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Jews have human rights, too
Roz Rothstein and Roberta Seid, Jerusalem Post, 22 August 2011

http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Editorials/Article.aspx?1d=234971c

The recent coordinated terrorist attacks on Israel and the latest poll of Palestinian public opinion offer
insight into why Middle East peace remains so elusive: The Palestinian public is simply unwilling to
recognize the human rights of Jews.

Consider Palestinians’ reactions to the grisly coordinated attacks against Israel last Thursday. Terrorists
assaulted travelers and soldiers in the South with gunfire, mortars, anti-tank missiles and two suicide
bombers. Eight civilians — including two kindergarten teachers and their husbands who were going to
vacation in Eilat — and two soldiers were murdered; 30 were wounded. A four-year-old and a sevenyear-
old child were among those hurt.

Officials from Hamas, which rules the Gaza Strip, denied direct responsibility, but praised the coordinated
attack. Hamas websites and some websites associated with Fatah, the political group that governs the
West Bank, celebrated the assault.

During the weekend, over 70 rockets and mortars were fired from Gaza into the South. One rocket
wounded seven people in an Ashdod industrial park. Another struck the courtyard of a yeshiva in the city,
wounding 10 people and leaving two in serious condition. The Palestinian Authority has not yet
condemned the assaults. If it does, it will likely simply blame Israel for responding to the attacks.

Given these developments, PA President Mahmoud Abbas’s plan to circumvent negotiations with Israel
and instead request that the UN recognize a Palestinian state is unrealistic, inappropriate and
symptomatic. Before being recognized as a state, the Palestinian leaders must take on the
responsibilities of statehood by enforcing law and order and controlling terrorism, and recognize that Jews
have rights, too, such as the right to live and to negotiate about their state’s borders and security needs.

The most recent polls of Palestinian public opinion reveal that Palestinians in general do not recognize
those rights. The poll, conducted by respected research organizations Greenberg Quinlan Rosner
Research and the Palestinian Center for Public Opinion on behalf of the Israel Project, reveals that:
Over two-thirds of Palestinians reject the two-state solution, favoring instead a temporary two-state
arrangement that gradually becomes a single Palestinian state.

» Over 73 percent approve the Muslim hadith that says “judgment day will not come until Muslims fight the
Jews and kill them.”

» About 80% agree that Muslims should engage in jihad to eradicate Israel.

+» Over 50% percent support their schools teaching children songs and chants that promote hatred of
Jews.

THESE POLLS should have received widespread attention. Like the ongoing terrorism, they are clear
evidence of the core obstacle to peace: Palestinians at large reject Jewish rights. Yet these polls are
virtually ignored.

One reason may be that policy-makers in the US, Europe and Israel don’t want to acknowledge that it is
they, not the Palestinians, who support a two-state compromise.



They have told the Palestinians what they should want, and turn a blind eye to Palestinian actions and
beliefs that contradict their own vision of a peaceful solution.

Another reason may be that many opinion- makers have begun to accept the Palestinian narrative that
blames Israel alone for the conflict, denies that Jews are a nationality with historical rights to the land, and
believes that the reestablishment of Israel was itself an injustice to Arabs. Many of them endlessly
champion Palestinian rights and simultaneously denounce Israel’s defensive actions as violations of
those rights, in effect denying Israel the right to protect its citizens. Paradoxically many discussions about
creating the first Palestinian Arab state in history have morphed into assaults on the legitimacy of the
thriving Jewish state.

This narrative is frankly anti-Semitic. It denies Jews essential rights granted to other peoples — to define
themselves as a nation and to have self-determination in their ancestral homeland. Like all human beings,
Israeli Jews are also entitled to live in peace, freedom and dignity.

The denial of Jewish history is based on the kinds of distortions that fueled traditional anti-Semitism. The
Jewish people has been a nation for over 3,000 years.

Given our unique language, culture, religion, history, and unbroken ties to our homeland, the claim to
nationhood is as strong as, if not stronger than, that of any other nation in the world.

The Jews are the only people who ever had national independence in this land.

Much of Judaism is rooted in the land, so efforts to disconnect Israel and Judaism are an assault on the
religion itself.

In contrast, Palestinian Arab nationalism emerged only in response to the 20th-century Jewish revival.
Arabs have lived in the region for centuries, but there has never been a Palestinian Arab state or unique
Palestinian Arab nationality. While Palestinian Arabs certainly have had a right to create their own
national movement, it is less than 100 years old. The term “occupied Palestinian land” often used by
Palestinian activists is a political statement, not a fact. It represents the aspirations of a new people, but
denies the rights of an ancient people.

Unfortunately this latest poll demonstrates that Palestinians at large still reject compromise and the
Jewish people’s basic rights. It also indicates that official anti-Israel indoctrination and fundamentalist
religious anti- Semitism pervade Palestinian society.

Israel has repeatedly accepted and offered compromises that entail yielding parts of the Jews’ ancestral
homeland in order to establish a Palestinian state. Today, Israel remains committed to a negotiated
settlement that will fulfill the aspirations of both peoples. Peacemakers need to support these efforts,
acknowledge the fundamental obstacles to peace, and firmly communicate to the Palestinians that only
through compromise and acceptance of the basic rights of all people, including the rights of the Jews, will
peace ever be realized.

Palestinians at the UN: The copper lining
Elliot Abrams, Israel Hayom, 24 August 2011

http://www.israelhayom.com/site/newsletter opinion.php?id=382

The Palestinian Authority/Palestinian Liberation Organization continues its march toward a U.N. General
Assembly vote on Palestinian statehood. At the least, the Palestinians’ status may be elevated from that
of a “non-state entity” observer to a “non-member state” observer.



This development could have very negative consequences. For one thing, the text of the resolution itself
may become a problem when it comes to future negotiations. If the resolution, for example, declares that
the borders of “Palestine” are those of the Jordanian-controlled West Bank as of June 3, 1967 (plus
Gaza), it may become even more difficult for Palestinian leaders to negotiate territorial compromises. How
can they give away a part of what the U.N. General Assembly has said is “Palestine?”

It is also possible that the U.N. vote may lead to violence. If the Palestinians decide to launch major
demonstrations (one example: thousands of protesters surrounding isolated settlements), no one can be
sure whether the Palestinian and Israeli police will in the end be able to control such confrontations
without any violence -- from Palestinians, settlers or the police themselves. Even Nabil Elaraby, the new
head of the Arab League now has his doubts. “The unilateral appeal to the U.N. Security Council and
U.N. General Assembly could be a very dangerous move for the Palestinians during this period and |
propose that Abbas reconsider the handling of the matter,” he said (link).

And American legislators have already predicted that if the PLO goes forward with its plans, Congress will
cut off aid to the Palestinian Authority. This assistance is in the hundreds of millions of dollars and will not
be easily replaced, as European donors are tapped out and Arab donors are stingy.

These are but a few of the negative repercussions if, as | expect, the Palestinians go forward. Palestinian
Authority President Mahmoud Abbas, the successor of Yasser Arafat but usually a sensible man, may be
looking for a legacy in this vote, which theoretically precedes presidential elections in which he will not run
and will finally end his long political career. Given the ever-slipping Palestinian election schedules, Abbas
may have a long while to go yet as president. But whatever the timing, he should think twice and perhaps
remind himself of the immortal lyrics of Groucho Marx about another non-existent country, Freedonia (in
the movie Duck Soup): “The last man nearly ruined this place, he didn't know what to do with it/If you
think this country’s bad off now, just wait 'til | get through with it.”

Nevertheless, there is a silver lining or at least a copper lining in a U.N. General assembly vote on
Palestinian statehood, and it is worth noting.

For years now, the Palestinians have opposed Israeli actions—from construction in the settlements to the
failure to reach a final status agreement—with the threat of the “one state solution.” This is the threat that
Palestinians would seek a unitary state from the Jordan River to the Mediterranean Sea and
encompassing all of Israel, Gaza and the West Bank, wherein Jews would be a minority. Thus the main
goal of Zionism, creation of a Jewish state, would be defeated.

President Abbashas made this threat and so have other high-ranking Palestinian officials including chief
negotiator, Saeb Erakat, and former Palestinian Authority Prime Minister Ahmed Qurei. But the threat is
logically gone after the General Assembly vote. By insisting on going forward despite U.S. and substantial
European resistance, the Palestinians are committing themselves completely to the two-state solution.
Their “gain” at the General Assembly must be viewed as the final, irrevocable commitment to that
outcome and should destroy their ability to make their “one-state” threats any longer. It is critical that the
U.S., Canada, the EU and all countries committed to peace in the Middle East make this point loudly and
clearly now and after the vote.

On balance it would be far better if the Palestinians found some justification for backing away from this
foolish, damaging vote. But let us not ignore the single positive factor: when the General Assembly not
only declares its support for Palestinian statehood but votes that there IS a Palestinian state, the “one-
state solution” must happily die a final death.




Israeli-Arab Crisis Approaching
George Friedman, Stratfor Global Intelligence, 22 August 2011

htto://www.stratfor.com/weekly/201 10822-israeli-arab-crisis-approaching

In September, the U.N. General Assembly will vote on whether to recognize Palestine as an independent
and sovereign state with full rights in the United Nations. In many ways, this would appear to be a
reasonable and logical step. Whatever the Palestinians once were, they are clearly a nation in the
simplest and most important sense — namely, they think of themselves as a nation. Nations are created
by historical circumstances, and those circumstances have given rise to a Palestinian nation. Under the
principle of the United Nations and the theory of the right to national self-determination, which is the moral
foundation of the modern theory of nationalism, a nation has a right to a state, and that state has a place
in the family of nations. In this sense, the U.N. vote will be unexceptional.

However, when the United Nations votes on Palestinian statehood, it will intersect with other realities and
other historical processes. First, it is one thing to declare a Palestinian state; it is quite another thing to
create one. The Palestinians are deeply divided between two views of what the Palestinian nation ought
to be, a division not easily overcome. Second, this vote will come at a time when two of Israel’s neighbors
are coping with their own internal issues. Syria is in chaos, with an extended and significant resistance
against the regime having emerged. Meanwhile, Egypt is struggling with internal tension over the fall of
President Hosni Mubarak and the future of the military junta that replaced him. Add to this the U.S.
withdrawal from Iraq and the potential rise of Iranian power, and the potential recognition of a Palestinian
state — while perfectly logical in an abstract sense — becomes an event that can force a regional crisis in
the midst of ongoing regional crises. It thus is a vote that could have significant consequences.

The Palestinian Divide

Let’s begin with the issue not of the right of a nation to have a state but of the nature of a Palestinian state
under current circumstances. The Palestinians are split into two major factions. The first, Fatah,
dominates the West Bank. Fatah derives its ideology from the older, secular Pan-Arab movement.
Historically, Fatah saw the Palestinians as a state within the Arab nation. The second, Hamas, dominates
Gaza. Unlike Fatah, it sees the Palestinians as forming part of a broader Islamist uprising, one in which
Hamas is the dominant Islamist force of the Palestinian people.

The Pan-Arab rising is moribund. Where it once threatened the existence of Muslim states, like the Arab
monarchies, it is now itself threatened. Mubarak, Syrian President Bashar al Assad and Libyan leader
Moammar Gadhafi all represented the old Pan-Arab vision. A much better way to understand the “Arab
Spring” is that it represented the decay of such regimes that were vibrant when they came to power in the
late 1960s and early 1970s but have fallen into ideological meaninglessness. Fatah is part of this
grouping, and while it still speaks for Palestinian nationalism as a secular movement, beyond that it is
isolated from broader trends in the region. It is both at odds with rising religiosity and simultaneously
mistrusted by the monarchies it tried to overthrow. Yet it controls the Palestinian proto-state, the
Palestinian National Authority, and thus will be claiming a U.N. vote on Palestinian statehood. Hamas, on
the other hand, is very much representative of current trends in the Islamic world and holds significant
popular support, yet it is not clear that it holds a majority position in the Palestinian nation.

All nations have ideological divisions, but the Palestinians are divided over the fundamental question of
the Palestinian nation’s identity. Fatah sees itself as part of a secular Arab world that is on the defensive.
Hamas envisions the Palestinian nation as an Islamic state forming in the context of a region-wide
Islamist rising. Neither is in a position to speak authoritatively for the Palestinian people, and the things
that divide them cut to the heart of the nation. As important, each has a different view of its future
relations with Israel. Fatah has accepted, in practice, the idea of Israel’s permanence as a state and the
need of the Palestinians to accommodate themselves to the reality. Hamas has rejected it.



The U.N. decision raises the stakes in this debate within the Palestinian nation that could lead to intense
conflict. As vicious as the battle between Hamas and Fatah has been, an uneasy truce has existed over
recent years. Now, there could emerge an internationally legitimized state, and control of that state will
matter more than ever before. Whoever controls the state defines what the Palestinians are, and it
becomes increasingly difficult to suspend the argument for a temporary truce. Rather than settling
anything, or putting Israel on the defensive, the vote will compel a Palestinian crisis.

Fatah has an advantage in any vote on Palestinian statehood: It enjoys far more international support
than Hamas does. Europeans and Americans see it as friendly to their interests and less hostile to Israel.
The Saudis and others may distrust Fatah from past conflicts, but in the end they fear radical Islamists
and lran and so require American support at a time when the Americans have tired of playing in what
some Americans call the “sandbox.” However reluctantly, while aiding Hamas, the Saudis are more
comfortable with Fatah. And of course, the embattled Arabist regimes, whatever tactical shifts there may
have been, spring from the same soil as Fatah. While Fatah is the preferred Palestinian partner for many,
Hamas can also use that reality to portray Fatah as colluding with Israel against the Palestinian people
during a confrontation.

For its part, Hamas has the support of Islamists in the region, including Shiite Iranians, but that is an
explosive mix to base a strategy on. Hamas must break its isolation if it is to counter the tired but real
power of Fatah. Symbolic flotillas from Turkey are comforting, but Hamas needs an end to Egyptian
hostility to Hamas more than anything.

Egypt’s Role and Fatah on the Defensive

Egypt is the power that geographically isolates Hamas through its treaty with Israel and with its still-
functional blockade on Gaza. More than anyone, Hamas needs genuine regime change in Egypt. The
new regime it needs is not a liberal democracy but one in which Islamist forces supportive of Hamas,
namely the Muslim Brotherhood, come to power.

At the moment, that is not likely. Egypt’s military has retained a remarkable degree of control, its
opposition groups are divided between secular and religious elements, and the religious elements are
further divided among themselves — as well as penetrated by an Egyptian security apparatus that has
made war on them for years. As it stands, Egypt is not likely to evolve in a direction favorable to Hamas.
Therefore, Hamas needs to redefine the political situation in Egypt to convert a powerful enemy into a
powerful friend.

Though it is not easy for a small movement to redefine a large nation, in this case, it could perhaps
happen. There is a broad sense of unhappiness in Egypt over Egypt’s treaty with Israel, an issue that
comes to the fore when Israel and the Palestinians are fighting. As in other Arab countries, passions
surge in Egypt when the Palestinians are fighting the Israelis.

Under Mubarak, these passions were readily contained in Egypt. Now the Egyptian regime
unquestionably is vulnerable, and pro-Palestinian feelings cut across most, if not all, opposition groups. It
is a singular, unifying force that might suffice to break the military’s power, or at least to force the military
to shift its Israeli policy.

Hamas in conflict with Israel as the United Nations votes for a Palestinian state also places Fatah on the
political defensive among the Palestinians. Fatah cooperation with Israel while Gaza is at war would
undermine Fatah, possibly pushing Fatah to align with Hamas. Having the U.N. vote take place while
Gaza is at war, a vote possibly accompanied by General Assembly condemnation of Israel, could
redefine the region.

Last week’s attack on the Eilat road should be understood in this context. Some are hypothesizing that
new Islamist groups forming in the Sinai or Palestinian groups in Gaza operating outside Hamas’ control



carried out the attack. But while such organizations might formally be separate from Hamas, | find it
difficult to believe that Hamas, with an excellent intelligence service inside Gaza and among the Islamist
groups in the Sinai, would not at least have known these groups’ broad intentions and would not have
been in a position to stop them. Just as Fatah created Black September in the 1970s, a group that
appeared separate from Fatah but was in fact covertly part of it, the strategy of creating new
organizations to take the blame for conflicts is an old tactic both for the Palestinians and throughout the
world.

Hamas’ ideal attack would offer it plausible deniability — allowing it to argue it did not even know an
attack was imminent, much less carry it out — and trigger an Israeli attack on Gaza. Such a scenario
casts Israel as the aggressor and Hamas as the victim, permitting Hamas to frame the war to maximum
effect in Egypt and among the Palestinians, as well as in the wider Islamic world and in Europe.

Regional Implications and Israel’s Dilemma

The matter goes beyond Hamas. The Syrian regime is currently fighting for its life against its majority
Sunni population. It has survived thus far, but it needs to redefine the conflict. The Iranians and Hezbollah
are among those most concerned with the fall of the Syrian regime. Syria has been Iran’s one significant
ally, one strategically positioned to enhance Iranian influence in the Levant. Its fall would be a strategic
setback for Iran at a time when Tehran is looking to enhance its position with the U.S. withdrawal from
Irag. Iran, which sees the uprising as engineered by its enemies — the United States, Saudi Arabia and
Turkey — understandably wants al Assad to survive.

Meanwhile, the fall of Syria would leave Hezbollah — which is highly dependent on the current Syrian
regime and is in large part an extension of Syrian policy in Lebanon — wholly dependent on Iran. And
Iran without its Syrian ally is very far away from Hezbollah. Like Tehran, Hezbollah thus also wants al
Assad to survive. Hezbollah joining Hamas in a confrontation with Israel would take the focus off the al
Assad regime and portray his opponents as undermining resistance to Israel. Joining a war with Israel
also would make it easier for Hezbollah to weather the fall of al Assad should his opponents prevail. It
would help Hezbollah create a moral foundation for itself independent of Syria. Hezbollah’s ability to force
a draw with Israel in 2006 constituted a victory for the radical Islamist group that increased its credibility
dramatically.

The 2006 military confrontation was also a victory for Damascus, as it showed the Islamic world that Syria
was the only nation-state supporting effective resistance to Israel. It also showed Israel and the United
States that Syria alone could control Hezbollah and that forcing Syria out of Lebanon was a strategic error
on the part of Israel and the United States.

Faced with this dynamic, it will be difficult for Fatah to maintain its relationship with Israel. Indeed, Fatah
could be forced to initiate an intifada, something it would greatly prefer to avoid, as this would undermine
what economic development the West Bank has experienced.

Israel therefore conceivably could face conflict in Gaza, a conflict along the Lebanese border and a rising
in the West Bank, something it clearly knows. In a rare move, Israel announced plans to call up reserves
in September. Though preannouncements of such things are not common, Israel wants to signal
resolution.

Israel has two strategies in the face of the potential storm. One is a devastating attack on Gaza followed
by rotating forces to the north to deal with Hezbollah and intense suppression of an intifada. Dealing with
Gaza fast and hard is the key if the intention is to abort the evolution | laid out. But the problem here is
that the three-front scenario | laid out is simply a possibility; there is no certainty here. If Israel initiates
conflict in Gaza and fails, it risks making a possibility into a certainty — and Israel has not had many
stunning victories for several decades. It could also create a crisis for Egypt’s military rulers, not
something the Israelis want.



Israel also simply could absorb the attacks from Hamas to make Israel appear the victim. But seeking
sympathy is not likely to work given how Palestinians have managed to shape global opinion. Moreover,
we would expect Hamas to repeat its attacks to the point that Israel no longer could decline combat.

War thus benefits Hamas (even if Hamas maintains plausible deniability by having others commit the
attacks), a war Hezbollah has good reason to enter at such a stage and that Fatah does not want but
could be forced into. Such a war could shift the Egyptian dynamic significantly to Hamas’ advantage,
while Iran would certainly want al-Assad to be able to say to Syrians that a war with Israel is no time for a
civil war in Syria. Israel would thus find itself fighting three battles simultaneously. The only way to do that
is to be intensely aggressive, making moderation strategically difficult.

Israel responded modestly compared to the past after the Eilat incident, mounting only limited attacks on
Gaza against mostly members of the Palestinian Resistance Committees, an umbrella group known to
have links with Hamas. Nevertheless, Hamas has made clear that its de facto truce with Israel was no
longer assured. The issue now is what Hamas is prepared to do and whether Hamas supporters, Saudi
Arabia in particular, can force them to control anti-Israeli activities in the region. The Saudis want al
Assad to fall, and they do not want a radical regime in Egypt. Above all, they do not want Iran’s hand
strengthened. But it is never clear how much influence the Saudis or Egyptians have over Hamas. For
Hamas, this is emerging as the perfect moment, and it is hard to believe that even the Saudis can restrain
them. As for the Israelis, what will happen depends on what others decide — which is the fundamental
strategic problem that Israel has.

Op-Ed: Israelis awakening to the power of grass-roots activism

David Borowich Ya'ari, JTA, 17 August 2011

htto://www.jta.org/news/article/2011/08/17/3089023/op-ed-israelis-awakening-to-the-power-of-grass-
roots-activism

MODIIN, Israel (JTA) -- On a recent Saturday night, my wife and | waded into a sea of 6,000 protesters in
Modiin as part of 12 other similarly staged rallies across Israel to demand social justice and greater
accountability from our elected officials in Israel.

This was Modiin, the newly created suburban retreat of the middle class -- a far cry from the social
challenges facing the country. Amid a wave of upwardly mobile suburbanites, we found common cause
with the hundreds of thousands of protestors who believe that Israel must provide greater social mobility
and opportunity.

It was a dream come true. When | lived in New York, | said that people deserve the government they
elect and that real change will come about only when average people take to the streets and demand
better. In Israel this is happening.

As one of the most heavily taxed nations in the developed world, Israel (with compulsory military service)
extracts an incredible price from its population. The Israeli people have the right, and indeed the
responsibility, to demand that their government be accountable and responsive to the needs of its people.

Just a few months ago | was inspired by young Arabs who took to the streets in capitals from Cairo to
Damascus to demand dignity, economic opportunity and democracy. They risked far more than we do in
a free and democratic state; they risked their lives. Today we are witness to young Israelis taking to the
streets to demand more from their government and greater social equality in their society.



Many voices make up this movement, including many with political ambitions, but there is something
different about it. These protests demonstrate a younger generation seeking ownership of our society.
The young protesters understand that to have social justice requires a greater level of social cohesion.
The purposeful spread of the protests from urban to rural areas reflects the desire for a movement that
stretches across Israeli society and is both inclusive and comprehensive.

It is also the cry of desperate masses of middle-class citizens who want and deserve a better life. When
average citizens and upper-middle-class citizens can barely finish the month with their salaries, they are
unable to invest in their futures and the futures of their children. When young people with a college
degree cannot find meaningful jobs, our entire society suffers from a deficit in human capital.

The people of Israel deserve more attuned leadership and are finally mobilizing to demand a more
accountable government that will lower oppressive taxes. Until our elected representatives understand
the burdens placed on Israeli citizens and fix the system of taxation without limits, this movement will
endure.

Taxes, social justice and Jewish values have a deep connection. How a government collects and spends
its tax revenue reflects the priorities of the society and the government itself. A more accountable and
transparent system of taxation will result in a shift of government expenditures to areas that offer support
for the middle class, reduce economic inequality, and enhance Israeli democracy and increase faith in the
government.

The drive for social justice ultimately will come from the people themselves. The protests in Modiin and
other cities are resonating across Israeli society, uniting young and old, religious and secular. It is a
movement rooted in the Jewish values of our faith and in the teachings of the Ethics of our Fathers.

While the specific demands of the student protest leaders are unclear, and legislative change and
affordable housing remain uncertain, what is clear is that student sentiment has tapped an untouched
nerve in Israeli society.

Whether the results of the protest movement yield new elections, new legislation, new housing or none of
the above, Israeli society has awakened to the power of grass-roots activism. What happens next is
anyone’s guess, but like the seasons of the year, change is coming, like it or not.

NOTE: The views expressed in certain articles are not necessarily those of the SAZF



