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Trump Tries a New Tack on the Peace Process      By Evelyn Gordon / 

President Donald Trump’s address to the UN last week received 
considerable attention for what he actually said. No less interesting, 
however, is what he didn’t say. The speech contained zero mention of the 
Palestinians, zero mention of their conflict with Israel, and zero mention of 
the peace process Trump has been trying to revive. 
 This omission isn’t unprecedented, but it is unusual; most U.S. 
presidents have included the Israeli-Palestinian issue in their annual UN 
addresses. And it seems especially surprising for a president who has 
repeatedly declared Israeli-Palestinian peace to be one of his major foreign 
policy goals. 
 Yet the omission is perfectly consistent with Trump’s approach to the 
peace process to date, which has differed markedly from that of all his 
predecessors in one crucial regard: He appears to be trying to apply serious 
pressure to the Palestinians rather than only to Israel. 
 Take, for instance, his administration’s consistent refusal to say that the 
goal of the peace process is a two-state solution. Since efforts to achieve a 
two-state solution have repeatedly failed for almost 25 years now, it makes 
obvious sense for anyone who’s serious about trying to solve the conflict to 
at least consider whether this is really the most workable option. But even 
if, as seems likely, the administration actually does believe in the two-state 
solution, refusing to publicly commit to it serves an important purpose. 
 That’s because insisting that the end goal be a Palestinian state is a 
major concession to the Palestinians—something that has unfortunately 
been forgotten over the last quarter century. After all, throughout Israel’s 
first 45 years of existence, there was almost wall-to-wall consensus among 
Israelis that a Palestinian state would endanger their country. Even the 1993 
Oslo Accord included no mention of Palestinian statehood, and the man 
who signed it, Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, asserted in his final address to 
the Knesset in 1995 that he envisioned a “Palestinian entity . . . which is 
less than a state.” 
 Yet to date, this significant concession to the Palestinians has never 
been accompanied by a corresponding Palestinian concession to Israel. 
Though the Palestinians insist on a Palestinian nation-state, they still refuse 
to accept a Jewish nation-state alongside it. Instead, they demand that 
millions of descendants of Palestinian refugees be allowed to relocate to 
Israel, turning it into a binational state. 
 Nor has this major concession to the Palestinians been accompanied by 
a corresponding international concession to Israel. The European Union, for 
instance, repeatedly makes very specific demands of Israel, insisting that it 
accept a Palestinian state based on the 1967 lines and Jerusalem as the 
capital of two states. But the EU has never demanded that the Palestinians 
accept a Jewish state or give up their idea of relocating millions of 
Palestinians to Israel. Instead, it merely calls for an unspecified “just, fair, 
agreed and realistic solution” to the Palestinian refugee problem, which the 
Palestinians–who view flooding Israel with millions of Palestinians as the 
only “just” solution–can easily interpret as support for their position. 
 In short, until Trump came along, the Palestinians won this major 
concession for free. Now, by refusing to declare a two-state solution as his 
goal, he has essentially told the Palestinians, for the first time in the history 
of the peace process, that every concession they previously pocketed is 
reversible unless and until they actually sign a deal. In other words, for the 
first time in the history of the peace process, he has told the Palestinians 
they have something to lose by intransigence. And if they want to reinstate 
America’s commitment to a Palestinian state, they will have to give 
something in exchange. 
 The same goes for Trump’s refusal even to mention the Palestinians in 
his UN speech. When former Secretary of State John Kerry repeatedly 
insisted that the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is the world’s most important 
foreign policy problem (a message routinely echoed by European 
diplomats), that gave the Palestinians tremendous leverage. Since they have 
always been the more intransigent side, the easiest path for any broker to 
follow is to simply support more and more Palestinian demands without 
requiring any substantive Palestinian concessions in return and then try to 
pressure Israel into agreeing. Thus, if world leaders are desperate to resolve 

the conflict, they will 
naturally tend to take 
that easy path in the 
hope of producing quick 
“achievements,” which is, in fact, 
what has happened over the last two 
decades. The result is that the 
Palestinians have concluded they can 
keep getting more simply by 
continuing to say no. 

 In his UN speech, Trump sent the opposite message: There are a lot of 
important foreign policy issues, like North Korea and Iran, and the 
Palestinian issue is so trivial by comparison that it doesn’t even merit a 
mention. In other words, though Trump would like to broker a peace deal, 
it isn’t necessary for America’s own interests. And therefore, it’s only 
worth investing time and effort in it if Palestinians and Israelis are both 
actually ready to deal, which means the Palestinians will have to be ready 
to finally make some concessions. 
 There are ample grounds for skepticism about whether Trump’s 
approach will work; based on the accumulated evidence of the last quarter 
century, I consider it far more likely that the Palestinians simply aren’t 
interested in signing a deal on any terms. Nevertheless, there is a plausible 
alternative theory. Perhaps Palestinians keep saying no simply because 
doing so has proven effective in securing more concessions. And if that’s 
the case, then reversing this perverse set of incentives by telling them they 
stand to lose from intransigence rather than gain by it could actually be 
effective. 
 Whether he succeeds or fails, Trump deserves credit for trying 
something new. Given the failure of his predecessors to achieve peace, 
only State Department bureaucrats could imagine that doing the same 
thing one more time would somehow produce different results.    
(CommentaryMagazine.com Sep 25) 
  

 
Losing a Sense of Statehood         By Haim Shine 
 It should come as no surprise that some members of the Zionist Union 
and Yesh Atid reportedly intend to boycott Wednesday's state ceremony, 
which will mark 50 years of settlement in parts of the land of Israel 
liberated after the Six-Day War. The so-called Zionist Union falsely 
carries the name Zionist, and Yesh Atid, meaning "There is a Future," 
does not represent the future in the Knesset at all, but rather the here and 
now. 
 A profound sense of statehood has been a cornerstone in Israel since 
the days of first Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion, but it no longer exists 
on the Left. Instead, petty political considerations have been monopolizing 
the limelight. When the opposition's star speaker MK Eitan Cabel (Zionist 
Union) lashes out against Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu – calling 
him the leader of the radical Right and accusing him of steering Israel into 
a gaping abyss of doom and, as usual, capitalizes over and over again on 
the terrible assassination of former Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin – it is 
clear just how low the Zionist Union has sunk into the pit of despair. Petty 
politicians will never regain power in the State of Israel. 
 The settlement enterprise in Judea, Samaria and the Golan Heights is 
the bastion and beacon of Zionist aspirations. Obviously, the members of 
the Zionist Union and Yesh Atid don't think too much of our people's 
return to a unified Jerusalem, to the City of David, to the Tomb of the 
Patriarchs or to Rachel's Tomb. They disconnected long ago from the 
aspiration and belief in Zion, in whose name we returned to our historical 
homeland, ingathered the Diaspora and established a glorious state. They 
pulled roots out of the ground and planted them in the air, exchanging the 
mighty Israeli spirit for an industry of gloom. It is such a shame they do 
not internalize that "a nation unfamiliar with its past will see a poor 
present and uncertain future," as their late and great leader Yigal Allon 
said in his 1959 book "Curtain of Sand." Whoever denies the past will 
never be able to claim that there is a future (yesh atid). 
 The settlers of Judea and Samaria are the successors to the pioneers of 
the pre-state days and the state's first decades. They were sent ahead as 
trailblazers as per the decision of successive governments, including those 
led by the left-wing Rabin and late President and Prime Minister Shimon 
Peres. They did not take foreign land, but rather redeemed their patrimony. 
Anyone in Israel with half a brain understands that the settlement 
enterprise today, besides being an ideology, safeguards the security of 
those in the coastal cities. Without the towns on the mountain ridges, no 
airplane can safely take off from Ben-Gurion International Airport. We 
can only imagine what would happen if the Golan Heights were no longer 
in our hands. 
 Therefore, I suggested to Mr. Avi Gabbay, the head of the Zionist 
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Union, to show leadership and not be captivated by the wheelers and 
dealers, those left-wing and so-called center MKs, and to rise above foreign 
and petty considerations. I suggested he respect the faithful citizens who 
allow us to live in peace everywhere we may live and understand that 
"where there is no vision, the people perish" (Proverbs 29:18). Remember 
that the greater the schism, the greater the strife. 
 The locomotive of construction, development and settlement is 
accelerating forward. It is just a shame there are those who continue to 
stand on the platform and wave white flags for peace. Peace is made first of 
all at home, and only then with the evildoers.   (Israel Hayom Sep 26) 
 

 
Where Does Israel Fit in a Jewish Future Without Faith? 
By Jonathan S. Tobin  

For Prime Minister Netanyahu’s political opponents, his government’s 
woes aren’t just an opportunity to score political points — they also provide 
easy-to-understand explanations for American Jewish attitudes toward 
Israel. Netanyahu’s critics use the negative developments or unpopular 
decisions associated with Netanyahu to rationalize and sometimes even 
justify the growing chasm between American Jews and Israelis. 
 But a new study about America Jewish identity gives the lie to this 
argument. According to the study the main reason for changing Jewish 
attitudes about Israel is rooted in faith, not politics. 
 A new study from the Public Religion Research Institute (PRRI) 
provides some sobering data about Jewish affiliation. Four years after the 
Pew Research Center published its “Portrait of Jewish Americans” — 
which detailed the toll that assimilation and intermarriage have taken on 
Jewish identity in this the US — the PRRI survey reveals that these trends 
have only accelerated. 
 Among the study’s insights is a breakdown of denominational loyalties. 
Overall, only 54 percent of Jews claim to be affiliated with one of the 
religious movements. Reform is the answer for 28 percent, 14 percent are 
Conservative, 10 percent are Orthodox and 2 percent are Reconstructionist. 
More than one third, 37 percent, say that they are “just Jewish.” Three 
percent claim to be “something else,” and six percent refuse to answer or 
say they don’t know. 

But if you look only at Jews under 30, the numbers break down this 
way: Reform — 20 percent; Conservative — 8 percent; Orthodox — 15 
percent; Reconstructionist — 3 percent; and just Jewish — 44 percent. 
 But the “just Jewish” tag doesn’t so much connote independence of 
synagogues, as it does a sense of Jewish identity devoid of religion or any 
true substance. A whopping 33 percent of Jews do not regard themselves as 
being Jewish by religion. That number expands to 47 percent for those 
under 30. 
 Pew called this demographic “Jews of no religion.” PRRI calls them 
“cultural Jews.” But either way, these are people whose connection to being 
Jewish appears to be mostly a matter of things like food, comedy or a belief 
that liberal political stands are the essence of their heritage. These numbers 
reflect not merely the collapse in synagogue attendance among the non-
Orthodox, but also a declining sense of Jewish peoplehood. 
 In the US, rising rates of assimilation are a function of the collapse of 
the barriers between faiths. But the idea that a growing demographic in 
which Jewish traditions, law and faith is absent can sustain support for 
Israel is risible. 
 While it can be argued that a secular Jewish identity can be sustained in 
Israel — a country that speaks Hebrew, lives by the Jewish calendar and 
whose history is bound up in a past rooted in faith as well as ethnic identity, 
it’s a different story in the United States. Cultural Jews — or those without 
religion here — are far less likely to feel the tug of emotion that ties Jewish 
communities together, no matter what political issues divide them. The fact 
that the Orthodox are more likely to be supportive of Israel, and to view it 
as a litmus test when voting, makes this all the more obvious. 
 The issues that are driving American Jews away from Israel are much 
bigger than attitudes about the peace process or pluralism. The collapse of 
faith and peoplehood among US Jews has far more to do with declining 
support for Israel among the non-Orthodox than with Netanyahu’s or 
Israel’s faults. If American Jews are becoming a people without faith, then 
Israel is bound to be the loser — no matter what its government does.   
(Algemeiner Sep 24) 
  

 
Go Back to Jewish Labor       By Nadav Shragai 
 The instinctive reaction to Tuesday's terrorist attack is to curse in a 
politically incorrect manner and blurt out that "you can't trust Arabs." The 
fact that shooter Nimr Mahmoud Ahmed Jamal came from a nearby town, 
like other murderers who have attacked us in the past few years, and the 
fact that he was a father of four who had a permit to work in Israel and 
whose employers said he was "one of the family," do not match up with the 
profile of murderers we have sketched for ourselves, and pretty much invite 
the aforementioned response, which stems from bitter experience and grief, 
not racism. 
 Having said that, we should remember that minorities, including Arabs, 
serve in the Israel Police and the Border Police, and Palestinians murder 
them too. The neighborhoods in which they live, on both sides of the Green 

Line, are binational. This complex fabric of life will not be changing any 
time soon. The plans to separate "us" from "them" by withdrawing and 
handing territory over to the Palestinians could be exponentially more 
costly. 
 The issue of employing Palestinians, therefore, should be examined 
calmly and from the point of view of security. Those who do so will once 
again discover that nothing is black and white: Employing Arabs from 
Judea and Samaria facilitates terrorism, but also stops it. 
 It facilitates terrorism because it brings terrorists and potential 
terrorists to our border neighborhoods and cities and makes their targets – 
us – more accessible to the attackers. It stops terrorism because it keeps 
entire sectors of the Palestinian population out of the circle of violence by 
giving them work. Tens of thousands of Palestinians working in Israel 
prefer to earn a living among us peacefully rather than stab us and end up 
starving. 
 This is a matter of best interests: The primary interest of many 
Palestinians is to work, not attack. Our interest is to preserve this and 
remove as many Palestinians as possible from terrorist circles by 
employing them. This does not always work. Sometimes, incitement and 
hatred overcome best interests, especially when the religious element 
plays a part. 
 The incident in Har Adar could bring up another question and lead us 
to revisit the subject of "Jewish labor." The pioneers of the first waves of 
aliyah in the late 19th century, the fathers of Labor Zionism and even the 
Histadrut Labor Federation used to wave that flag. 
 Jewish labor, which currently has a bad name, to the extent that 
anyone who espouses it is investigated on suspicion of racial 
discrimination, was until not long ago seen as utterly Zionist and utterly 
Jewish (take care of your own first), and right now can statistically be 
considered the safest option. Extremist organizations such as the Lehava 
anti-assimilation group might have co-opted the term, but we should take a 
much greater interest in it. 
 The Equal Employment Opportunities Law, which prohibits 
discrimination on the basis of ethnicity, supposedly contradicts the 
concept of Jewish labor. Our lawmakers would do well to invest some 
creative thought into softening the legislation. Circumstances, time, and 
maybe even our heritage demand that we revisit the issue.   (Israel Hayom 
Sep 27) 
 

 
Do Advocates for Palestinians Ever Listen to Palestinians? 
By Mitchell Bard 

If you pay any attention to advocates and supporters of the 
Palestinians who live outside the Middle East, you would think that the 
Palestinians in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip are mostly interested in 
settlements, boycotts, “occupation,” savaging Israel and achieving a two-
state solution. You have to wonder if these activists ever speak to 
Palestinians who live in the territories — because when pollsters ask for 
their opinion, it becomes clear that their actual views are quite different. 
 The Palestinian Center for Policy and Survey Research (PSR) 
conduced its latest poll this month, and found that “an overwhelming 
majority of the Palestinian public is worried about the future of liberties in 
Palestine.” Mahmoud Abbas in the West Bank, and Hamas in Gaza, both 
deny Palestinians their basic civil rights: freedom of speech, freedom of 
worship, freedom of the press and freedom of assembly. Women’s rights 
are virtually nonexistent, and there is zero tolerance of LGBTQ 
Palestinians. 
 As I’ve written before, advocates who claim to care deeply about the 
welfare of the Palestinians never stand up for the Palestinians’ rights when 
they’re abused by the Palestinian Authority (PA), or criticize the 
authoritarian rule of  Abbas. When was the last time that the American-
Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee, Arab American Institute, Students 
for Justice in Palestine, Jewish Voice for Peace, CAIR or any other pro-
Palestinian group spoke out against the abuses? They only find their 
voices if they can find some way to blame the Jews — because they prefer 
anti-Israel propaganda to aiding the Palestinians. 
 But the Palestinians oppressed by their leaders know better. While 
advocates abroad are free to speak out — but do not, journalists and 
activists in the territories are routinely arrested. More than 80% of 
respondents said that the PA does not have the right to detain activists 
such as Issa Amro, who was arrested and reportedly beaten for criticizing 
the PA’s detention of Palestinian journalist Ayman al-Qawasmi. Most 
Palestinians admit, however, that they are afraid to criticize the Palestinian 
Authority. 

When asked what they consider to be the most serious problem 
confronting Palestinian society, the public ranks poverty and 
unemployment, and the spread of corruption in public institutions, as their 
top two concerns. Only 23% say that their top priority is the continuation 
of occupation and settlement activities. But when was the last time that 
you heard a Palestinian activist talk about poverty and corruption? 
 While Abbas periodically threatens to disband the PA in response to 
Israeli actions, as if this would somehow punish the Israelis, 50% of 
Palestinians wish that he would — because they consider the PA “a 
burden on the Palestinian people.” A whopping 67% of the public also 



want Abbas to resign (80% of Gazans), and 65% are dissatisfied with his 
performance as president. 
 We hear a lot from Israel’s detractors about the blockade of Gaza, 
which was precipitated by Hamas terror attacks, but Gazans are 
increasingly angry with Abbas. According to the survey, “Gazans are 
moving away from Fatah and the Palestinian leadership in an 
unprecedented way,” because of sanctions that Abbas imposed on the Gaza 
Strip to try to pressure the people there to turn on Hamas. 
 Given the conditions in the PA, it is not surprising that 43% of Gazans 
and 22% of West Bank Palestinians say that they want to immigrate to 
other countries. Note too, how you never hear Palestinians or their 
supporters calling for people to move to the PA territories to build the state 
or fight for independence; this is one of many contrasts with the Jewish 
people’s commitment to their homeland. 
 Advocates for the Palestinians who tend to be hostile toward peace 
talks and a two-state solution are more in tune with the Palestinian people 
in the territories. Nearly three-fourths of the Palestinian public don’t think 
that the Trump administration is serious about reaching a peace agreement, 
and 55% are opposed to accepting an invitation from the administration to 
resume negotiations with Israel. A slim majority– 52%-47% — support the 
two-state solution; 31% favor a one-state solution. 
 One positive development in the survey was an increase in support for 
non-violent resistance (still only 26%), which the pollsters attribute to the 
success in forcing Israel to remove metal detectors from the entrance to the 
Temple Mount. The survey also found, however, that support for violence 
had increased, and that 35% of the public believes that violence is the most 
effective means of achieving independence. More ominously, 45% support 
a return to an armed intifada in the absence of peace negotiations. 
 One interesting finding is that the Palestinians seem to have developed 
a more realistic view of the importance of their cause to the Arab world. 
While some advocates (and Arabists) perpetuate the myth that the 
Palestinian issue is central to the stability of the Middle East, 77% of 
Palestinians believe that “the Arab world is too preoccupied with its own 
concerns, internal conflicts, and the conflict with Iran, and that Palestine is 
no longer the Arab’s principal or primary issue or cause.” 
 Advocates for Israel are sometimes accused of blindly supporting the 
Israeli government when, in fact, there are no shortage of Israeli critics of 
the state’s leaders and policies. The same cannot be said of our 
Palestinians’ friends. 
 The selective outrage and morality of advocates for the Palestinians is 
apparent from their silence when it comes to the mistreatment of 
Palestinians by their own leaders. This hypocritical obsession with Israel’s 
real and imagined sins highlights their insincerity, and reveals that most 
care less about the welfare of the Palestinians than the demonization, if not 
destruction, of Israel.   (Algemeiner Sep 26) 
  

 
Can US Withdraw from JCPOA if it Endangers American Interests? 
By Eric R. Mandel    

"The Iran deal is not a fair deal to this country” – US President Donald 
Trump, September 14, 2017 What if the Trump administration comes to the 
conclusion that the Iran agreement (JCPOA ) authored by the previous 
administration has destabilized the Middle East and undermined American 
interests? Since it was signed, Iran has actively supported the ethnic 
cleansing of hundreds of thousands of Sunnis, while being complicit in 
Syrian President Bashar Assad’s genocide of his own people. 
 Can the US wash its hands of the agreement, or are we stuck with it? 
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu has reportedly asked President Trump 
to either amend or withdraw from the 2015 agreement. There is no doubt 
that president Barack Obama believed that he knew better than the Israelis 
what was in their best interest, but now there is a new sheriff in town, who 
for years has made it clear that he believes the Iran agreement is a danger to 
America. 

There are no American inspectors anywhere in Iran, or anyone else 
inspecting military sites, where agreement-breaking nuclear weapons 
development may be taking place. Can America withdraw or amend the 
agreement if Iran technically adheres to its commitment according to the 
IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency), which refuses to confront 
Iranian intransigence on military inspections? Can Trump say sayonara, 
even if the other members of the P5+1 think it is not in their interest to 
leave the agreement? The answer is yes, but with a few caveats. 
 First, the Iran deal is not what it was presented by its authors to be. 
President Obama signed an agreement that betrayed his own words, 
promising to “end their nuclear program.” The agreement in fact guarantees 
an internationally accepted nuclear program in eight more years. 
 However, critics of withdrawal point out that despite the agreement 
having never having been signed, it is a commitment that was witnessed by 
five other major powers, and the consequences of America withdrawing 
would cast doubt on Western assurances in the future, undermining future 
negotiations. 
 The JCPOA is the most important American treaty of the 21st century, 
except that it was never submitted to the Senate for approval as a treaty. 
 According to Bruce Fein in The Washington Times, the JCPOA was 
“intended to constrain Iran’s nuclear ambitions in exchange for a relaxation 

of sanctions, and must be construed as a “treaty” under Article II, section 
2, clause 2 of the U.S. Constitution.” 
 As National Review’s Andrew McCarthy explained, the Constitution 
“does not empower the president to make binding agreements with foreign 
countries all on his own.” 
 Even the Yale Journal of International Law, a strong supporter of the 
JCPOA which believes withdrawal is unwise, opines that “nothing in the 
JCPOA ...formally binds the United States to the Agreement.” 
 There is even a precedent for walking away from the agreement, set 
by Rahm Emanuel and the Obama administration itself. 
 Let us recall that president Obama disavowed the Bush-Sharon letters 
of 2004, which said that the “existing major Israeli population centers” 
were “realities on the ground” and it is unrealistic to expect Israel to return 
them in any final agreement, with the quid pro quo of Israeli withdrawal 
from Gaza in the disengagement plan. 
 According to Ben Caspit’s book The Netanyahu Years, an 
illuminating exchange occurred between Israeli ambassador Michael Oren 
and Obama’s chief of staff, Rahm Emanuel. 
 Ambassador Oren called Emanuel for a clarification and said, “You 
can’t repudiate former understandings... it will cause long-term damage.” 
 Emanuel responded emphatically, “If we think they are not effective it 
is our right to say so isn’t it? We can’t be committed to everything the 
previous administration thought.” 
 So the Obama administration itself created a framework for walking 
away from the JCPOA , a set of unsigned understandings according to the 
State Department. If the JCPOA is not effective in moderating Iranian 
ambitions, and is a glide path to a nuclear weapons program, isn’t it then 
the right of the new administration to cancel that agreement? Of course it 
is. 
 Non-binding agreements that are not treaties can be withdrawn from. 
If president Obama wanted a binding agreement for perpetuity, all he had 
to do was present it as a treaty to the Senate. 
 So what should the US do now? Work with Congress to write 
legislation to annul the JCPOA if Iran cooperates in any way with North 
Korea on nuclear or missile related technology, while imposing new 
sanctions. Better yet, submit the JCPOA for Senate ratification. 
 As for the Europeans, their latest rationale for maintaining the Iran 
deal is that it is the model for a resolution of the North Korean nuclear 
conflict. They say the Iran deal mustn’t be touched, in order to reassure 
the North Koreans that if they strike a diplomatic deal the West will not 
renege on it. 
 So then we should show the North Koreans that they, like Iran, can 
have an internationally recognized nuclear program in 10 years, free of 
military site inspections in the meanwhile, and free to build nuclear-armed 
ICBMs, with billions of dollars as a reward for signing a piece of paper it 
has no intent of honoring. 
 The Iranian-sponsored ethnic cleansing of the Sunni population in 
Syria and Iraq is a war crime, and has caused a catastrophic refugee 
exodus with profound demographic national security threats to Western 
European nations. 
 So why is Western Europe so blind to the fact that the JCPOA is a 
major source of resources for Iranian belligerency, a primary cause of the 
refugee epidemic? It seems today’s Western European leaders are so lost 
in political correctness that they are content to author their own suicide. 
 As US UN Ambassador Nikki Haley said, “It is this unwillingness to 
challenge Iranian behavior for fear of damaging the nuclear agreement that 
gets to the heart of the threat the deal poses to our national security.” 
 US Secretary of State Rex Tillerson said Iran is “clearly in default” of 
the nuclear deal, and “the Trump administration is fully committed to 
addressing the totality of malign activities attributable to the Iran regime 
and its proxies.” 
 But is it willing to see the JCPOA as the primary driver of those 
malign activates?    (Jerusalem Post Sep 24) 
 

 
A Hollow Nuclear Deal       By Maj. Gen. (ret.) Yaakov Amidror 
 Iran's ballistic missile test on Friday, which included a projectile with 
a range of 2,000 kilometers (1,242 miles), making it capable of reaching 
much of the Middle East, including Israel, again highlighted the weakness 
of the 2015 nuclear deal between the Islamic republic and world powers, 
namely the United States, Russia, China, Britain, France and Germany. 
 It is common to think that countries that develop such missiles plan to 
mount nuclear warheads on them, and there is no reason to believe that 
Iran is different from any other nation in this regard. The thing is, ballistic 
missiles were not explicitly mentioned in the nuclear deal. Moreover, the 
agreement allows Iran to develop the next generation of centrifuges, which 
are 10 times faster than the ones Iran possessed prior to signing the deal. 
 This means that Iran, without ever violating the terms of its deal with 
the West, will – when the restrictions on it expire – be in possession of 
faster options by which to produce enriched uranium, as well as the 
missiles needed to carry a bomb. 
 One has to be hopelessly optimistic or extremely naive to think the 
Iranians will not take advantage of the legitimacy they will enjoy once the 
deal elapses to become a nuclear state, or at the very least, a nuclear 



threshold state that could build and launch a bomb within a few months 
without anyone being able to stop it. 
 To understand the Iranian frame of mind, all one needs to do is look at 
North Korea's moves. But Iran is far larger and stronger than North Korea. 
 Like Iran, North Korea signed several agreements, albeit less detailed, 
but based on the same principles, to limit its progress toward military 
nuclear capabilities; like Iran, North Korea also exploited the West's 
hesitation to take action against it when it emerged that it was in violation 
of the agreements; and like Iran, North Korea knew how to exploit the 
tensions between world powers to advance its nuclear program without the 
world reaching an agreement on what is the best course of action to stop it. 
 As it turns out, if the United States does not take action to stop the likes 
of North Korea or Iran, no other world power will. But the U.S. is on the 
fence. It is interesting to see what course of action Washington will pursue 
now, following U.S. President Donald Trump's strongly worded speech at 
the United Nations last week, before the Iranians held their defiant ballistic 
missile test. 
 This is a critical question for Israel, because an American decision to do 
nothing will oblige Israel to think of what it may be required to do by itself 
in the future.   (Israel Hayom Sep 24) 
  

 
The New Democratic Party       By Caroline B. Glick    

Since 2015, Britain has been one election away from having an anti-
Semitic prime minister backed by anti-Semitic voters. If current trends in 
the Democratic Party continue, in the not-so-distant future, the United 
States might be in the same position. 
 Two years ago, Jeremy Corbyn was elected leader of Britain’s main 
opposition Labor Party. That officially put an end to Tony Blair’s alignment 
of the Labor Party with the political center in Britain, both in economic and 
in foreign affairs. 

Corbyn is an anti-Semite. He refers to Hezbollah and Hamas – two 
terrorist groups that openly support the genocide of world Jewry and the 
annihilation of the Jewish state – as “our friends.” He has shared stages 
with Hamas terrorists and Holocaust- deniers. Since his ascension to 
leadership of the Labor Party, he has overseen the mainstreaming of anti-
Semitic actions and rhetoric by his party members and supporters. 
 Shortly after Corbyn’s election, repeated, well-publicized acts of anti-
Semitism by senior Labor Party members forced Corbyn to call for an 
investigation of the phenomenon. He appointed his ally Shami Chakrabarti 
to oversee the effort. 
 The Chakrabarti report – first presented at a Labor Party conference 
convened last June for that purpose – was not merely a whitewash. It 
effectively denied that it is possible to be concerned with anti-Semitism 
without being racially insensitive to other minority groups. In other words, 
concern for anti-Semitism is a form of racism in and of itself. 
 As for Corbyn himself, he couldn’t be clearer about his feelings. His 
remarks at his conference on anti-Semitism were anti-Semitic. 
 Corbyn insisted that it’s wrong “to assume that a Jewish friend is 
wealthy, part of some kind of financial or media conspiracy or takes a 
particular position on politics in general, or on Israel and on Palestine in 
particular.” 
 After all, not all Jews are bad, rich Jews who run the media and support 
Israel. 
 If that wasn’t enough, Corbyn then proceeded to allege that Israel is as 
evil as Islamic State. In his words, “Our Jewish friends are no more 
responsible for the actions of Israel and the Netanyahu government than our 
Muslim friends are for those various self-styled Islamic states and 
organizations.” 
 Since then, according to Jewish Labor Party members, Corbyn has 
refused to take any steps to diminish the increasingly strident anti-Semitic 
rhetoric and character of his party. 
 This then brings us to the American Democratic Party. 
 Over the past week, two incidents occurred that indicate that the party 
of Harry Truman and Bill Clinton is becoming increasingly comfortable 
with blaming the Jews. 
 First, last Thursday, Obama loyalist and former CIA operative Valerie 
Plame approvingly shared a fiercely anti-Semitic article on her Twitter 
feed.  
 The article, “America’s Jews are Driving America’s Wars,” was written 
by Philip Giraldi, a fellow former CIA officer and outspoken Jew-hater. 
 Giraldi’s piece included all the classic anti-Semitic tropes: Jews control 
the media and culture; they control US foreign policy; and they compel 
non-Jewish dupes to fight wars for Israel, to which the treacherous Jews of 
America are loyal. 
 Giraldi recommended barring Jews from serving in government 
positions and participating in public debates related to the Middle East. 
And, he added, if an American Jewish Israel-backer refuses to recuse 
himself, the media should duly label him, “Jewish and an outspoken 
supporter of the State of Israel.” Such a label, he contended, “would be kind 
of like a warning label on a bottle of rat poison.” 
 Plame, who ultimately issued a contrite, defensive apology for 
circulating Giraldi’s anti-Jewish screed, initially justified her decision to 
repost the article and say it was “thoughtful.” 

 She added, “Many neocon hawks ARE Jewish.” 
 And she should know. Plame rose to fame in 2003, when she was at 
the center of a chain of events that led to the de-legitimization of Jewish 
neo-conservatives in the Bush administration through a campaign of anti-
Semitic innuendo and legal persecution. 
 In 2003, Plame’s husband, former diplomat Joe Wilson, published an 
article in The New York Times in which he falsely denied White House 
claims that Saddam Hussein had sought to purchase uranium yellow cake 
from Niger for the purpose advancing his nuclear program. 
 Apparently in retaliation for his false allegations, then-deputy 
secretary of state Richard Armitage leaked to syndicated columnist Robert 
Novak that Wilson’s wife Valerie was a CIA officer. Plame was a covert 
operative at the time, making Armitage’s leak a crime. 
 The Justice Department appointed special prosecutor Patrick 
Fitzgerald to oversee the investigation and prosecute the leak. Fitzgerald 
knew almost from the outset that Armitage was the source of the leak. 
 Yet he failed to prosecute him. 
 Instead, Fitzgerald went on a fishing expedition to root out then-vice 
president Richard Cheney’s Jewish chief of staff Scooter Libby. After a 
multiyear investigation, Libby, who did not leak Plame’s identity, was 
indicted and convicted on a specious count of perjury. 
 The effect of Libby’s indictment, prosecution and conviction was to 
place all his fellow Jews in the Bush national security team under constant 
and deeply anti-Semitic scrutiny. This defamation of Jewish American 
security experts in many ways paved the way for Barack Obama’s 
wholesale use of anti-Semitic undertones to defend his nuclear deal with 
Iran. 
 As Omri Ceren from the Israel Project recalled in a long series of 
Twitter posts after Plame circulated Giraldi’s article, Obama and his 
advisers repeatedly argued that “lobbyists” and Israel were seeking to 
convince lawmakers not to act in the US’s best interest. Instead they tried 
to manipulate senators into defending Israel and oppose Obama’s nuclear 
deal with Iran, to the detriment of America. These exhortations, made 
repeatedly by Obama and his surrogates were then expanded upon and 
made explicit by their political allies in places like the Ploughshares 
Foundation, which served as focal points of Obama’s media campaign on 
behalf of the Iran nuclear deal. 
 Until she resigned on Sunday, Plame served on the Ploughshares 
board of directors. 
 Plame’s wing of the Democratic Party is not explicitly anti-Semitic. 
Obama never said, “Jews are undermining US national security.” Instead, 
he attacked Israel and Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu. He attacked 
“lobbyists” and foreign interests. 
 Plame’s mistake last week was that, in tweeting a link to Giraldi’s 
article, she moved beyond Obama’s dog-whistle approach. 
 In a way, she can be excused for crossing the line, because the rising 
force in her party has little problem openly trucking in Jew-hatred. 
 That force, of course is the Bernie Sanders radical leftist wing of the 
party. 
 Around the same time that Plame was tweeting her way into ill-repute, 
Iran was showing off a medium- range ballistic missile capable of hitting 
Israel and Europe and Sanders was giving a foreign policy speech in 
Missouri. 
 Israel was a key focus for Sanders, who is now in charge of the 
Democratic Party’s outreach efforts. 
 Sanders said the US is “complicit” with Israel’s “occupation” of Judea 
and Samaria and Gaza. He said that he would consider cutting off US 
military aid to Israel. He argued the US should take a more even-handed 
approach to Israel. 
 No similar statements have ever been made by any major presidential 
contender or political leader in either party. 
 And yet, they have raised no outcry among his fellow Democrats. 
 Sanders’s rise has unleashed forces in the party such as former Nation 
of Islam spokesman Rep. 
 Keith Ellison and BDS activist Linda Sarsour. Both have been 
outspoken in their anti-Semitism. Both routinely defame and delegitimize 
American Jews who support Israel. And both are all but unanimously 
embraced as leaders by their partisan colleagues. 
 Since Donald Trump’s election, most of the media coverage of US 
politics has centered on cleavages within the Republican Party. But while 
it is true that the Republican Party is dysfunctional, the Democratic Party 
is transforming into something never before seen in mainstream US 
politics. 
 In 2016, the party of Bill Clinton ceased to be the party of the working 
class. Hillary Clinton abandoned her husband’s Rust Belt base, referring to 
his voters as “deplorables.” 
 Today, the two predominant branches of the party are the Obama 
branch – which is comfortable with anti-Semitic dog whistles – and the 
Sanders branch, which is comfortable with Corbyn-style Jew-baiting and 
open discrimination of pro-Israel Jews. 
 Absent a major restructuring of the party’s makeup, Plame’s forced 
resignation from Ploughshares may be remembered as the high-water 
mark in the new Democratic Party’s efforts to root out anti-Semitism from 
its ranks.    (Jerusalem Post Sep 25) 


