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The Disgrace of Ben & Jerry’s      By Yonina Pritzker 
 An ice cream company, whose Jewish co-founder’s own name 
originated over 3,000 years ago in the very place where the company 
is now denying any Jewish roots, puts out a defamatory statement 
criminalizing the Jewish presence there, in the very birthplace of the 
Jewish people. 
 The pronouncement put out by Ben & Jerry’s regarding plans to 
alter its long-standing business relationship with the Jewish state was 
replete with the language used by those who have tried relentlessly to 
deny and criminalize the Jewish presence in the land of Israel. 
 Subsequently, a cohort of voices—some through a lack of 
knowledge, others through a lack of good will—used this as a prime 
opportunity to haul out the megaphones and cement in the public mind 
a deluge of misinformation about Israel. 
 Mission accomplished. 
 But the repetition of fabricated talking points does not make them 
true, despite the relentless efforts of those who would deny to the 
Jewish people the very rights that these same voices pay lip service to 
supporting. 
 And those who know history will never need to rely on talking 
points. 
 There has been a continuous Jewish presence in the land of Israel 
from ancient times until today, and this Jewish presence began in 
Judea and Samaria. This is the birthplace of the Jewish nation, and also 
the very place where these voices of condemnation want to eradicate 
Jewish life and criminalize any Jewish presence. 
 The roots of the Jewish people are found throughout Judea and 
Samaria, with each city and holy site reflecting the history of the 
people of Israel in the land of Israel. 
 Now, according to Ben & Jerry’s, Jews do not belong in this 
Jewish heartland. 
 Take Bethlehem, for example. Jews have prayed in Bethlehem at 
the holy site of Kever Rachel, Rachel’s Tomb, through the centuries. 
In fact, so firmly identified with the Jewish people is Rachel’s Tomb 
that in 1830, a royal decree was issued recognizing Jewish rights at 
this Jewish holy site. The governor of Damascus instructed the Mufti 
of Jerusalem that “the tomb of esteemed Rachel … they [the Jews] are 
accustomed to visit it from ancient days; and no one is permitted to 
prevent them or oppose them [doing] this.” 
 Also, according to Ben & Jerry’s, Jews do not belong in the 
eastern portions of Jerusalem. As such, the company is joining with 
those who deny the Jewish connection to Jerusalem and believe that 
Jews should be barred from their holiest places, prevented from 
ascending to the Temple Mount, the very place where every Jew faces 
in prayer. 
 Yet in 1925, the Muslim Waqf Temple Mount Guide (page 4) 
included the following description of Judaism’s holiest site: “Its 
identity with the site of Solomon’s Temple is beyond dispute. This, 
too, is the spot, according to universal belief, on which ‘David built 
there an altar unto the L-rd[.]’” 
 So, in 1925, the Muslim Waqf clearly affirmed the Jewish 
connection to the ancient Temple and to Jerusalem and the Temple 
Mount. Yet the denial of this connection is regularly bandied about as 
a talking point today with the clear intention of denying Jewish rights. 
 The ongoing rejection of the Jewish people’s right to sovereignty 
and self-determination in their ancestral homeland has resulted in a 
parade of tactics intended to criminalize the Jewish state and deny the 
Jewish connection to the land, despite 4,000 years of history. This is 
through the rewriting of history, as those who engage in Temple denial 
try to do, or through changing the names of places in order to obscure 
the Jewish history that took place there, as when Jordan tried to 
rename Samaria and Judea with the generic name “the West Bank.” It 
is far more difficult to claim that Jews do not belong in Judea. 

 Nonetheless, the 
rights of the Jewish 
people to the land of 
Israel were unequivocally 
affirmed and codified in 
international law at the San 
Remo Conference of 1920, a 
meeting of the Principal Allied 
Powers of WWI to determine the 

future of the former territories of the Ottoman Empire. As a result of 
this conference, not only Israel, but Iraq, Syria, Lebanon and Jordan 
were all established out of what had been sections of the Ottoman 
Empire. 
 Here, a binding international agreement was enacted “to 
reconstitute the ancient Jewish state within its historic borders.” 
 For the Jewish homeland, they allocated the land between the 
Mediterranean Sea and the Jordan River, the land that currently 
comprises Jordan, the Golan Heights and Gaza. They specified these 
particular regions because this is where Jews had lived since ancient 
times. This was recognized as the native land of the Jewish people. 
 The San Remo Resolution was signed into international law and 
then ratified by a unanimous vote of the League of Nations, affirming 
the Jewish right to settle anywhere between the Jordan River and the 
Mediterranean Sea, which is where Samaria and Judea are found. 
This right is codified in international law to this day. 
 In addition, it became part of U.S. law when President Warren 
Harding signed a Joint Resolution of the 67th Congress of the United 
States and when the U.S. signed the Anglo-American Convention of 
1924. 
 In 1945, the United Nations assumed the obligations of the 
League of Nations, according to Article 80 of the U.N. Charter, 
making the establishment of a Jewish state in the land of Israel one of 
the foundational obligations of the U.N. 
 In 1947, the U.N. violated its obligation to protect Jewish rights 
in the land of Israel by proposing the Partition Plan. In proposing this 
partition of land that had been designated specifically for the Jewish 
homeland, the United Nations, in illegal abrogation of Jewish rights, 
contradicted its own obligation as guarantors of Jewish rights to that 
land. As Howard Grief points out, the doctrine of estoppel prevents a 
party from “denying what it previously admitted or recognized in a 
treaty or other international agreement.” 
 Furthermore, for any such recommendation of the U.N. General 
Assembly to become legally binding, the parties involved would need 
to agree to the terms of the resolution. The Arabs who were involved 
in this conflict never agreed to the resolution for partition, and 
indeed, specifically rejected it. Resolution 181 never had legal 
validity to bind the Jewish people and Israel. 
 Ironically, this November 29, 1947 vote for partition, which 
carried no legal weight, has often erroneously been viewed as the 
legal basis for the modern State of Israel. In fact, this was just another 
attempt to subdivide the land of Israel to appease those who have 
repeatedly rejected the right to sovereignty and self-determination for 
the Jewish people in their ancestral homeland. 
 “Occupation,” another deceptive talking point being bandied 
about repeatedly, refers to the holding and control of an area by a 
foreign force. Given that the land of Israel was never the sovereign 
country of any nation but the Jewish one, and that Jerusalem has 
served as the capital of only the Jewish nation, Jews cannot be 
deemed “occupiers” in their own land—a fact, once again, affirmed 
by international law. 
 Despite the Jewish roots that go back four millennia to the very 
beginning of Jewish history, despite the recognition of the ancient 
and ongoing Jewish connection to the land of Israel by everyone from 
the governor of Damascus to the Muslim Waqf to the League of 
Nations to the United Nations, we continue to hear from those who 
attempt to rewrite history and thereby deny the Jewish connection to 
the land of Israel—those who try to rename the Jewish homeland, 
obscure its history and then accuse Jews of being occupiers there, and 
those who regularly attempt to write the Jewish people out of Jewish 
history. 
 Ben & Jerry’s has now added its voice to that chorus. 
(JNS Oct 28) 
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Why are ‘Progressive Jews’ Defending Ben & Jerry’s? 
By Jonathan S. Tobin 
 If you thought that American Jews were going to unite against 
discrimination in ice-cream sales, you were wrong. The decision of the 
Ben & Jerry’s company to “end sales of our ice-cream in occupied 
Palestinian territories” was widely condemned across the political 
spectrum in Israel, by many mainstream Jewish groups and by 
American political leaders. But the notion that this is an issue around 
which Jews are going to rally is wrong. Even worse, it may be that, 
like so much else, it will become fodder for partisan squabbling and is 
highlighting the growing acceptance of anti-Zionist attitudes even 
among those on the Jewish left who still say they support Israel. 
 That even Israeli Foreign Minister Yair Lapid, the leader of 
Israel’s center-left Yesh Atid Party who orchestrated the ouster of 
former Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu from office, would 
condemn Ben & Jerry’s pronouncement as “disgraceful” and “a 
capitulation to anti-Semitism and the BDS movement” was telling. 
 Even those who still pay lip service to the theoretical desire for a 
two-state solution to end the conflict with the Palestinians understand 
that the old “Green Line” border between Israel and the West Bank 
will never be resurrected. The idea that places like Jerusalem and its 
immediate suburbs—through which the armistice line that divided the 
Jewish state from areas illegally occupied by Jordan from 1949 to 
1967—will be ethnically cleansed of the hundreds of thousands of 
Jews who now live there is as absurd as it is offensive. Though the 
international community still treats every Jew who lives in these places 
as an “illegal settler,” should the Palestinians ever decide to choose 
peace, even they know that Jewish neighborhoods in Jerusalem and the 
settlements will remain inside the Jewish state even in a theoretical 
two-state solution. 
 While there is a consensus inside Israel on this issue that stretches 
from the left to the right, many American Jews are still resolutely 
determined to ignore reality. 
 Mainstream Jewish groups like the Conference of Presidents of 
Major American Jewish Organizations, the American Jewish 
Committee, B’nai B’rith International and Hadassah, which represent 
the views of both liberals and conservatives, agreed with Lapid when 
they jointly condemned Ben & Jerry’s. They called on Texas Gov. 
Greg Abbot to enforce his state’s anti-BDS laws forbidding its 
government from having contracts with companies that engage in such 
discriminatory commercial conduct. 
 Texas is just one of many states that rightly treat BDS as just 
another form of illegal prejudicial behavior, which in this case is 
biased against Israel and Jews, just as other laws punish those who 
discriminate on the basis of race or religion. 
 Indeed, the backlash against the ice-cream company was such that 
this might well turn out to be a turning point in the ongoing battle 
against BDS. 
 But not if the Jewish left has anything to say about it. 
 Seeing the groundswell of resentment against Ben & Jerry’s—and 
the utter irrationality of a move that would deny both Jews and Arabs 
in parts of Jerusalem and other places from purchasing their 
products—some “progressive” Jewish groups have mobilized in 
support of the company’s boycott plans. 
 Eight liberal groups, including Americans for Peace Now, J Street 
and the New Israel Fund, have signed a letter supporting the company 
for what it claimed was a “principled” decision that is not 
incompatible with support for Israel. 
 They make the argument that there is a vast difference between a 
full-scale BDS boycott of Israel, which they say they oppose, and 
boycotting Jerusalem and the territories. The latter is, they claim, 
merely a protest against misguided Israeli policies and the existence of 
settlements they assert are an obstacle to peace. In that sense, they 
believe that such boycotts are not merely compatible with supporting 
Israel but support the Jewish state’s best interests, even if few in Israel 
share their opinion. 
 Put that way, this BDS-lite adopted by Ben & Jerry’s is merely a 
way to support the peace process. 
 But the problem here is twofold. 
 One is that the peace process that these boycott supporters say 
they’re bolstering doesn’t exist anymore. The Oslo Accords were 
blown up in the suicide bombings of the Second Intifada when the 
Palestinian Authority, along with Hamas, demonstrated that they had 

no interest in peace with the Jewish state on any terms. It’s true that 
the legal distinction between Jewish communities in the West Bank 
and those inside the 1967 lines remains. However, the idea that you 
can boycott one part of the country—and in particular, Jerusalem—
while not being tainted by a BDS movement whose purpose is the 
destruction of all of Israel is no longer viable. 
 To the Palestinians and their cheerleaders promoting BDS, every 
inch of Israel is “occupied Palestinian territory”—a term that has no 
meaning even when applied as it was by Ben & Jerry’s to Jerusalem 
and the West Bank since at no point in history were they ever part of 
a Palestinian Arab entity or state. 
 Moreover, it’s just as clear that these partial boycotts are merely 
way stations on road to full-scale BDS discrimination against all of 
Israel and its Jewish population. 
 Their claims that anti-BDS laws are a threat to free speech are 
equally false. Just as other anti-discrimination laws don’t make it a 
crime to hate racial, ethnic or religious groups but punish those who 
engage in discriminatory business practices, the same is true of BDS 
hate. Companies that discriminate against Israelis should be shunned 
and denied government contracts on both the state and federal levels. 
 Much of the American left has accepted the catechism of critical 
race theory and intersectionality, which falsely claim that the 
Palestinian war to eliminate Israel is not merely morally equivalent to 
the struggle for civil rights in the United States but directly linked to 
it as a common battle against “white privilege.” The belief that 
Jews—whether people of color who trace their origins to the Middle 
East or from Europe—are “white,” privileged and not indigenous to 
their ancient homeland is as irrational as it is mendacious. Yet to 
groups like Vermonters for Justice in Palestine, which spearheaded 
the pressure campaign against Ben & Jerry’s and hopes to expand it, 
these toxic hate-filled ideas are the basis for their efforts to boycott 
Israel. 
 These anti-Zionist attitudes are at the heart of both BDS and 
BDS-lite. By declaring that Jews have no right to live in parts of 
Jerusalem or to their homes and holy places in “occupied territory,” 
you have accepted the premise of intersectionality about the 
illegitimacy of the Jewish presence anywhere in the country. Indeed, 
even these supposedly “pro-Israel and pro-peace” groups like J Street 
have no problem making common cause on college campuses and 
elsewhere with anti-Zionist organizations like Jewish Voices for 
Peace and IfNotNow, which traffic in anti-Semitic tropes and ideas. 
 Regardless of your politics or where you think Israel’s borders 
should be if peace were possible, if you care about the right of the 
Jewish state to exist, then you should oppose actions like those of 
Ben & Jerry’s and support enforcement of anti-BDS laws. 
 Propping up partial boycotts of Israel plays right into the hands of 
those who are opposed to peace on any terms. By seeking to defend 
Ben & Jerry’s in this manner, these groups aren’t defending a non-
existent peace process or theoretical hopes for a two-state solution. 
What they’re doing is providing Jewish cover for a movement whose 
aims are inherently anti-Semitic and which act as auxiliaries for 
terrorist groups that threaten Jewish lives.   (JNS Jul 26) 

 
 
How do you Say Déjà Vu in Farsi?     By Ruthie Blum 
 Protesters screaming “Death to the Dictator” began taking to the 
streets of Tehran on Monday, after rallies elsewhere in Iran erupted a 
earlier this month over severe water and electricity shortages in the 
drought-afflicted Islamic Republic. 
 The response to the very real plight of the Iranian people—whose 
latest rigged “election” ushered in President-elect Ebrahim (“The 
Butcher”) Raisi—was to send in militias to gun down the thirsty and 
disgruntled demonstrators. 
 Though the death toll is unclear, cellphone footage of security-
force brutality has emerged on social media. It’s a familiar scenario. 
 The only wonder is that there are any citizens left in Iran who are 
brave enough to risk their lives in such an open fashion. Previous 
attempts at toppling the regime all have led to the same sorry result: 
the arrests, torture and murder of “dissidents,” and a subsequent 
enhanced crackdown on the public. 
 No surprise there. 
 Nor is the rejection by Iran’s Supreme National Security Council 
of the points of agreement reportedly reached in Vienna during the 



three months of negotiations towards a return to or improvement on 
the 2015 Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action. With Raisi slated to 
officially assume his role next month, and with the administration of 
U.S. President Joe Biden having been so transparent about its desire to 
re-enter the nuclear deal, Iran’s master puppeteer would be foolish not 
to keep up the pressure on the P5+1 signatories to the JCPOA to 
succumb to his demands. 
 Chief among these, of course, is a lifting of all international 
sanctions. But there are other conditions, as well, which have to do 
with the level of monitoring of nuclear facilities and allowances for the 
build-up of ballistic missiles. 
 According to multiple news analyses, if the talks in Vienna are 
postponed until after Raisi enters office, the whole process could be 
put on hold for months. Rather than applauding this development, 
however, the fantasists in America and Europe are worried. 
 Naturally. 
 Their stated aim is and always has been to undo former President 
Donald Trump’s 2018 withdrawal from the JCPOA. Whether they 
actually believe their own PR about the deal’s having prevented Iran 
from obtaining nuclear weapons is anybody’s guess. The powers-that-
be in Tehran certainly know how ridiculous such a view is. 
 They also remember the current commander-in-chief when he 
served as former President Barack Obama’s deputy. Surely, they 
haven’t forgotten the eerie similarity between now and the period 
when Obama and Biden had been in office for five months. 
 Yes, it was 12 years ago—on June 20, 2009—that Neda Soltan 
was shot dead in Tehran during mass demonstration across the 
country. Innocent yet fed-up Iranians like the 26-year-old aspiring 
musician who would become the name and face of a famous meme 
(“We are all Neda”) had taken to the streets to protest the results of the 
rigged presidential election eight days earlier, which saw incumbent 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad “defeat” opposition candidate Hossein 
Mousavi. They were expressing outrage that their ballots had been 
pointless in the face of Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei’s 
will. 
 Then, as now, the administration in Washington uttered platitudes 
about the right of Iranians to “have their voices heard” at the polls. 
Then, as now, the White House was walking on eggshells so as not to 
antagonize the regime with which it was intent on negotiating the 
JCPOA in the first place. 
 Two days after that farce of an election, then-Vice President Biden 
gave an interview to David Gregory on NBC’s “Meet the Press.” 
 Asked by Gregory about who runs Iran’s nuclear program, Biden 
said: “Well, look, this is a regime; it’s not a single person. The 
supreme leader is, by all accounts the supreme leader. And so I doubt 
whether there’s anything that can be done without—of consequence—
without the supreme leader’s sanctioning.” 
 He went on to explain how his administration could “engage” with 
Iran, even with Ahmadinejad remaining in power. 
 “Look, talks with Iran are not a reward for good behavior,” he 
said. “They’re only a consequence if the president [Obama] makes the 
judgement it’s in the best interest of the United States of America, our 
national-security interests, to talk with the Iranian regime.” 
 He continued: “Our interests are the same before the [Iranian] 
election as after the election, and that is we want them to cease and 
desist from seeking a nuclear weapon and having one in its possession, 
and secondly to stop supporting terror.” 
 One seriously doesn’t know whether to laugh or cry that more than 
a decade has passed since Biden made those statements. As clearly 
pathetic as they were at the time, based on Iran’s record, they were 
nothing compared with how they sound today. 
 It’s easy to have 20-20 hindsight, to be sure. But how can one 
come to terms with Team Biden’s refusal even to read the eye chart? 
 The answer is simple. 
 Though the U.S. administration should have taken the opportunity 
at the time to help the Iranians trapped in the clutches of a dictatorial 
Islamist regime to extricate themselves from it—not perpetuate their 
misery while endangering Israel and the rest of the world—doing so 
wouldn’t have suited its view that America was no better than other 
countries. 
 Acknowledging that it was necessary for U.S. interests to topple 
the Iranian regime, and not conduct “dialogue” with it through 
“goodwill gestures,” would have turned the entire Democratic Party 

dreams into nightmares. 
 Sadly, nothing has changed. If anything, the Democrats’ 
delusions have increased. 
 This makes sense. The only way to adhere like Krazy Glue to 
policies that have proved detrimental at best and perilous at worst is 
to concoct cockamamie theories about the “urgency” of 
implementation before the situation gets worse. And that’s a generous 
interpretation of what’s going on in the White House and State 
Department. 
 A more cynical but increasingly realistic assessment is that any 
administration headed these days by a Democrat, especially one held 
hostage by his party’s radical elements in Congress, has a dim view 
of America and wishes to downgrade its status as the world’s most 
powerful force for good. 
 Obama made no bones about intending to “lead from behind.” At 
this he was so successful that his replacement was an “outsider” who 
vowed to “make America great again.” 
 If it hadn’t been for the coronavirus pandemic, which put a severe 
dent in the otherwise booming U.S. economy, Trump would have 
provided hope for the people of Iran, bent on extricating themselves 
from the grip of Khamenei and his latest protégé, Raisi. 
 What they grasp and the Biden administration ignores is that 
sanctions relief will not rid them of their misery. The only 
beneficiaries of cash from the United States and Europe have been, 
are and will be the nuclear program and global terrorism.  
(JNS Jul 27) 

 
 
Ben & Jerry’s Dispute a Sign of Israel’s Growing Societal 
Challenge    By Dan Schnur 
 Sometimes, an ice-cream cone is just an ice-cream cone. But 
sometimes, a debate that may seem to be just about dairy-based 
desserts can have much broader ramifications. 
 Initially, I didn’t want to write about the Ben & Jerry’s 
controversy sweeping through the United States and Israel, because I 
worried that discussing the life-and-death issues that frame the 
Israeli-Palestinian debate within the context of an ice-cream boycott 
could trivialize such a critically important conversation. 
 But this isn’t an argument about desserts. It’s about terrorism and 
bigotry and the worst type of double standard that demonizes the 
Jewish homeland and the people who live there. It’s the latest front in 
the ongoing battle that uses the threat of economic boycott and 
sanctions to pressure Israel into agreeing to shrink its landmass, 
empower its enemies and expose its citizens to an even greater threat 
of danger and death. 
 This overlap between Middle Eastern geopolitics and an 
American cultural touchstone demonstrates the scope of the challenge 
that Israel and its supporters are now facing with an American 
audience whose support for the Jewish state has become increasingly 
tenuous. The legislative fights are becoming more frequent and 
intense as anti-Israel voices in Congress continue to grow. This 
dispute, however, is an unpleasant reminder that Israel’s challenges 
are spreading beyond the political arena to the broader and less 
manageable cultural space. 
 Almost every week, we hear apologies by athletes and 
entertainers who “didn’t understand” the hateful overtones of the 
jokes or the song lyrics they retweeted. Our children and 
grandchildren study on college campuses where progressive 
organizations march with pro-Palestinian zealots and then stand aside 
when Jewish students are demonized. Our allies in school districts 
and state legislatures work overtime to detoxify ethnic studies 
curricula that perpetuate anti-Semitic stereotypes, and our feminist 
friends battle to disentangle the national Women’s March movement 
from Louis Farrakhan’s apologists. Meanwhile, the mainstream news 
media devote a comparatively small amount of attention to hate 
crimes committed against the Jewish community. 
 This culminates in a societal challenge on a scale that we have 
not faced in this country since the founding of the Jewish state. 
Isolated pockets of prejudice and discrimination are one thing, but 
this broader attitudinal shift is much more unnerving and has the 
potential to be much more damaging. Even our victories—passing an 
anti-BDS bill or defanging an ethnic studies proposal—seem like 
intermittent rear-guard actions that merely delay inevitable and 



unceasing movement in the opposite direction. Polls show that 
antipathy towards Israel is significantly greater among young 
Americans, which means this trend will continue to worsen unless it is 
addressed. 
 An effective repair effort will require extensive work both inside 
and outside the Jewish community. We must both rebuild our 
weakened relationships with other underrepresented groups for whom 
the Jewish role in the civil-rights movement is a fading memory and 
re-instill an appreciation for Israel among our younger generations for 
whom the importance of the Jewish homeland is often more obligatory 
than existential. We need to better coordinate and prioritize the 
commendable work being done by individual synagogues and 
community groups throughout the region, but largely independent of 
each other. 
 The question is who will lead this multi-pronged project? The 
Anti-Defamation League has been heroic on this front for much of its 
existence, but the ADL is at its best when it is acting as a first 
responder rather than a general practitioner. The American Jewish 
Committee has recently begun to return to its historic emphasis on 
domestic matters after many years of prioritizing foreign policy: David 
Harris’s successor as the group’s CEO will hopefully accelerate efforts 
to return to a U.S. focus. Rabbi Noah Farkas brings an admirable 
record of community activism to his role as the Jewish Federation’s 
next CEO and is likely to emphasize such efforts. Steven Windmueller 
argues frequently and eloquently for the need to re-create a Jewish 
Community Relations Council here in Los Angeles to do the type of 
work that similar organizations in New York, San Francisco, Boston 
and many other cities have assumed. 
 The raw material is here, but the strategy and coordination are not. 
It’s time for the convening agents to come forward. This multi-front 
battle is bigger than ice cream or economic boycotts. It’s bigger than 
politics or legislation, bigger than City Hall or the state legislature of 
Congress. This is about the place of Jewish Americans in our society 
and whether we can still belong here in the way we deserve. 
(Jewish Journal Jul 27) 

 
 
UN Human Rights Council: When it Comes to Israel, Still Driving 
on Biased Retreads     By Daniel Mariaschin 
 That “history repeats itself” is not only a shopworn axiom, it is, 
like other clichés, oftentimes true. 
 The appointment last week of Navi Pillay, the former U.N. High 
Commissioner for Human Rights to head up an investigation of the 
“root causes” and “systemic abuses” emanating from the 11-day 
conflict between Israel and Hamas in May comes as no surprise. 
 The mandate of the investigation is to look at “all underlying root 
causes or recurrent tensions, instability and protraction of conflict, 
including systemic discrimination and repression based on national, 
ethnic, racial or religious identity.” 
 In other words, using kangaroo-court vernacular for singling out 
Israel for defending itself in the face of daily barrages of 
indiscriminate fire emanating from Hamas rocket-launchers in Gaza. 
Furthermore, this newly named commission has no specified shelf life 
and can continue to investigate Israel indefinitely. 
 We’ve seen this call to criticize before, especially on Pillay’s 
watch at the U.N. Human Rights Council (UNHRC). During her six-
year tenure at the UNHRC in Geneva, she more than once held her 
thumb on the scale when opining on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. 
 In 2010, Pillay oversaw the work of the special commission 
headed by South African jurist Richard Goldstone, tasked by the 
UNHRC with investigating the fighting between Israel and Hamas in 
2008 and 2009. That report, which was biased against Israel and 
distorted the facts surrounding that three-week war, concluded that 
Israel may have been guilty of war crimes. 
 In 2014, Pillay convened another investigation into fighting 
between Israel and Hamas, again showing her biased hand in 
evaluating the causes and the outcome of that war. “There seems to be 
a strong possibility that international law has been violated,” she said, 
“in a manner that could amount to war crimes.” 
 She criticized Israel for use of disproportionate force and for its 
disregard for civilian lives. The UNHRC, in what has become the 
usual feverish diplomatic hysteria that surrounds fighting between 
Israel and Hamas, created “an independent commission of inquiry” 

that would look into “all violations of human rights law and 
international humanitarian law in the occupied Palestinian territory, 
including East Jerusalem, particularly in the occupied Gaza Strip.” 
 Once again, the Human Rights Council demonstrated its bias and 
callous disregard for the facts. It should be recalled that Israel had 
actually withdrawn from Gaza in 2005, nine years before the 2014 
resolution, citing “the occupied Gaza Strip,” was adopted. More 
important to note, though, is the broad band of responsibility that the 
resolution arrogated to the investigative committee: indeed, what did 
“East Jerusalem” have to do with Israel defending itself against 
Hamas rockets? 
 In both 2010 and again in 2014, Pillay did mention Hamas rocket 
fire into Israel. But given the heavy-handed focus on Israeli military 
actions, the reports’ references to Hamas had the look and feel of 
throwaways, as an afterthought placed in the texts of these 
resolutions to cover the UNHRC’s tracks. 
 Indeed, in 2014, Pillay accused Hamas of not practicing “the 
principle of distinction and precaution.” In other words, 
“disproportionate response” was being tossed around liberally by her 
and others with regard to Israel, while Hamas’s indiscriminate firing 
of rockets into Israeli population centers was lightly let off the hook 
with diplomatic language that required three readings to understand 
exactly what was “distinction and precaution.” 
 And if there is still any doubt as to where Pillay stands on the 
issue, consider this: In 2014, she pointedly criticized the United 
States for not sharing Iron Dome technology (that has allowed Israel 
to shoot down most incoming rockets targeting its populated areas) 
with Hamas. At the time, Pillay said, “No such protection has been 
provided to the Gazans against the shelling.” In other words, why 
isn’t the United States arming terrorists? 
 In May, U.N. High Commissioner for Human Rights Michelle 
Bachelet, the former president of Chile and an incessant critic of 
Israel in her own right, said that Israeli attacks on Gaza might 
constitute war crimes. That led to the appointment of one of her 
predecessors, Pillay, to begin the process of publicly flaying Israel for 
the third time in 15 years. Even though the naming of Pillay to the 
post was done in the name of the current UNHRC president, there is 
little doubt that Bachelet’s influence was in play. 
 The United Nations is now in its 76th year, but it has been 
apparent for decades that many of its agencies and committees, like 
the Human Rights Council, stocked as they are with countries that 
participate in bloc voting and who engage in oftentimes mindless 
herd mentality, can be counted on to pounce on Israel whenever the 
opportunity presents itself. 
 Investigations into Israel’s justified responses to rocket attacks 
from Hamas, or its earlier and current responses to innumerable 
terrorist attacks, only serve to politicize and marginalize the 
organization. The United Nations, whose original mission was to 
promote peace in the international community, now often appears as 
a mouthpiece for the Palestinian narrative—predictable and yet 
dangerous because such activity only serves to reward terrorism, and 
raises expectations of both Hamas and the Palestinian Authority that 
they have the international community at their backs. 
 We should not be surprised by the outcome of the upcoming 
UNHRC “investigation” into the recent fighting in Gaza. Indeed, this 
commission of inquiry will no doubt pull from the shelf reports filed 
by the Goldstone Commission and that which the UNHRC inquiry 
produced in 2014. Which is to say: The Pillay Commission’s findings 
are likely already written. 
 The good news, I suppose, is that the Abraham Accords, which 
brought four Arab countries into the peace fold with Israel, will soon 
observe its first anniversary. The spirit of those agreements represents 
the future; they are a promising pathway to cooperation and co-
existence. 
 Rather than convene yet another commission to castigate Israel, 
the UNHRC would have done far better to establish a commission to 
investigate why the Palestinians—now approaching 28 years after the 
Oslo Accords—refuse to engage in serious negotiations with Israel. 
Or, perhaps, a report focusing on Hamas’s obsession with bringing 
about Israel’s demise. 
 Now that would be a real contribution to advancing human rights. 
The writer is the CEO of B’nai B’rith International.   (JNS Jul 28) 

 


