightly been considered beyond the pale in Israeli coalition 
politics. 
 Anyone who needed a reminder that the Joint List is not made up of 
carbon copies of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., Nelson Mandela, Malala 
Yousafzai, and other brave fighters for human equality and justice got it 
this week: In an interview with an Israeli news site, Mansour Abbas, a 
member of the Muslim Brotherhood and the fourth most senior member of 
the Joint List, advocated polygamy, said he supported gay conversion 
therapy, and refused to promise that he will call on his supporters to refrain 
from violently attacking gay pride parades. Not to be outdone, his 
colleague, Aida Touma-Suleiman, called for the repeal of the Law of 
Return, which guarantees every Jew who moves to Israel immediate 
citizenship. Hiba Yazbek, another Joint Lister, expressed praise for Samir 
Kuntar, a terrorist who shot an Israeli man as his 4-year-old daughter was 
watching before smashing the child’s head against a rock, killing both. 
After Yazbek called violence against Israeli soldiers a legitimate form of 
resistance to “the occupation,” she was in fact barred from running for the 
Knesset. The Supreme Court, however, stepped in and overturned the 
decision, again with a questionable legal mandate, allowing Yazbek to run 
while barring right-wing Jews who had similarly insinuated that they 
condoned violence against Arabs, in the apparent hopes of boosting the 
Arab bigot vote above the Jewish bigot vote, to Bibi’s detriment. 
 And yet, as Bibi’s recent triumph shows, the Deep Shtetl never wins. 
The courts, the press, former generals—all are mighty opponents, but none 
are mightier than the millions of Israelis who continue to trust and love 
King Bibi, or at least reluctantly tolerate him. And love him or not, they 
jeer at anyone who purports to know better than they do who to trust with 
decisions that affect their lives and the lives of their sons and daughters. 
Shouting simplistic slogans, demonizing opponents, stamping your feet, 
indulging in narcissistic hate rituals, and then relying on the press and the 
courts to steamroll your political foes—these are not particularly good paths 
to power in a democracy. Thankfully, Israel chose another path, and finally 
has a government. And thankfully, that government is led by the man most 
Israelis consider the best choice for the job.   (Tablet Mar 27) 

 
 
Whitewashing the Holocaust, Anti-Semitism and Bernie Sanders 
By Manfred Gerstenfeld    
 As society grows increasingly complex, becoming familiar with 
semantic tools helps to better analyze current events. It is, for instance, 
important to recognize the variants of recurrent motifs.  
 This is seldom if ever taught systematically. One frequently repeated 
motif used to mislead people is whitewashing. The darker the issue, the 
more whitewashing is applied. To understand this concept more clearly, the 
covering up of issues related to the Holocaust can be used as a good 
example. Among the multiple distortions of the Holocaust, whitewashing 
has a significant place.  
 A few illustrations: In 1985, German Chancellor Helmut Kohl invited 
US President Ronald Reagan for a joint visit to the German military 
cemetery in Bitburg. It aimed to be a symbolic act for the strong US-
German bonds 40 years after Germany surrendered.  
 The initial impression given was that only soldiers and officers of the 
Wehrmacht, the German army, were buried there. The Germans wanted to 
create a distinction between the army – supposedly not involved in war 
crimes – and the criminal SS, which carried out most of the mass murders 
of Jews. This fallacy backfired. Shortly after the visit was announced, it 
transpired that members of the Waffen SS, the military arm of the SS, were 
also buried in this cemetery. This led to huge protests against the visit. 
 In his memoirs, Elie Wiesel devotes an entire chapter to the Bitburg 
affair. He summarizes how Kohl knowingly tricked Reagan into the visit, as 
well as the essence of the whitewashing attempt. The year after the Bitburg 
visit, it also became publicly known that the Wehrmacht had been 
frequently involved in the mass murder of Jews.  
 Yet another illustration of whitewashing concerning the Holocaust: 
The Vatican attempted to pressure Yad Vashem’s museum to change 

the text under a photo of Pope Pius XII. The Vatican wanted to 
whitewash the pope’s wartime behavior. Yad Vashem reacted by 
saying that it was inconceivable that diplomatic pressure should be 
used on a matter of historical research.   
 A third illustration concerns wartime US President Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt. In addition to whitewashing, this involved another 
motif, “deflection.” US State Department officials were blamed for the 
fact that the immigration of Jews into the United States during the war 
was far below the legal limits set by the US Congress. Historians have, 
however, proven that this policy had the full knowledge and approval 
of Roosevelt.  
 Whitewashing is often also an important motif used in denying 
anti-Semitism. This is frequently used together with “minimizing” it. 
The UK Labour party is a prime example. A majority of its members 
are anti-Semitism whitewashers and minimizers. A recent poll by 
YouGov for The Mail on Sunday showed that 53% of Labour 
members believe that the problem of anti-Semitism in the party is 
exaggerated. Another 25% believe there is no such problem at all. Yet, 
a detailed study by scholar Alan Johnson, himself a Labour member, 
has shown that the party is institutionally anti-Semitic. The 
whitewashing/minimizing by the majority of Labour members can be 
considered part of this institutional anti-Semitism. 
 Becoming familiar with these examples of the whitewashing motif 
enables comparison to other contemporary issues. One almost classic 
example from Congress was a statement by the Jewish liberal Rep. Jan 
Schakowsky (D-Illinois), about several of her colleague Ilhan Omar 
(D-Minnesota)’s anti-Semitic remarks. She said “As a Somalian 
refugee from a different culture, Omar has things to learn.” The 
uninformed reader might think that Omar arrived recently in the 
United States. In fact, she has lived in the US since the 1990’s. During 
that time Omar learned to run successfully for Congress – a challenge 
far more difficult than avoiding the use of anti-Semitic comments. 
 In March 2020, Marie Newman defeated the incumbent Democrat 
Dan Lipinski in a hotly contested primary in a Democrat-leaning 
Illinois district. A rapid look at her website shows that Newman 
opposes the violence of both Israelis and Palestinians. Besides that, 
there are no further demands of the Palestinians and many demands of 
Israel. Newman is an extreme whitewasher of the Palestinians by not 
mentioning any of their anti-democratic actions and crimes.  
 US presidential candidate Sen. Bernie Sanders (D-Vermont) is a 
multiple purpose whitewasher. Even today, he is still not willing to 
condemn outright the Cuban leader and mass murderer Fidel Castro. 
Sanders also speaks about respecting the dignity of the Palestinians, 
yet, they have voted in their parliamentary elections to give the 
genocidal Hamas movement a majority. The Palestinian Authority 
leadership glorifies murderers and has “a pay for slay” policy 
rewarding them or their families for murdering Israelis. Sanders also 
calls the Israeli government racist. He whitewashes himself saying that 
he is a democratic socialist in favor of “justice, decency, and human 
dignity.” Yet, democrats do not vilify other democrats while at the 
same time dignifying murderers.  
 Teaching how the whitewashing motif is applied is important for 
those opposed to anti-Semitism. Yet, it is also helpful for anybody 
interested in enhancing their understanding of what is behind the news. 
Teaching this and other motifs by providing extensive examples will 
also be most helpful for schoolchildren. This will enable them to better 
understand the increasingly opaque and confusing society they will 
live in.  (Jerusalem Post Mar 27) 
The writer is the emeritus Chairman of the Jerusalem Center for 
Public Affairs. 

 
 
Israeli Sovereignty and Gantz’s Bad Faith      By Caroline Glick 
 The coalition talks between Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu and Blue and White Party leader Benny Gantz are being 
held behind closed doors. A lot of contradictory information is being 
leaked about the issues on the table and about the form of the deal for 
a unity government being hammered out. 
 But all the leaks are consistent about one aspect of the discussions: 
Gantz and his colleagues oppose applying Israeli law to the Israeli 
communities in Judea and Samaria. This state of affairs is both 
surprising and disturbing.  
 It is surprising that Gantz opposes applying Israeli law to the areas, 
which are home to half a million Israelis, because just two months ago 
Gantz pledged to support the move. 
 On Jan. 27, the day before U.S. President Donald Trump published 
the details of his peace plan, he presented them to Gantz at the White 
House. The plan, which includes U.S. recognition of Israeli 



sovereignty over the Jordan Valley and the Israeli cities, towns and 
villages in Judea and Samaria, assumes that Israel will apply its legal 
code, and through it, its sovereignty to the areas immediately after a 
new governing coalition is sworn in. 
 According to a senior official who participated in Gantz’s meeting 
with Trump, “Gantz committed in the Oval Office that if he became 
prime minister, he would form a government of people that would 
support the deal.” 
 For President Trump and his team, the implications of Gantz’s 
statement are straightforward. Since both Netanyahu and Gantz (the two 
candidates for prime minister) support implementing the deal, the 
administration expects Israel to apply its laws to the areas immediately 
after the next government is sworn in. 
 Accordingly, in February, President Trump appointed a three-
member mapping team, led by U.S. Ambassador David Friedman, to 
work with their Israeli counterparts to finalize the map of Israeli 
sovereignty in Judea and Samaria that the United States will recognize. 
The mapping committee convened multiple times in the lead-up to the 
March elections. 
 In the face of the rash of reports asserting that Gantz opposes 
applying Israeli law in these areas, on Sunday a U.S. administration 
official told The Jerusalem Post that Gantz “came to Washington and 
said he’s in favor of it, and we have not heard anything different from 
him,” adding that “unless he tells us [otherwise], we are proceeding as 
though we have a partner on the other side.” 
 In other words, the Trump administration expects Gantz to keep his 
commitment to the president of the United States. 
 The Americans aren’t making threats. They expect Gantz to treat 
them fairly and honestly. Gantz needs to consider the implications of 
the contradiction between what he told President Trump and what he is 
doing now. 
 Politicians survive by lying to their voters. But it is very hard for 
Israeli leaders who lie to U.S. presidents to succeed in office. 
 Reportedly, Netanyahu has proposed a procedural means to square 
the circle. His offer involves providing all coalition members with the 
freedom to vote as they please on a law to apply Israeli law to the 
Jordan Valley and the Israeli communities in Judea and Samaria. 
 Netanyahu expects that the two right-leaning lawmakers in Blue 
and White, Zvi Hauser and Yoaz Hendel, along with Orly Levy-
Abekasis (an independent lawmaker who split from the Labor-Meretz 
bloc and leans right on diplomatic issues), will vote with Netanyahu’s 
58-member right-wing bloc in favor of the move. Their three votes will 
ensure passage of the measure with a 61-vote majority even without 
Gantz’s support. 
 Although the proposal would technically solve the problem, 
Netanyahu should not rush to solve Gantz’s problem for him. Gantz’s 
opposition to the move isn’t a technical difficulty. It’s a character 
problem. 
 Gantz gave his word to the president of the United State. There 
were no misunderstandings that day in the Oval Office. 
 How can Israel expect to preserve its standing in Washington when 
the politician who is supposed to become prime minister in a year and a 
half is rushing to present himself as a bold-faced liar who went to the 
president’s house and flat-out lied to him about his intentions? President 
Trump is no mere foreign leader. He is the president of the most 
powerful country on earth and Israel’s closest ally. Moreover, he is the 
best friend Israel has ever had in the White House. 
 Gantz isn’t the only one who will be harmed by his behavior. 
Netanyahu risks harming his own standing in Washington and 
worldwide just by trying to cover for Gantz. 
 It isn’t too late to correct this mistake. Gantz can still change his 
position and keep his word to President Trump. For his own good, and 
for the good of the country, he should reverse course quickly, before the 
coalition agreement is finalized.   (Israel Hayom Mar 31) 

 
 
For Israel, Recognizing another Enemy is Second Nature 
By Melanie Phillips 
 Among the world’s democracies fighting the coronavirus, Israel has 
so far been by far the most successful. 
 With a population of about 8.6 million, it had recorded at time of 
writing 33 deaths from COVID-19. The Deep Knowledge Group, a 
consortium of technology and analytics organizations, has ranked it in 
the fight against the virus as the safest country in the world.  
 While Israel’s death toll is continuing to edge up, the country has 
contained the epidemic better than Britain, America or the stricken 
nations of Western Europe. 
 Britain, with a population of some 67 million, had recorded at time 

of writing more than 2,300 deaths from the virus. In the United States, 
with a population of 327 million, more than 5,000 had died. 
 British Jews are being particularly badly hit, with a death rate 
estimated at between six and 10 times their proportion in the 
population—almost certainly through their very close family and 
community bonds. 
 Stubborn synagogue and yeshivah attendance, along with 
overcrowded housing, further help account for the dense virus clusters 
among ultra-Orthodox Jews in New York (as in Israel). 
 Of course, these patterns may change. Both early indifference and 
subsequent lockdowns produce time lags before known cases or deaths 
either spike or plateau. Israel, though, has been ahead of the curve 
from the start. 
 On Jan. 30, it stopped all flights from China. On Feb. 27, it started 
turning away people flying in from Italy, closely followed by 
restrictions on flights from other virus hotspots. 
 On March 9, it introduced mandatory 14-day self-quarantine for all 
flight arrivals and has since progressively increased social isolation 
rules. 
 In the United States, President Donald Trump stopped flights from 
China on Jan. 31. On the same day, health secretary Alex Azar 
declared a public-health emergency, triggering emergency virus 
testing. 
 A Mossad officer described it as the most complex operation he 
had ever dealt with. 
 This turned into an ongoing fiasco since many of these tests were 
duds. Federal institutions such as the Food and Drug Administration, 
and Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, have shown 
themselves hopelessly inadequate for the task at hand. The result has 
been a terrifying upsurge in infection and deaths. 
 After a succession of typically bizarre Trumpian pronouncements 
appearing to minimize the virus threat, the president finally pulled all 
the emergency levers with a support package that gained rare 
bipartisan approval. 
  But with New York in particular all but overwhelmed by the 
outbreak, and with other cities only belatedly taking lockdown 
measures, officials say that America will be lucky if the eventual toll is 
no more than a horrific 250,000 deaths. 
 The behavior of the British government has been even more 
lamentable. On Feb. 21, as cases in Italy began their fateful surge, 
ministers and experts decided that the risk posed by the virus to Britain 
was only “moderate.” 
 In mid-March, however, when Prime Minister Boris Johnson 
finally realized from the Italian death toll that Britain was heading for 
a similar catastrophe, he abruptly changed course and started to 
impose social-isolation rules. Yet even now, Britain hasn’t restricted 
flights from China, Italy or other hot spots. 
 Israel took a different approach from the start because it’s a very 
different kind of society. Unlike the pampered West, Israel 
permanently lives in a state of potential emergency and existential 
threat. 
 From its experience of decades fending off attacks from physical 
enemies, Israel is geared to be proactive against threats to national 
security. Despite its famously dysfunctional politics, it doesn’t flinch 
from taking desperately difficult decisions in order to save lives—like 
shutting down much of its economy. 
 More deeply still, Israel views every unnecessary death as a 
national tragedy. It would be unthinkable for Israel to do what Britain 
did at the start—flirt with the idea that it could sit out the threatened 
epidemic, until enough people had been infected to provide “herd 
immunity” protection, because those most likely to die in this process 
were “only” the old. 
 In stark contrast, because the duty to protect the whole population 
is built into Israel’s DNA, the same military and security forces that 
fight a physical enemy have been deployed to battle COVID-19. 
 So the fabled Israeli spying agency, the Mossad, was instructed to 
scour the world, including countries with which Israel does not enjoy 
diplomatic relations, to obtain virus testing kits and other essential 
medical equipment. 
 The Jewish state is geared to be proactive against threats to 
national security. 
 Accordingly, the Mossad has reportedly brought in from 
undisclosed locations some 500,000 testing kits, which are essential to 
offer a safe route out of lockdown by starting to get people back to 
work. Other such Mossad shipments over the past few weeks have 
included thousands of respiratory and surgical masks, protective 
overalls and, most important of all, dozens of ventilators. 
 Senior officials told the Israeli TV show “Uvda” that, by this 



weekend, the operation would bring to Israel another 2 million masks 
for medical staff, 2 million protective overalls and visors, and a further 
180 ventilators. One Mossad officer described this as the most complex 
operation he had ever dealt with. 
 In Britain, by contrast, serial dithering, chaos and confusion have 
resulted in a disastrous absence of testing facilities and equipment. In 
addition, there’s significant pushback against what needs to be done to 
ensure people properly observe social isolation. 
 In Israel, the public understand from bitter and tragic experience 
that restrictions on everyday freedoms are sometimes unavoidable to 
save lives (although next week’s Passover seder risks putting into 
reverse the country’s gains against the virus if families ignore 
government instructions to celebrate it only with permanent household 
residents). 
 So the police, backed up by army units, have been out enforcing 
social-isolation rules. Crowds have been dispersed from beaches and 
parks; wedding parties have been broken up with the hosts even being 
arrested. 
 Ultra-Orthodox men have been dragged away from prayer or study 
gatherings. This week Bnei Brak, the ultra-Orthodox Tel Aviv suburb 
that has the second most confirmed cases of any Israeli town, although 
it is the ninth-largest in population, was itself subjected to travel 
restrictions. 
 In the United States, police broke up a bat mitzvah in Lakewood, 
N.J., and arrested a Florida pastor who refused to close his church. 
 Israel views every unnecessary death as a national tragedy. 
 On Israeli streets, police officers are stopping drivers and asking 
them where they are going. Hundreds of people have been fined for 
breaking their quarantine. Using intelligence collected from mobile 
phone data, health-ministry officials text people if they have been in the 
vicinity of a virus carrier and tell them to self-isolate immediately. 
 In Britain, however, police enforcement of social distancing has 
provoked an outcry that British liberties are being destroyed, and the 
first step has been taken towards a dictatorship. The former U.K. 
Supreme Court judge, Jonathan Sumption said: “This is what a police 
state is like,” and that reaction to the virus displayed “the classic 
symptoms of collective hysteria.” 
 While some police measures have seemed over the top, such as 
reprimanding people for going out to buy Easter eggs (not “essential” 
items), such fury seems perverse. Most of the British public, however, 
are solidly behind enforcing the rules because they understand that these 
are temporary measures and introduced only to save lives. 
 With Israel showing what can be achieved when a country places 
the saving of human life above all other considerations, it’s those who 
place a higher priority instead on the freedom to imperil others who 
surely display not just hysteria, but something rather worse.(JNS Apr 2) 

 
 
Israel’s Constitutional Crisis has been Postponed, not Resolved 
By Evelyn Gordon 
 After years of leftists crying wolf about democracy being 
endangered, Israel finally experienced a real constitutional crisis last 
week. That crisis was temporarily frozen by the decision to form a unity 
government, but it will come roaring back once the coronavirus crisis 
has passed. 
 It began with Knesset Speaker Yuli Edelstein’s refusal to let the 
newly elected Knesset vote to replace him as speaker and culminated in 
two interventions by the High Court of Justice. I’m one of very few 
people on my side of the political spectrum who considers the court’s 
initial intervention justifiable. But its second was an unprecedented 
usurpation of the prerogatives of another branch of government, in 
flagrant violation of legislation that the court itself deems constitutional.  
 Edelstein’s refusal, despite its terrible optics, stemmed from a 
genuine constitutional concern, and was consequently backed even by 
Knesset legal adviser Eyal Yinon, who had opposed Edelstein many 
times before and would do so again later in this saga. The problem was 
that neither political bloc could form a government on its own, yet the 
proposed new speaker came from the faction of Benny Gantz’s Blue 
and White Party that adamantly opposed a unity government. Thus 
whether a unity government was formed or Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu’s caretaker government continued, the new speaker would 
be in the opposition. 
 But as Yinon told the court, speakers have always come from the 
governing coalition because an opposition speaker can effectively 
stymie all government work. And once elected, he would be virtually 
impossible to oust, since 90 of the Knesset’s 120 members must vote to 
do so. An opposition speaker would thus “hurt democracy,” warned 
Yinon. “We’re planting a bug in the system, and this, too, undermines 

our constitutional fabric.” That’s why Edelstein wanted to wait, as 
Knesset bylaws permit, until a government was formed and could 
choose its own speaker. 
 Yet despite this genuine and serious concern, the fact remains that 
a newly elected majority was being barred from exercising its power. 
Moreover, it had no parliamentary way of solving the problem because 
only the speaker can convene parliament and schedule a vote. Thus if 
you believe majorities should be allowed to govern, the court was right 
to intervene by ordering Edelstein to hold the vote. 
 Granted, the ruling was hypocritical; the court never cared about 
majority rights when rightists were the majority. Moreover, the new 
majority wanted the speakership primarily to pass ad hominem 
legislation barring Netanyahu from forming a new government, and I 
obviously don’t approve of prioritizing anti-Netanyahu legislation over 
both ironclad parliamentary precedent and fighting a pandemic. But 
elections have consequences. And hounding Netanyahu is exactly—in 
fact, almost exclusively—what this majority was elected to do. 
 Nevertheless, judicial intervention in the legislature’s internal 
affairs obviously sets a troubling precedent. Thus Edelstein, who has 
consistently fought executive branch encroachments on parliament (he 
once even threatened a parliamentary boycott of the Independence Day 
ceremony if Netanyahu usurped the Knesset’s leading role), 
considered it crucial to send a strong message against judicial 
encroachment as well. 
 Displaying the guts and smarts he honed against the Soviet Union, 
the former Prisoner of Zion came up with a brilliant solution: He 
resigned. He thereby upheld both parliament’s independence and the 
court’s ruling. 
 Resigning ensured that the substance of the court’s ruling would 
be obeyed: A new speaker would be elected promptly. But the vote 
would stem from standard parliamentary procedure—that’s simply 
what happens when a speaker resigns—rather than court order. And it 
would follow the standard parliamentary timetable—48 hours after the 
resignation was submitted, meaning March 27 at the earliest (and more 
likely March 30, the first regularly scheduled session after the 
resignation took effect)—rather than the court’s March 25 deadline. 
 Yet that wasn’t good enough for Israel’s imperial judiciary. In an 
unprecedented intervention into parliament’s affairs, the court adopted 
an unconstitutional “solution” proposed by Yinon: It appointed a 
“temporary speaker” and ordered him to hold a vote on a permanent 
speaker by March 25. 
 It’s impossible to overstate how outrageous this is. First, the ruling 
flagrantly violated the Basic Law: The Knesset, which the court itself 
deems constitutional legislation. This law mandates a single Knesset 
speaker, but the court created two speakers serving simultaneously: 
Edelstein, who by law retained full powers until his resignation took 
effect, and the temporary speaker, whose authority would be limited to 
holding a vote on a new speaker. 
 Moreover, the Basic Law says the Knesset should elect its own 
speaker. But the justices appointed the “temporary speaker,” Amir 
Peretz, themselves. 
 Finally, implementation of court orders is often delayed for 
various reasons, and the court routinely grants extensions, often 
lengthy ones. Yet in this case, rather than accept a trivial delay of two 
to five days, the justices effectively seized control of another branch of 
government. 
 Anyone who cares about democracy should be appalled by this. 
And the fact that leftists overwhelmingly supported it shows that their 
professed concern for “democracy” is mere camouflage; what they 
want is a judicial dictatorship. 
 It’s unclear what would have happened next had Gantz not 
correctly concluded that Israel couldn’t afford a full-blown 
constitutional crisis while a pandemic raged and taken swift action to 
defer it: He ditched his bloc’s former candidate for speaker, nominated 
himself for the job, and announced that he would join a unity 
government under Netanyahu. This ensured that the speakership will 
remain in the government’s hands. It also temporarily precluded an all-
out court-Knesset war, since his condition for unity was maintaining 
the legal status quo—a price Netanyahu agreed to pay because he, too, 
considers the coronavirus top priority right now. 
 But if rightists were angry at the High Court before, they’re 
incandescent now. Whenever the next election is, this will be a voting 
issue. If the right wins, it will pass legislation to restrain the court. And 
since the court won’t let its excessive power be curbed without a fight, 
it will undoubtedly retaliate by declaring the legislation 
unconstitutional. 
 In other words, the constitutional crisis has merely been 
postponed, not resolved. And it’s likely to get very ugly before it’s 
over.    (JNS Apr 1) 

 


