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Commentary… 

 
The Right Must Act Responsibly     By  Haim Shine   
 Dangerous messianic movements have been part of Jewish history 
for generations. The penultimate one was formed after the Six-Day 
War by politicians, writers and poets. 
 It comprises people who have been hallucinating and daydreamers 
who have tried to convince the public that if we only returned to the 
1967 borders, peace would emerge between Israel and the Palestinians. 
 In their vision, they saw wolves and lambs living together, and 
children joyfully playing with pythons and vipers. Senior defense 
officials joined hands with the killer blood-thirsty Palestinian leader. 
This was a result of intoxication and lack of basic understanding of the 
rules of the desert in the Middle East. 
 But, not unlike other messianic movements, the Left's messianic 
vision went up in smoke. 
 The Left's Palestinian partners made Israel quarrel with the Arab 
states and dragged the Arab Israelis into a very dangerous process of 
Palestinianization. A negligible amount of Israelis still refuses to heed 
the warning. The Left's melancholy has hit the Left's false-peace 
prophets particularly hard and they have recently begun to promote the 
vision of a binational state. A vast majority of Israelis have already 
sobered up to the messianic idea. 
 But it turns out that the Left is not the only one that suffers from 
surreal messianism. Since the 1990s, such a false messianic vision has 
also emerged on Right. Decent, dedicated and ideological individuals 
are certain that they know what God's plan is in detail and have been 
acting on his name. 
 A small but vocal group, which has already toppled a right-wing 
government in the past, is convinced that Israel can do whatever it 
wants without having to consider what the world thinks. 
 The biggest threat to Jewish existence is a misreading of reality. 
During the last century, we paid a terrible price for ignoring reality. 
 The Right truly believes that only Jews have full rights over their 
historic homeland, where our forefathers roamed well before the 
Palestinian nation was invented. But at the same time, the right-wing 
public is convinced that redemption is a step-by-step process. Those 
who want to accelerate history will soon find out that history is 
amazingly determined to stick to its own pace. 
 Statesmanship is the ability to act within what is practical, to seize 
the opportunity and always accept reality as it is. Israel does not rule 
the world, and you cannot ignore the powerful forces that we have to 
contend with. 
 Statesmanship is a game of chess in which one has to anticipate 
the rival's steps, it is not a game of backgammon. God does not roll the 
dice, 
 The Trump administration's peace vision opens the door for 
applying Israeli law on areas in Judea and Samaria. The plan is not 
perfect. 
 The United States under the leadership of President Donald Trump 
is our biggest friend and it has to take into account a whole host of 
factors. 
 Like Israel, it does not act in a vacuum. I have no doubt that the 
right-wing lawmakers will know how to spot the pluses in this plan, as 
well as the complex challenges it poses. Judea and Samaria are not the 
Golan Heights or east Jerusalem, both of which were annexed 
unilaterally. 
 We have to move forward with the plan and when time comes, we 
will have to deal with the obstacle posed by the plan's creation of a 
Palestinian state. The Right's leaders attacked Prime Minister David 
Ben-Gurion when he accepted the 1947 Partition Plan, but they were 
wrong. 
 For the sake of greater Israel, it is high noon that the messianic 
Right sobers up and face reality rather than avoid a decision. It is a 
once-in-a-lifetime opportunity that may never return. There are certain 
points during a nation's history that one must not pass up opportunities 
just because of pointless bitterness.   (Israel Hayom Jun 4) 

 
 

10 Questions for 
Thomas Friedman     
By Stephen M. Flatow  
 The UJA Federation of New 
York has invited controversial 
New York Times columnist 
Thomas Friedman to be the 
featured speaker at its upcoming 
June 4 event. Friedman will be 

the star of what the Federation is billing as a “conversation” with the 
editor-in-chief of the New York Jewish Week, Andrew Silow-
Carroll. 
 In announcing the event, the Federation stated, “We’ll take your 
questions on the global ramifications of this age of uncertainty.” I 
have some questions, but they concern the credibility of the speaker 
who has been selected as an authority on global events. Perhaps Mr. 
Silow-Carroll can ask them. 
1. Mr. Friedman, in your New York Times column on April 4, 
2012, you endorsed what you called “non-violent resistance by 
Palestinians” against Israel. The examples of such resistance you 
gave were boycotts, hunger strikes, and rock-throwing. 
 Last week, a young Israeli soldier, Amit Ben-Yigal, was 
murdered by an Arab who threw a heavy rock at his head. He was at 
least the 17th Israeli murdered by Arab rock-throwers since the 
1980s. Mr. Friedman, do you still consider rock-throwing to be “non-
violent”? 
2. In your February 4, 2020 column, you claimed that the real 
obstacle to peace is the impact of climate change in the Middle East. 
One of your main pieces of evidence was the fact that “in the summer 
of 2018, the Sea of Galilee [the Kinneret] was so low from 
droughts…that it was threatening to become another saline lake, like 
the Dead Sea.” 
 On April 24, The Jerusalem Post reported that the water level in 
the Kinneret is now at a 16-year high. In fact, it is so high that it has 
almost reached what the Israelis call “the upper red line,” meaning it 
may flood the nearby city of Tiberias if water is not drained. So, Mr. 
Friedman, will you now acknowledge that your fears were 
exaggerated? 
3. In your December 29, 2016 column, you claimed that Israeli 
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu called President Obama “an 
enemy.” The Committee on Accuracy in Middle East Reporting 
(CAMERA) conducted a thorough search but found no evidence that 
the prime minister ever used that term. What’s your evidence for 
claiming that Netanyahu did? 
4. In your February 4, 2015 column, you argued that if Israel’s 
prime minister addressed Congress against the Iran deal, “anti-
Semites, who claim Israel controls Washington, will have a field 
day.” Can you see why many Jews would regard it as disingenuous 
for you to repeatedly claim that Israel controls Washington and then 
urge Israel to change its policies because otherwise anti-Semites will 
claim Israel controls Washington? 
5. In your November 19, 2013 column, you wrote that “many 
American lawmakers [will] do whatever the Israel lobby asks them to 
do in order to garner Jewish votes and campaign donations.” Can you 
understand why many Jews regard these words as both dangerous and 
anti-Semitic? 
6. In your December 13, 2011 column, you wrote that the standing 
ovations that Israel’s prime minister received in Congress were 
“bought and paid for by the Israel lobby.” Can you understand why 
many Jews regard this charge as a classic anti-Semitic libel? 
7. In your February 5, 2004 column, you wrote that Israel “had 
George Bush under house arrest in the Oval Office.” Can you 
understand why many Jews see this accusation as an anti-Semitic 
trope? 
8. In your October 19, 1987 column, you predicted that in 12 years 
“Israel and the occupied territories [would] be in, demographic terms, 
a bi-national state.” Well, here we are, 33 years later, and Israel is 
obviously not a bi-national state. Are you willing to acknowledge that 
you were mistaken? 
9. You have been arguing since the 1970s that Yasser Arafat had 
become moderate and Israel should negotiate and make concessions 
to him. But in January 2002 – more than eight years after he 
supposedly made peace with Israel – Arafat was caught trying to 
smuggle 50 tons of weapons into Gaza on board the SS Karine A. Do 
you still consider Palestinian leadership to be “moderate”? 
10. Two of the largest Palestinian Authority-ruled cities, Tulkarm 
and Kalkilya, are located about nine miles from the Mediterranean 
Sea. That means that if a Palestinian state were established, Israel 
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would be just nine miles wide. That’s less than the distance from your 
home in Potomac, Maryland, to nearby Washington, DC. Can you 
understand why Israelis are reluctant to put themselves in such a 
vulnerable position? 
 And one question for the UJA Federation: How much are you 
paying Thomas Friedman? Ordinarily, a speaker’s fee might be 
regarded as private information. But considering Friedman’s long 
history of making troubling statements, it seems only fair that donors 
to the UJA Federation be informed how much of their donations are 
being used to pay him.    (Jewish Press May 31) 

 
 
Annexation and the "International Law" False Argument 
By Moshe Phillips  
 If any other nation were speaking openly about "annexing" an area 
that it has held control over for well over 50 years, The New York 
Times would not have taken any serious notice, let alone have issued 
an editorial about it. But the Times did exactly that on May 31. 
In printing "...there are many reasons actual annexation is a bad 
idea.The main reason is that the West Bank [sic] is regarded by 
international organizations and most of the world as occupied territory, 
and the Jewish settlements as illegal under the Geneva Convention," 
the Times was once again singling Israel out for criticism and holding 
it to a higher standard than it does any other country. 
 Too many pro-Israel activists have argued against criticism of 
Israel exercising its sovereign rights here by pointing out security 
needs, the Palestinian Authority's continuous incitement, historical and 
religious claims, the legality of "the settlements," and the like. 
 What seems unclear to these defenders of Israel is that these are 
defensive positions. and by their very nature do very little to change 
the closed minds of people like those that make up the audience of the 
Times. The holding of Israel to a higher and unfair standard will not 
end in any foreseeable future. Individuals who care about Israel's 
future need to internalize that. 
 The world's opinion of Israel's choices matters much less than the 
results of these said choices. 
 A quick review of the history of just a few of the very many times 
that Israel was criticized by the U.N. for its actions because it 
supposedly violated "international law" is instructive here. But, first, a 
reminder that "international law" is not something that really exists. 
And even if it did exist, there are times any country would be correct 
to ignore it -- especially countries that reside in uniquely rough 
neighborhoods like today's Middle East. 
 Remarkably, the Times's editorial was published just days after the 
60th anniversary of the capture of Nazi war criminal Adolf Eichmann. 
- After the Mossad's capture of Eichmann in Argentina, the United 
Nations Security Council passed Resolution 138 on June 23, 1960 
complaining it was a "violation of the sovereignty of a Member State." 
 Some twenty years later Israel's Prime Minister Menachem Begin 
initiated significant action three additional times that are well worth 
noting. 
- On July 30, 1980, the Knesset ratified the "Basic Law: Jerusalem, 
Capital of Israel" that, among other things, applied sovereignty to the 
city, including the Old City, even though the Law, rightly, did not use 
the terms sovereignty or annexation. United Nations Security Council 
Resolution 478 attacked Israel for the move. 
- On June 7, 1981, an Israeli air force raid carried out on June 7, 1981 
that destroyed the Osirak nuclear reactor under construction in Iraq. 
The United Nations adopted Security Council Resolution 487 harshly 
criticizing Israel for the operation. 
- On December 14, 1981, Israel's Knesset passed the Golan Heights 
Law through which Israeli law was applied to the Golan Heights. The 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 497 called the Israeli 
action "null and void and without international legal effect." In March 
2019, the United States officially stated that it recognized Israeli 
sovereignty of the Golan. 
 The threat of resolutions did not stop Begin from doing what was 
in Israel's best interest and was needed to protect its very existence. 
 Can one imagine what the Gulf War would have looked like for 
Israel and the U.S., had Saddam Hussein possessed nuclear-armed 
SCUD missiles or what the Syrian Civil War would have meant for 
Israel if Assad controlled the Golan? 
 In the end what did the U.N.'s Security Council Resolutions really 
mean for Israel? Was there any tangible impact? Any lasting impact at 
all? 
 It is worth noting that Begin was not alone in the 1980s in seeing 
his actions criticized by the U.N.. President Ronald Reagan's 1986 
order to bomb Libya and 1983 order to invade Grenada also were 

condemned by the U.N. and called illegal. 
 But Begin was not alone. Prime minister Yitzhak Rabin and 
defense minister Shimon Peres gave the go ahead for the 1976 
Entebbe rescue mission. 
- In the aftermath of the Entebbe operation then U.N. Secretary 
General Kurt Waldheim described the raid as "a serious violation of 
the national sovereignty of (Uganda) a United Nations member 
state." The U.N. should have praised the Israeli victory against the 
terrorist hijackers but failed to do so. 
 The U.N. sides with Israel's enemies again and again - no matter 
what the issue. And that is the simple truth. 
 We cannot hold our breath and wait for the U.N. to ever praise 
Israel or approve of its actions. Even a move such as this, which is in 
reality simply the enforcing of the 1920 San Remo conference's 
binding international treaty that called for all of this land (including 
the 30% of Judea and Samaria that the Israeli government has said it 
will not be applying sovereignty in at all), to be included in the 
Jewish homeland. 
 What we can do is remind Israel's leaders, and ourselves, that 
instead of hesitating, we should look to the five examples mentioned 
above and gain the confidence necessary to do necessary things. 
History has taught us this. It has also taught us that Israel is not hurt 
by U.N. criticism and threats.   (IsraelNationalNews.com Jun3) 

 
 
Is the EU Rethinking its Hostility Towards Israel? 
By  Melanie Phillips   
 Has the European Union reached a tipping point over Israel? Or 
to be more precise, is the Europeans' bluff finally to be called over 
Israel's proposal to extend its sovereignty over parts of Judea and 
Samaria? 
 The EU has been mulling over punitive measures against Israel if 
it goes ahead with what its Western critics call "annexation of the 
occupied territories of the West Bank." 
 A number of member states, headed by France along with Spain, 
Italy, the Netherlands, Ireland, Sweden, Denmark, Poland, Belgium 
and Luxembourg, are calling for a hard line. 
 Measures being considered to include supporting any UN moves 
against "annexation"; public support of proceedings against Israel 
currently underway in the International Criminal Court at The Hague; 
and increasing the boycott of settlements in various ways, along with 
increased financial support for the Palestinians. 
 The EU and Britain maintain that Israel is illegally occupying the 
disputed territories and that its settlements there amount to a transfer 
of population into those lands in contravention of the Geneva 
Convention. 
 This is a serious misreading of international law. Israel is not 
"occupying" these territories. In law, occupation can only occur if the 
land belongs to a sovereign power, which was never the case here; 
and a state can also hold onto land which continues to be used for 
belligerent purposes against it. 
 It is also a gross misreading of the Geneva Convention, as the 
Israelis living in these territories were not transferred but moved there 
entirely of their own volition. 
 The animus against Israel by both the EU and Britain is of long-
standing. Let's rephrase that: The animus against Israel by the 
European and British political class and intelligentsia is of long-
standing. 
 For although the EU and Britain condemn Israel for "illegal 
occupation," fail to defend it against the malice of the United Nations 
and endorse the meretricious rulings against it at the European Court 
of Justice, they are nevertheless trading with Israel at ever-increasing 
levels, as well as depending heavily upon it for crucial military and 
intelligence support. 
 So while defaming Israel in the court of world opinion, they have 
been simultaneously milking its genius for their own benefit. They 
want to hurt it – but not enough to hurt themselves. 
 Their hostility is the product of three factors: historic and 
ineradicable anti-Jewish prejudice; the pathological inability to deal 
with collective guilt over the Holocaust; and the perception that their 
interests have for decades lain with the Arab world. 
 Now, though, something more interesting has been occurring to 
undermine this collective animus. 
 In 2004, the EU expanded to include a number of post-
communist countries from central and eastern Europe, such as 
Hungary, Poland, the Czech Republic and Slovakia. 
 Unlike Western Europe, these countries are friendly towards 
Israel. This is not because their populations are free of anti-Jewish 



prejudice or that these states are free of Holocaust guilt. On the 
contrary, central and eastern Europe has a terrible history of deeply 
embedded Catholic anti-Semitism, anti-Jewish pogroms and atrocities 
against the Jews both during and after the Holocaust. 
 The friendship extended by these countries towards Israel is 
therefore all the more striking. A major reason is that, reacting against 
their recent experience of Soviet oppression, they are determined to 
assert once again their historic national identity. 
 They are having to do so in the teeth of a liberal orthodoxy that the 
Western nation is fundamentally racist, exploitative and dangerous, 
and that it must be superseded by trans-national institutions like the 
UN or the EU 
 These former Communist countries joined the EU because they 
believed it was in their economic interests to do so. Nevertheless, there 
stretches a deep philosophical chasm between them and the European 
monolith. 
 For the EU was founded on the idea – in line with the progressive 
belief that the West is fundamentally evil, and that nationalism leads 
straight to fascism – that the independence of the European nation-
state had to be obliterated. 
 That's another reason why the EU is so hostile towards Israel, the 
paradigm nation-state that has such a strong cultural and national 
identity – and, worse still for an EU that has a neuralgic aversion to 
military action, whose people are prepared to fight and die to defend 
their nation. 
 This is precisely why the former communist states, which are so 
anxious to retain their newly won independence and freedoms, identify 
so strongly with Israel and feel such an affinity for it. 
 Some other countries which similarly have been experiencing a 
resurgence of national spirit share this affinity. 
 Last February, six European member states, including Italy, 
Hungary, Austria and the Czech Republic successfully thwarted the 
EU's proposed condemnation of the Trump "peace plan." EU foreign-
policy declarations must have the agreement of all 27 member states. 
 Some of the hostile measures being considered over "annexation," 
though, do not require unanimous consent. Nevertheless, does the EU 
really think it's still in its interest to pursue this vendetta? 
 It's been reported that the EU Commission is considering 
proposals to include Israel in a series of funding and co-operation 
projects on education and science with high academic and research 
significance. 
 And there are signs that the EU is hesitating over its punishment of 
Israel. Earlier this month, after the EU Foreign Affairs Council 
discussed its response to Israel's sovereignty move, its High 
Representative for Foreign Affairs, Josep Borrell, was cautious in his 
language. 
 The issue, he said, was complex, as were sanctions against Israel. 
Although some member states wanted to consider how to prevent 
"annexation," that doesn't mean we'll do it tomorrow." 
 Moreover, asked whether Israel's proposed action was similar to 
Russia's annexation of Crimea, he said there was a difference between 
annexing territory that belongs to a sovereign state and that of the 
Palestinians. 
 Quite so. And coming from an EU official, such a statement of the 
obvious is a significant step away from its customary knee-jerk legal 
legerdemain. 
 It would hardly be surprising if the EU is now recalibrating just 
where its interests lie. Support for the Palestinians in the Arab world 
has collapsed; Saudi Arabia and other Gulf states badly need Israel and 
the United States to defeat Iran. 
 The only support for the Palestinian cause now comes from an 
alliance of Western liberals, Iran, and other rogue states and tyrannies. 
Is that really an alliance of which the EU can be proud? 
 Taking punitive action against Israel would also expose it to the 
wrath of US President Donald Trump. And all this against the 
background of the catastrophic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
which threatens to hammer the final nail in the coffin of European 
economic health and may even accelerate the disintegration of the EU 
altogether. 
 If Israel with its stellar scientific record were to come up with 
either a vaccine or an effective antidote to the coronavirus, would the 
EU really want to be jeopardizing its own ability to benefit from this? 
 At the moment, though, the widespread fury over the proposed 
extension of Israeli sovereignty constitutes merely shadow-boxing. No 
one even knows the precise details of the territories involved because 
it seems these have not yet achieved final agreement. 
 If and when this does eventually turn into a concrete proposal, the 
European Union and the United Kingdom will finally have to decide 

how to react. And at that point, we will discover whether or not the 
unthinkable has actually happened and the world really has changed. 
(JNS May 31) 

 
 
Owing the Ultra-Orthodox an Apology     By Ruthie Blum 
 Two weeks after Israel gradually reopened its education system, 
students and teachers around the country came down with the 
coronavirus, forcing thousands of their peers and family members 
into quarantine. 
 The main hotspot has been the Jerusalem high school, 
Hagymnasia Haivrit, in the capital’s Rechavia neighborhood, which 
had to shut down due to the more than 130 adults and teenagers who 
tested positive to COVID-19.  
 More than 17 additional schools also closed, some by ministerial 
order, and a few by parental decree. 
 If the trend continues, the Education Ministry may succumb to 
pressure from health officials to send everyone home to resume 
classes via Zoom—just like during the good old days less than a 
month ago. 
 Kids were honest about how this happened. Few adhered to 
social-distancing and mask-wearing regulations. Many greeted one 
another with hugs and kisses. The general feeling among all was that 
the crisis was over. 
 The thousands of beach-goers who descended upon the shores of 
the Mediterranean as soon as the government lifted restrictions on 
doing so exhibited a similar sense of freedom from lockdown 
bondage. Ditto for the diners and partiers who piled in to cafes, 
restaurants, bars and nightclubs with great fervor, but little attention 
to the government’s frequent urgent requests to practice social 
distancing, wash hands and wear masks. 
 The most striking aspect of the sharp spike in infection—which, 
so far, has not led to a corresponding rise in the number of deaths—is 
the response to it on the part of the mainstream media and 
Twittersphere. Though many pundits have been opining that “we 
reopened the economy too soon,” nobody is faulting a particular 
religious or socioeconomic demographic. Some critics attack the 
young for being selfish and clueless, thus endangering the lives of 
their elders with pre-existing medical conditions. 
 Others vocalize a general dim view of Israeli culture, in which 
rule breaking is a badge of honor—or at least a sign of cool 
rebelliousness and an assertion of independence over authority 
figures. 
 But no one has mentioned that the people causing the current 
uptick in COVID-19 cases are secular Israelis. You know, the ones 
who adhere even less to Jewish law than they do to pandemic 
regulations. 
 One need not imagine the kind of epithets that would be flying 
through the air right now—faster than coronavirus droplets—if the 
transgressors in question were members of the haredi (ultra-
Orthodox) community. No, that scenario has been an integral part of 
the blame game since the deadly virus first reared its microbes in the 
Jewish state. 
 As soon as Israelis started getting sick and dying, the haredim 
became both the face of the tragedy and the culprits behind its spread. 
Rather than examining and trying to empathize with the key reasons 
for the high rate of infection among the ultra-Orthodox—such as the 
large size of nuclear families living in cramped quarters, and a lack of 
access to news via TV and the Internet—the country turned on them 
as the perfect scapegoat for its frustration and fear of getting ill. 
 Even when the massive education campaign in haredi-majority 
areas proved successful—with the added benefit of bringing Israel 
Defense Forces soldiers and black hats together in a touching show of 
mutual kindness and admiration—the media played up every 
subsequent violation displayed by the disobedient minority. 
 Following the Lag B’Omer holiday last month, for instance, news 
sites highlighted every ultra-Orthodox bonfire with dramatic 
headlines while giving a perfunctory nod to the fact that most of the 
community stayed at home. 
 The enmity towards the haredim is not restricted to secular 
Israelis. On the contrary, the country’s national-religious community 
is often even angrier at their extremist co-religionists for opposing 
military service and, in case of some sects, for rejecting Zionism 
altogether. 
 Ironically, secular Israelis rarely can distinguish between one 
group of haredim and another, treating them as a homogenous bunch. 
But then, few people are as judgmental and discriminatory as those 
who fancy themselves to be truly “enlightened.” 



 This brings us back to the new outbreak of COVID-19, which has 
struck not the ultra-Orthodox, but their oh-so-liberal counterparts. 
 Suddenly, the discussion is no longer about the identity of the 
coronavirus carriers. Indeed, no accusations are being flung at them for 
the way in which they choose to observe their Judaism. 
 Nor are the hip Israelis who flouted the directives to such an extent 
that the government may have to reinstate temporary closures 
apologizing to the haredim, whom they previously vilified for the 
same behavior. 
 Let the rest of us do it for them, then, while hanging our heads in 
shame.    (JNS Jun 2) 

 
 
Mahmoud Abbas’s Strategy of Selective Compliance 
By Dan Diker and Khaled Abu Toameh 
 Mahmoud Abbas, head of the PLO and chairman of the Palestinian 
Authority, announced on May 19 that “He, the PLO, and the State of 
Palestine” are absolved of all agreements and understandings with 
Israel and the United States, including on security matters. 
 Abbas’s purported withdrawal from signed agreements was 
accompanied by his long-time allegation that it was Israel and not the 
Palestinians that had effectively nullified the Oslo Accords through a 
series of policies and decisions, including Israel’s intention to “annex” 
West Bank Jewish communities and the Jordan Valley.  
 Abbas’s latest threat illustrated the effectiveness of the P.A. 
leader’s media and diplomatic campaign against Israel. Most major 
international news media outlets and the western diplomatic 
community did not see the move as a material breach of the Palestinian 
leadership’s legal obligations under the Oslo Interim Accords. Instead, 
the international media community took Abbas’s statement as a “green 
light” to condemn Israel’s declared intention to apply Israeli 
law/sovereignty to parts of the West Bank in conjunction with the U.S. 
administration’s peace plan that proposes a Palestinian state next to 
Israel. 
 Abbas declared on May 19, “We hold the American administration 
fully responsible for the oppression befalling the Palestinian people, 
and we consider it a primary partner with the Israeli occupation 
government in all its aggressive and unfair decisions and measures 
against our people.” 
 Abbas had previously branded President Donald Trump “a dog 
and a son of a bitch” and called upon Hamas and Palestinian Islamic 
Jihad to help defeat the U.S. plan. This was a clarion call for violence 
and a breach of signed agreements. Abbas had also referred to U.S. 
Ambassador David Friedman as “a son of a dog.” Western 
governments and news media remained mostly silent on Abbas’s anti-
Semitic statements against Friedman and his rhetorical incitement 
against a sitting U.S. president. 
 Abbas’s public announcement abandoning signed agreements with 
Israel under the Oslo Accords is neither an unprecedented nor isolated 
event. He has made similar statements in the past. In February 2020, 
Abbas announced the end of cooperation with Israel following the 
publication of the U.S. peace plan. In 2017, Abbas cut off cooperation 
with the U.S. administration, including the American consulate in 
Jerusalem that effectively served as an embassy to the P.A. 
 In 2015, during the shuttle diplomacy by then-Secretary of State 
John Kerry, Abbas issued a virtually identical declaration ending 
security cooperation and other Oslo-mandated obligations in a speech 
to the United Nations General Assembly. Since assuming the role of 
PLO and P.A. chairman in 2005, Abbas has declared his intention on 
numerous occasions to end security and other cooperation with Israel, 
to resign as P.A. leader and even dismantle the P.A. 
 The P.A. leader’s undiplomatic rhetoric and his recurring attacks 
on Israel and the United States disregarded accepted diplomatic 
practice. But more significantly, his statements, threats and actions 
reflect a broader strategy of selective compliance with agreements that 
Abbas and former PLO and P.A. chairman Yasser Arafat 
operationalized since signing the first of the Oslo Accords with Israel 
in September 1993. Both Palestinian leaders either complied with or 
violated the internationally guaranteed Oslo Accords according to 
personal or political expediency. 
 Historian Efraim Karsh documented Arafat’s immediate breach of 
signed agreements in the very first stage of implementation of the Oslo 
Accords when Arafat returned to Gaza in 1994, with Mamduh Nawfal, 
the mastermind of the 1974 Ma’alot atrocity that killed 27 Israeli 
children, “hidden in the trunk of Arafat’s car.” 
 Arafat set the precedent of selective compliance for Abbas, his 
deputy and ideological loyalist. Abbas’s recent declaration of cessation 
of security cooperation with Israel and other obligations constitutes a 

fundamental violation of Oslo, as Amb. Alan Baker, former legal 
adviser to Israel’s Foreign Ministry and an Oslo negotiator, has 
pointed out. 
 Paradoxically, Abbas’s May 19 declaration, that also called for 
the international community to unilaterally recognize the State of 
Palestine, also constitutes a material breach of the Oslo Interim 
Accords, inasmuch as the Palestinians committed themselves in the 
final clauses of the Accords not to alter the status of the territory 
pending the outcome of the permanent status negotiations. The Abbas 
statement follows the unilateral move that he made at the United 
Nations, resulting in the United Nations General Assembly 
recognition of “Palestine” as a non-member observer state in 2012. 
Abbas’s strategic actions essentially voided the Oslo agreements 
altogether. 
 In a more recent example, Abbas’s policy of official P.A. 
incentive payments and annuities to terrorists who were incarcerated 
or killed, and to their families, also represent a material breach of the 
Oslo agreements, as well as international treaties and resolutions 
prohibiting the finance of terrorism. Yet, Abbas was never held 
accountable for this policy until the current U.S. administration 
withheld some $200 million in aid with the passing of the Taylor 
Force Act in 2018. 
 Abbas’s decisions to violate signed agreements have been carried 
out with impunity, drawing little condemnation from foreign 
governments, international media, or international organizations. 
Western silence on Palestinian violations of Oslo since 1994 have 
energized, encouraged and reassured Arafat and Abbas that their 
selective noncompliance with signed agreements would not be a risky 
or costly strategy. 
 Arafat had established a solid precedent for internationally-
accepted Palestinian selective compliance to Oslo. Since the 
September 1993 signing of the Oslo Exchange of Letters, Arafat had 
regularly and publicly violated the Oslo commitment to refrain from 
violence or incitement to violence. 
 Among many examples, two instances may suffice. Arafat 
famously called for “jihad” against Israel in a May 10, 1994, speech 
in a Johannesburg, South Africa mosque. Just one week after signing 
the May 4, 1994, Cairo Agreement, the PLO head declared, ″You 
have to come and to fight and to start a jihad to liberate Jerusalem, 
the historical shrine. And this is very important.″ 
 In a 1996 Stockholm address to Arab diplomats, Arafat said, 
“The PLO plans to eliminate the State of Israel and establish a purely 
Palestinian state. We will make life unbearable for Jews by 
psychological warfare and population explosion; Jews won’t want to 
live among us Arabs.” 
 Paradoxically, Arafat, until his forced isolation in Ramallah in 
2002 for collaboration and financing of PLO and Hamas terror, and 
Abbas, have enjoyed international amenability to their strategy of 
selective compliance and “convenient” violations of the Oslo and 
related signed agreements. 
 For its part, Israel also erred in remaining silent and even 
acquiescent over P.A. violations for many of the 27 years of the Oslo 
agreements for fear of losing Arafat’s cooperation and now Abbas’s 
partnership, as well as international support. 
 Israel has paid a high international price in its own state’s 
legitimacy over the past two decades for failing to expose and protest 
the violations of Oslo. Arafat and Abbas were given a free pass by 
Israel for years following breaches of signed agreements, including 
the current P.A. official policy of incentivizing and compensating 
terrorists, incitement to violence, radicalizing the Palestinian public 
and mobilizing international organizations and institutions against 
Israel including the United Nations, its International Court of Justice 
and the International Criminal Court. 
 Abbas’s most recent pronouncement serves a two-pronged 
purpose. First, his declaration of diplomatic warfare against Israel 
was meant to isolate and delegitimize it in the international arena and 
to distract worldwide attention from the growing schism between the 
P.A. and the Arab world, particularly the Gulf states led by Saudi 
Arabia. 
 Abbas’s statement was also directed domestically towards the 
Palestinian people as a tactical distraction in response to increasing 
discontent and disillusionment over his policies and decisions. Recent 
Palestinian polls indicate that some 60 percent of the public would 
like to see Abbas step down as leader. Polls have also shown that 
anti-Israel sentiment is on the rise on the Palestinian street, which 
appears to be the direct result of Abbas’ inflammatory rhetoric and 
actions in both the international and domestic arenas.    
(JNS/JCPA June 2) 


