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Respond to Palestinian Plans By Building in Atarot 
By Nadav Shragai 
 At the moment, there is no chance that Palestinian entrepreneur 
Bashar Masri’s grandiose dreams of building tens of thousands of new 
housing units in the north of Jerusalem will come to fruition for a few 
reasons. 
 First, his building permit was issued a year ago and allows him to 
construct only 400 units on an 18.5-dunam (4.57-acre) piece of land 
that borders Atarot and Beit Hanina. Second, the bigger plan, which is 
more of a vision and has yet to be approved by anyone, discusses 
“completing” Beit Hanina and expanding its current population of 
40,000 to some 120,000. 
 This plan, which is making the rounds of the Beit Hanina 
community administrators, currently has no chance of making it 
through the Jerusalem planning authorities, the Jerusalem Municipality 
or the district planning committee, where Interior Minister Ayelet 
Shaked has major influence. 
 And after we’ve said that, we should nevertheless be concerned by 
this Palestinian vision, which was presented on Tuesday in the 
presence of Jerusalem Mufti Mohammed Hussein and Orthodox 
Archbishop of Jerusalem Theophilus III. Mainly, we should be 
concerned because it is met with a lack of vision from the Israeli side 
when it comes to northern Jerusalem. 
 Moreover, the construction plan of more significance to Jews in 
the north of the city—the plan to build some 10,000 new housing units 
in Atarot—has been under a diplomatic freeze for two decades. This 
was in place under former Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and 
his predecessors, and remains in place under Prime Minister Naftali 
Bennett. 
 There is nothing more justified than building housing in Atarot, 
which is Jewish-owned land that was captured by Jordan in the 1948 
War of Independence and that Israel liberated in 1967. Since then, it 
has been waiting for its children, its redeemers, to return. 
 Of course, building in Atarot is also the right thing to do, given the 
housing crisis for Jewish residents of Jerusalem. Some 18,000 Jews 
leave the city each year, mostly because they have nowhere to live. 
 The plan is also necessary to sway the demographic balance of 
Jerusalem in favor of the Jews and increase their majority, which has 
shrunk in the past few decades. Atarot is the answer to the Palestinian 
Masri family’s vision, and an opportunity for Yamina Party’s Bennett 
and Interior Minister Ayelet Shaked, and for Minister of Jerusalem 
Affairs and Housing and Construction Ze’ev Elkin and Justice 
Minister Gideon Sa’ar, formerly from Likud, to prove that they are 10 
percent to the right of the previous government. (Israel Hayom Oct 13) 

 
 
No Place for Guilt Over Israel's Self-Defense 
By Moshe Phillips  
 This month’s anniversary of the 1953 battle of Qibya has triggered 
yet another outpouring of Jewish guilt feelings. But Israel has no more 
reason to feel guilty about Qibya than the Allies do for bombing 
Dresden, Hiroshima, or Nagasaki. 
 In the early 1950s, Palestinian Arab terrorists based in Jordan 
frequently crossed into Israel and perpetrated savage attacks against 
Israeli civilians. Instead of hitting back, Israel’s leaders first tried 
diplomacy. On June 8, 1953, they signed an agreement with Jordan 
that was supposed to prevent the cross-border attacks. 
 How did that work out? Each evening for the next three days, 
Palestinian Arab terrorists coming from Jordan murdered Israeli 
civilians, including children, in Jerusalem, Lod, Mishmar Avalon, and 
Kfar Hess. 
 The Israeli cabinet met in emergency session. Jordan denied 
responsibility, claiming the terrorists were actually just burglars. That 

was, of course, a 
blatant lie: throwing 
grenades through the 
windows of homes, and not 
stealing anything, is not the way 
burglars operate. 
 
Foreign Minister Moshe Sharett 
pleaded with the United Nations 

to do something. Long weeks passed, as Israel waited in vain for the 
international community to respond. Crickets. 
 The final straw came when terrorists from Jordan slaughtered an 
Israeli mother and her two young children in the town of Yehud. 
Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion decided to stop waiting for 
international sympathy and to undertake a military response. So he 
sent an Israeli army unit headed by Ariel Sharon to hit the nearby 
Jordanian town of Qibya on the night of October 13, 1953. 
 Historian and pundit Daniel Gordis, writing this week on his 
"Israel from the Inside with Daniel Gordis" blog about the events in 
Qibya, claimed that Israel committed a “massacre.” He called it a 
“painful mistake” that resulted from Israel “seeking retribution to 
make a point.” (Source: https://danielgordis.substack.com/p/on-the-
anniversary-of-the-qibya-calamity) 
 Nonsense. It wasn't a massacre, it wasn't a mistake, and it wasn't 
“retribution,” a term which implies mindless vengeance. It was a 
legitimate military operation conducted as part of Israel’s ongoing 
war of self-defense. It was no less legitimate—but far less lethal—
than the conduct of the Allies in World War Two. 
 Qibya was not some peaceful, unarmed village. A detachment of 
Jordanian soldiers was stationed there—as proven by the fact that ten 
of them were killed in the gun battle that erupted when the Israeli 
forces approached. 
 The Israelis then dynamited several dozen buildings in the town. 
Some of them were public facilities which could reasonably be 
expected to be empty, since the battle took place late at night. Some 
of the buildings were residential. Sharon sent soldiers from house to 
house, to check for civilians and shout warnings. That meant risking 
the soldiers’ lives and giving up the element of surprise. But Sharon 
did it anyway. 
 The Arab residents had time to flee. Some chose not to. As a 
result, some were inadvertently killed in the demolition of homes that 
the Israelis believed were empty. Most accounts claim there were 69 
civilian fatalities. 
 The only “painful mistake” that Ben-Gurion made was his 
clumsy attempt to deny responsibility. He claimed, ludicrously, that 
the attack on Qibya was carried out by disgruntled Israeli border 
residents. Acting as if Israel was guilty of something made Israel look 
like it was guilty of something. 
 Ben-Gurion should have said, openly and honestly, that Israel 
was at war, and, just like the Allies had done eight years earlier, 
Israel was legitimately defending itself with every means at its 
disposal, although the Israelis had not deliberately tried to kill 
civilians—in fact, it had deliberately tried to avoid civilian casualties. 
 Ben-Gurion should have reminded the world that the Allies 
had—with justification—deliberately tried to kill as many German 
civilians as possible by firebombing Dresden (25,000 died), and as 
many Japanese civilians as possible by dropping atom bombs on 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki (200,000 died). No advance warnings. The 
Germans and the Japanese were the aggressors in that war. Anything 
the Allies did to defeat them was self-defense, legitimate, and moral. 
 It’s sad that civilians get killed in wars. It’s sad that wars are 
fought at all. But that’s reality. Israel’s behavior in wartime should be 
judged exactly as we judge the behavior of any other country in 
wartime—including the United States and its allies in World War 
Two. 
 Daniel Gordis points to Israel’s conduct in the recent Gaza war as 
evidence that the Israelis have learned from Qibya how to “do 
better.” He thinks that giving Gazan civilians advance warning—and 
thereby endangering the lives of Israeli soldiers—is “doing better.” 
He’s wrong. There’s nothing good or moral about risking Israeli lives 
in order to spare enemy civilians. 
 While the Israeli strikes on Qibya and similar targets may have 
been “brutal and bloody,” they “worked,” according to Prof. Daniel 
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Byman of Georgetown University, author of A High Price: The 
Triumphs and Failures of Israeli Counterterrorism. 
 And that should be the ultimate measuring stick when looking at 
Qibya, or Gaza, or Dresden, or Hiroshima and Nagasaki. All wars are 
“brutal and bloody.” All wars are sad. But whatever works to defeat an 
evil aggressor is the very definition of what is moral in the real world.   
(IsraelNationalNews.com Oct 12 

 
 
Israel Should Grant Jews the Right to Pray on the Temple Mount 
By Farley Weiss 
 A fundamental constitutional right in the United States, embodied 
in its first amendment, is the freedom of religion. Freedom of prayer is 
clearly part of freedom of religion. Part of freedom of prayer is the 
freedom to pray in public spaces. Anyone opposing the right of Jewish 
prayer, therefore, would be deemed anti-Semitic in America. 
 This brings us to Israel. Before the opening of the U.S. embassy in 
Jerusalem, I helped organize the first Jewish afternoon prayer service 
there, with no concern that it would spark any kind of controversy. In a 
way, I was right; I found out later that a video of it had garnered more 
than 10,000 views. 
 Subsequently, thanks to the Abraham Accords, which recently 
passed their one-year anniversary, Jewish services and events were 
even celebrated publicly in the United Arab Emirates and Bahrain. It 
was a sign of those Muslim-majority countries’ acceptance of freedom 
of Jewish observance that is so fundamental to the groundbreaking 
peace deals. 
 Meanwhile, however, such open Jewish prayer is not permitted at 
Judaism’s holiest site—the Temple Mount in Jerusalem. Indeed, Israel 
actually enforces a ban on organized Jewish prayer, and even audible 
individual Jewish prayer at the site, while permitting Muslims to pray 
freely there. 
 This policy, established by Moshe Dayan after Israel’s victory in 
the 1967 Six-Day War, who gave authority over the holy sites to the 
Islamic Waqf, continues to be enforced, due to pressure by the 
Palestinian Authority, Jordan and Egypt. Jordan also prohibits public 
Jewish prayer at the tomb of Moses’s brother, Aharon Hakohen, which 
is located near Petra. The Jordanian parliament even held a moment of 
silence for the terrorists who murdered two Israeli policemen guarding 
the Temple Mount. Amman has also given safe haven to Ahlam 
Tamimi, who participated in the 2001 Sbarro pizzeria bombing in 
Jerusalem, in which 15 Israeli and American citizens were killed and 
more than 100 others were wounded. It has refused U.S. requests for 
her extradition. 
 Together with Egypt, Jordan also endorsed a 2016 UNESCO 
resolution denying any Jewish connection to the Temple Mount, 
referring to it as a solely Muslim site. The resolution also referred to 
the Western Wall as Al-Baraq Plaza, and did not acknowledge any 
connection to Judaism. 
 This is not surprising, because if you deny that two Jewish temples 
existed on the Temple Mount, then you deny any Jewish connection to 
the Western Wall, as well. Nor is it surprising, thus, that on more than 
one occasion, there have been incidents of Muslims on the Temple 
Mount throwing stones on Jewish worshipers at the Western Wall 
below—because they oppose Jewish prayer, too. 
 Acquiescence to opposition to Jewish prayer goes way back. It 
was also instituted by Britain in its 1928 White Paper, which 
prohibited the blowing of the shofar at the Western Wall. The reason 
that the British gave was that such a ritual would offend and incite the 
Muslim world. 
 The decree led to Britain’s attempt each year to arrest Jews 
blowing the shofar at the end of Yom Kippur, in violation of the law. 
Recently, many of those—who are still alive—had a reunion at the 
Western Wall to remember their act of religious freedom against the 
anti-Semitic British decree. 
 Last week, Jerusalem Magistrates Court Judge Bilha Yahalom 
ruled that the silent prayer of Jews on the Temple Mount is allowed, 
saying it cannot be deemed a “criminal act.” 
 Sadly, Israeli Public Security Minister Omer Bar Lev announced 
that the government was appealing the ruling, on the grounds that it 
“endanger(s) the public peace and could cause a flare-up.” 
 He further elaborated that though “the state advocates freedom of 
worship and prayer for all … in view of the security implications, the 

status quo must be upheld that the prayer of Jews on the Temple 
Mount will take place next to the Western Wall and the prayer of 
Muslims will take place in al Haram Al Sharif.” 
 Bar Lev’s appeal was successful. The Jerusalem District Court 
overturned Yahalom’s ruling. According to some reports, Biden 
administration pressure was behind the appeal. 
 This runs counter to former U.S. President Donald Trump’s 
“Peace to Prosperity” plan, which—in a historic first—said that 
Jewish prayer should not be prevented on the Temple Mount. 
 In an article in the September issue of Commentary, Rabbi Meir 
Soloveitchik wrote: “The hard truth is that in the past 54 years since 
the miraculous moment when Jews returned to ancient Jerusalem, the 
sacred city has itself been rebuilt—but the destruction of the 
remnants of the Temple has gotten worse. The Waqf has destroyed 
much archeological evidence of the Temple that once was there, and 
many Palestinian leaders have denied that the Temple stood there in 
the first place.” 
 Many Orthodox rabbis oppose Jews ascending to the Temple 
Mount for religious reasons. But those rabbis should make clear to 
those who hold a different theological position that they should 
support the right of Jews to pray there freely. 
 It is a travesty that the State of Israel is not protecting this right. 
 Freedom of religion is only upheld when we stand up and protect 
it from outrageous threats, such as that of a Muslim uprising. It is 
time for the Israeli government to do its job and safeguard the right of 
Jews to pray at their holiest site.   (JNS Oct 13) 

 

 
BDS Proves Once Again That it’s All About the Anti-Semitism 
By Jonathan S. Tobin 
 Irish novelist Sally Rooney thinks that she’s an advocate for 
human rights, and that prejudice and hate have nothing to do with her 
work or her various political stands. As far as Ben Cohen and Jerry 
Greenfield—the Ben and Jerry who founded the eponymous ice-
cream brand—are concerned, they are among the nation’s foremost 
progressives. The pair believe that they are righteous advocates for 
social justice. 
 Yet despite their well-advertised good intentions and enormous 
self-regard, Rooney, Cohen and Greenfield are promoting hatred 
against Jews. What makes it so infuriating is that none of them—and 
others who also support the BDS movement that targets Israel—are 
honest enough to own up to the consequences of their actions. By 
refusing to acknowledge that backing a movement that seeks Israel’s 
destruction is itself inherently anti-Semitic, they are not only in 
denial about what they are doing but demonstrating the way 
contemporary intellectual fashions on the left are enabling hatred that 
singles out Jews. 
 Rooney’s case is pretty straightforward, despite her attempts to 
cling to the illusion that she has the moral high ground. 
 The novelist, whose third book, Beautiful World, Where Are 
You, has just been released, has told the Israeli publishing house that 
handled her two previous works of fiction that she would not allow 
them to put out the new one. According to the company, Modan 
Publishing, she told them that she wasn’t interested in having her 
book published in Hebrew or in Israel. Subsequently, she said that 
prompted by a libelous report put out by Human Rights Watch that 
falsely labeled Israel as an “apartheid state,” she supported the BDS 
movement, which calls for an end to all commerce and contacts with 
the Jewish state. 
 She told The New York Times in an email that while she had 
nothing against having her writing appear in Hebrew, “I simply do 
not feel it would be right for me under the present circumstances to 
accept a new contract with an Israeli company that does not publicly 
distance itself from apartheid and support the U.N.-stipulated rights 
of the Palestinian people.” In a further clarification, she said she was 
“responding to the call from Palestinian civil society” and expressing 
solidarity with “their struggle for freedom, justice and equality.” 
 Two things about her position need to be understood clearly. 
 One is that the goal of BDS isn’t to adjust Israel’s policies 
towards the West Bank and Hamas terrorist state in Gaza or to 
advocate for Palestinian independence as part of a two-state solution. 
Its aim is the eradication of Israel, the one Jewish state on the planet. 
The talk about apartheid isn’t merely a distortion of the anomalous 



situation in the territories where Palestinians have repeatedly rejected 
peace offers; it’s their false description of life inside the only 
democracy in the Middle East. 
 As The Guardian reported, Rooney was one of many literary types 
who signed a “letter against apartheid” published in May which spoke 
of 1948 (and not 1967, when Israel came into possession of the West 
Bank as part of a defensive war) as the beginning of “Israeli settler 
colonial rule” and referred to Israel’s attempts to defend its citizens—
Jew and Arab alike—against more than 4,000 terrorist rockets and 
missiles fired from Hamas in the Gaza Strip as a “massacre of 
Palestinians.” Simply put, the letter is not only a compendium of anti-
Israel lies and anti-Semitic stereotypes but incompatible with any 
notion of peace that doesn’t involve Israel’s destruction. 
 That means that in order to comply with Rooney’s definition of an 
Israeli company that distances itself from “apartheid,” they would have 
to join that call for their nation’s elimination. 
 Somewhat more subtle but no less damning was Cohen and 
Greenfield’s explanation for the partial boycott of Israel that is being 
carried out by the company they founded but subsequently sold to the 
Unilever Corporation. 
 In an interview with Axios broadcast on HBO, the pair sought to 
defend the decision of the woke independent board that they insisted 
on putting in place when they sold their company. They consider the 
decision to drop their Israeli partner and ban the sale of its products in 
parts of Jerusalem illegally occupied by Jordan from 1949 to 1967, as 
well as in the West Bank, to be a protest against what they claim are 
Israel’s illegal policies. 
 But when Axios reporter Alexi McCammond asked them why they 
thought it was right to boycott Israel but not other places whose 
policies they disagree with, the pair was stumped. 
 McCammond wanted to know why they weren’t halting the sale of 
ice-cream in Texas, which has passed a law against abortion after a 
fetal heartbeat is detected and which all progressives oppose. She also 
asked why they weren’t boycotting the state of Georgia, which has an 
election integrity law that liberals blasted and that motivated Major 
League Baseball to move its 2021 All-Star Game from Atlanta to 
Denver. 
 The answer to these queries was stunned silence followed by a 
nervous laugh. As Axios reported: “I don’t know,” Cohen said with a 
laugh. “It’s an interesting question. I don’t know what that would 
accomplish. We’re working on those issues, of voting rights. … I think 
you ask a really good question. And I think I’d have to sit down and 
think about it for a bit.” 
 When he was pressed about Texas and the new abortion laws, he 
replied “by that reasoning, we should not sell any ice-cream anywhere. 
I’ve got issues with what’s being done in almost every state and 
country.” 
 Of course, Ben & Jerry’s isn’t going to stop selling its products in 
Texas and Georgia. Virtue-signaling their support for 
environmentalism and other fashionable leftist causes has proven 
profitable for their company. They’re not going to endanger their 
bottom line by pulling out of areas where they make big money. 
 It’s no accident that Israel is the country that is always singled out 
by so-called human-rights advocates for its alleged crimes even though 
other nations, which are actually tyrannies, get ignored. Israel is the 
only nation in the world that has spawned a worldwide movement that 
aims at its destruction. Only Jews and Jewish rights are treated in this 
manner, which is to say that BDS, in whatever form it takes, is, like 
anti-Zionism itself—inherently anti-Semitic. And the fact that some 
Jews, like Cohen and Greenfield, or groups with Jewish names like 
Jewish Voices for Peace, which promotes anti-Semitic blood libels, 
support it doesn’t give them a pass for a movement that targets their 
own people for hate and discrimination. 
 That’s why laws being pushed in states all around the country to 
punish those companies that engage in discriminatory commercial 
conduct against Israel and Jews are not only not a violation of free 
speech but desperately needed. 
 In much of the mainstream media and polite liberal society, BDS 
is still treated like a legitimate protest rather than anti-Semitism. The 
growing acceptance of critical race theory and intersectionality is part 
of the reason for this since those toxic ideas provide a permission slip 
to anti-Semitism so long as it is cloaked in the rhetoric of the left. 

 But the actions of people like Rooney and Ben & Jerry’s rip the 
veil from this subterfuge. Those who think that only Israel’s efforts to 
defend itself against the Palestinian war on its existence or to assert 
Jewish rights are the most intolerable acts happening anywhere on the 
planet mustn’t be allowed to pose as do-gooders. Whether actively or 
passively, they are complicit in a hate campaign with an anti-Semitic 
goal that essentially justifies terrorist violence. Those who engage in 
such despicable behavior deserve the same opprobrium and boycotts 
that they would use against Israel and the Jews.   (JNS Oct 12) 

 
 
Why is Israel Undermining Efforts to Halt PA Terror Stipends? 

By Yossi Kuperwasser 
 Following the Aug. 29 meeting in Ramallah of Israeli Defense 
Minister Benny Gantz and Palestinian Authority leader Mahmoud 
Abbas, Gantz announced that Israel would “loan” the P.A. half a 
billion shekels ($155 million) to keep it afloat over the coming 
months. 
 At the same time, Israel is belatedly implementing a freeze on the 
tax revenues it transfers to the P.A., in protest against the stipends the 
P.A. disburses to convicted terrorists and their families. By 
coincidence, the sum being withheld is similar to that of the “loan”—
about 600 million shekels ($186 million) per year, or NIS 50 million 
($15.5 million) per month. (This amount does not reflect the total 
sum paid by the P.A. to convicted terrorists and the families of 
deceased terrorists, but rather the amount Israel can confirm with 
certainty that the P.A. paid in the previous year.) 
 This move makes a mockery not only of Israel’s protests against 
the P.A.’s terror stipends but also of Israeli law, which mandates that 
the government take action against the P.A. over these stipends. The 
P.A., for its part, insists on paying these salaries to all imprisoned 
(and released) terrorists under a Palestinian law that defines them as 
the “fighting sector of Palestinian society.” 
 Israel has severely impaired its ability to demand that the P.A. 
cease its vile practice of encouraging and inciting terrorism, whether 
via terror stipends, public statements, school curriculums or any other 
means. In addition, it has weakened its own ability to influence the 
international parties that could pressure the P.A. to end these 
practices and cease undermining Israel’s legitimacy in the 
international arena, including at the International Criminal Court in 
The Hague. 
 To justify the Gantz-Abbas meeting and the “loan,” many claims 
are being made, most of them unfounded. For example, it is alleged 
that the P.A. may collapse due to the severe economic crisis it finds 
itself in as the result of the cessation of Arab and international aid, as 
well as Israel’s putative measures. Also raised is the argument that 
Israel is required to support Abbas in the wake of Hamas’s strategic 
achievements in “Operation Guardian of the Walls” in May, and its 
growing stature in the Palestinian political sphere. 
 These, coupled with the damage to Abbas’s prestige and status 
following the Abraham Accords, the cancellation of P.A. 
parliamentary and presidential elections and the death of opposition 
activist Nizar Benat after his arrest by the P.A., have all destabilized 
the P.A. and strengthened Hamas. So, the argument goes, Israel must 
reinforce Abbas so that he can deal with the threats to his regime. 
 There is also a claim that Abbas opposes anti-Israel terrorism and 
that cooperation with the P.A.’s security forces is essential to curbing 
terrorism. 
 These statements, usually attributed to members of the security 
establishment and international entities, are heard so frequently that it 
seems that they are indisputable certainties. 
 In practice, Abbas leads the ideological and political campaign 
against Israel, and does not rule out the use of violence of any kind in 
this context. He guarantees any Palestinian imprisoned for terrorist 
activities a much higher salary than they would receive in any other 
job—and that salary increases during the years of his/her 
imprisonment. Thus, the more serious the attack and sentence, the 
higher the stipend. 
 Abbas also guarantees that terrorists imprisoned for more than 
five years will be given a position in the P.A., with time served 
counting towards seniority. In some cases, released terrorists are 
absorbed into the P.A. security apparatus. Abbas is decisive and 



determined to continue paying the salaries of terrorists at all costs, out 
of his belief that terrorists are heroes; his admiration is expressed in his 
meetings with their families. 
 On June 29-30 an academic conference was held at the Open Quds 
University in Ramallah under the title, “The Zionist Narrative – 
Between Reversal and Cancellation.” The conference was sponsored 
by Abbas, who opened it with a recorded speech in which he proudly 
noted that international public opinion had recently undergone a 
gradual shift toward accepting the Palestinian narrative. Abbas is one 
of his most prominent designers and promoters of this narrative, and 
the other speakers at the conference, including P.A. Prime Minister 
Mohammad Shtayyeh, echoed his remarks. 
 According to the outlandish and anti-Semitic Abbas/Palestinian 
narrative, the Jews are a religious group, not a people, and have never 
had sovereignty over Palestine. There is no such thing as the “Land of 
Israel,” and the Jews never had a temple on what they call the “Temple 
Mount” (known to Arabs as “al-Haram as-Sharif”) and therefore have 
no right to self-determination and certainly not in Palestine. Moreover, 
Ashkenazi Jews are descendants of the Khazars, and have nothing to 
do with the Jews who lived in Palestine until 2,000 years ago. 
 On the other hand, Abbas argues, the Palestinians are an ancient 
people in the land, descendants of the Canaanites and the other peoples 
who lived there before the arrival of the Israelites. Zionism is the cruel 
and villainous creation of the colonialists and imperialists who sought 
to dispose of the Jews because of their intolerable qualities, and to use 
them as a bridgehead in their fight against Muslims. Zionism 
collaborated with the Nazis in an effort to persuade Jews to immigrate 
to Palestine, and adopted Nazi characteristics themselves over time, 
according to Abbas. 
 The inevitable end will be the return of the Jews to the places from 
whence they came, the Palestinian position states. This goal will be 
achieved through a multi-dimensional struggle—which also includes 
violence. All types of violence are morally justified in Abbas’s eyes, 
but he believes that after the Oslo Accords, and especially after the 
second intifada, the focus should be on what he calls “popular 
resistance,” which includes riots, stonings, firebombings, stabbings 
and vehicular assaults. 
 Hamas, on the other hand, believes there is a need for direct, 
military-style terror attacks in Judea and Samaria (a planned attack of 
this kind was recently thwarted) and sometimes from the Gaza Strip, 
though it also uses “softer” terrorism such as launching incendiary 
balloons into Israel and encouraging riots along the border fence. 
 According to this narrative, it is the Palestinians who are the 
victims of the conflict, and who must perpetuate their narrative until 
all their goals are achieved. To this end, they have the right to use all 
forms of “struggle,” and no one, certainly not Israel and the West, who 
are responsible for their suffering in their eyes, have the right to 
criticize them. The narrative also emphasizes that the Palestinian 
struggle is national and Islamic at the same time, and ultimately states 
that in light of all this, all of Palestine is included, and Israel should 
not be recognized in any way as the nation-state of the Jewish people, 
which, at any rate, does not exist. At most, it is possible to temporarily 
accept the existence of an “Israeli people,” a new concept referring to 
Israel as the state of all its citizens. 
 After Abbas received the Israeli pledge to help him financially, he 
used his annual address to the U.N. General Assembly to slander 
Israel, calling it a racist state that conducts ethnic cleansing and 
violates international law. He emphasized the “Israeli massacres” and 
crimes from 1948 and the right of Palestinian refugees to return to 
their properties inside Israel, admitted that Palestinian textbooks are 
promoting the hostile Palestinian narrative against Israel, and insisted 
that he will keep paying salaries to arrested terrorists and to the 
families of deceased terrorists. Moreover, shortly before he hosted a 
delegation from Israel’s Meretz Party that included two Israeli 
ministers, he consoled the families of two Palestinian terrorists who 
were killed by the Israeli military as they prepared to carry out attacks. 
 This is the worldview of Gantz’s interlocutor. He is willing to 
continue security cooperation with Israel because curbing Hamas 
serves his present political interests—but he is willing to cooperate 
with Hamas when it is convenient. 
 Fears of a P.A. collapse are exaggerated as long as Abbas rules. 
Although the P.A. is in distress—politically more than economically—

it has already endured much worse crises. Last year, during the peak 
of the COVID-19 crisis, the P.A. on its own initiative stopped 
receiving taxes from Israel and halted security cooperation. 
Nevertheless, the P.A. continued to function, and the scope of 
terrorism did not rise. This is due in part to the fact that the bulk of 
counterterrorism operations are run by the Israeli security 
organizations. The Palestinian contribution is secondary. Also, today, 
the P.A. is able, contrary to American warnings, to function even 
without the promised Israeli assistance. And of course, if the P.A. 
feels genuine distress, it can simply stop paying salaries to terrorists, 
and halt funding for the effort to prosecute Israel’s top echelons in the 
International Criminal Court. 
 Despite all this, Gantz reportedly did not ask for any quid pro quo 
for the loan, or for meeting additional Palestinian requests. He 
exposed the government’s weakness regarding the Palestinians and 
acted contrary to the spirit of Israeli law. Worse, despite the P.A.’s 
satisfaction with Israel’s steps, they will not necessarily yield the 
desired results. 
 The Israeli security system and its head for some reason adhere to 
the belief that an agreement must be reached with the P.A., at the cost 
of Israeli security concessions and despite the P.A.’s worldview and 
objectives. They attach great importance to the de-escalation of 
violence in Judea and Samaria in the short term, and believe that the 
best way to ensure this outcome is by improving the Palestinians’ 
economic situation. However, even if this is true (and there is no 
factual basis for believing that it is), it need not be realized via the 
transfer of money to the P.A. so that it can in turn disburse salaries to 
terrorists. 
 For example, it is possible to increase the number of Israeli work 
permits issued to Palestinians. This is the main economic engine of 
the economy in the West Bank and is consistent with the accurate 
assessment that for most Palestinians, improving quality of life is just 
as important as the struggle against Zionism. 
 Chaining Israeli policy to the goal of achieving short-term quiet 
will impair Israel’s ability to deal with the Palestinian effort, led by 
Abbas, to spreads the Palestinian narrative at home (through 
incitement) and in the international system (through the campaign to 
delegitimize Israel). Already, the Palestinians have achievements on 
the American left—the set of concepts they are trying to instill in the 
international system (Israel is a racist and colonial apartheid state that 
illegally occupies Palestinian territory) has been implanted into broad 
circles of the Western left and threatens to seep into the center of the 
political map. This is a threat for which Israel must prepare. 
Tolerating Palestinian incitement in order to strengthen Abbas and 
gain temporary quiet is detrimental to this struggle. Quiet can and 
should be achieved in the short term, but by other means. 
 Another compelling explanation for Israel’s “loan” to the P.A. is 
that it was intended to please the American administration, which 
does not believe it is possible in the current circumstances to promote 
a political settlement to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. However, the 
U.S. administration believes it is important to appear attentive to the 
Palestinians, unlike its predecessor, and has come to their aid by 
preserving the viability of the two-state concept and improving their 
quality of life. 
 The administration is also convinced that the P.A. is suffering 
from an unprecedented financial crisis, but is unable to transfer U.S. 
aid because of U.S. legal restrictions, as long as the P.A. continues to 
pay salaries to terrorists and their families. The administration’s 
attempts to circumvent the law have been blocked by members of 
Congress. It seems that Israel was asked at the meeting between 
Biden and Bennett to solve the problem. If Israel had received from 
the Americans a significant incentive in other areas that are important 
to its security, then that might justify Gantz’s strange move. 
However, gratitude and appreciation are inadequate compensation. 
(Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs / JNS Oct 10) 
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