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Now that the Gaza fight with Hamas is behind us a bit, Commentary reports on who 
prevailed.  
The story of the war between Israel and Hamas in Gaza in the summer of 2014 is not a 
complicated one. In June, Hamas operatives activated long-in-the-works plans to escalate terror 
operations in the West Bank and military attacks from Gaza. Israel responded by launching 
Operation Brother’s Keeper and then Operation Protective Edge, which were aimed respectively at 
eroding Hamas’s terror infrastructure in the West Bank and its military infrastructure in Gaza. By 
the middle of August, Jerusalem announced that Israeli security forces had secured the strategic 
goals of both campaigns. 

This is what happened. And yet the simplicity of this account bothers a great many people. There 
remains sustained disagreement on the most basic origins of the violence. There remains 
substantial debate regarding the course of the war in Gaza. There should be little disagreement: 1) 
Hamas caused the violence; 2) Israel prevailed in the military conflict. Now, to say this isn’t to say 
anything definitive. Everything is not going to be just fine in the wake of the summer of 2014. 
Hamas will still pose a threat; Israel’s policies toward the Palestinians will remain controversial. 

But in fact, Israel’s strategic position—with no army in the Middle East capable of launching a full-
scale invasion and with a Palestinian leader who at least says out loud that the Jewish state is not 
going anywhere—has never been stronger. The country emerged from the summer’s violence 
more secure rather than less secure. ... 

  

... A full tally of the destruction that Hamas brought to itself and to Gaza will not be possible to 
know for months. Preliminary reports suggest near-total devastation of Hamas’s infrastructure. 
Eighty percent of the group’s projectile arsenal was depleted. Many of the rockets were destroyed 
by Israeli airstrikes, and almost all the rest either landed in empty fields, were swatted down by the 
anti-projectile system Iron Dome, or fell short and landed in Gaza. Hamas’s 32 attack tunnels were 
destroyed after Israel launched the operation’s ground phase on July 17. Only two days earlier, the 
group’s leaders had rejected a cease-fire that would have preserved that infrastructure; they 
instead deployed a group of commandos through a tunnel with the intention of raiding a small 
kibbutz. 

At least three of Hamas’s very top military leaders were killed in the closing days of the war. They 
had made a frankly inexplicable decision to leave their underground bunkers after breaking yet 
another ceasefire. By the time Israel was through, roughly 1,000 Hamas fighters had been killed. 
Fully zero percent of Hamas’s spectacular attacks on civilians—to be conducted via long-range 
rockets, drones, hang gliders, and tunnels—succeeded. 

And Israel? A total of 72 Israelis—66 soldiers and 6 civilians—died. Israel’s international airport 
was shut down for just over a day, which was Hamas’s strategic high-water mark. 

Even this grim accounting fails to convey the scope of Hamas’s military debacle. The nature of the 
fight—the how’s and where’s—was entirely controlled by Israel. Hamas was capable of forcing the 
Israelis to fight, but there their control ended. The IDF’s July 17 ground invasion lasted precisely as 
long as Israeli leaders wanted to stay in the territory. After Hamas scuttled an 11th attempted 
cease-fire, the Israelis began on August 19 what they described as an “extraordinary escalation,” 
targeting top military leaders and leveling at least three multistory command-and-control centers. 



Hamas capitulated within a week, accepting the very same terms that had been on the table for 
more than a month and that had been widely considered to be favorable to Israel and humiliating 
to the Palestinian faction. Victory parades were held in Gaza that fooled only the willingly fooled. 
Abbas called on Hamas to admit that it had been soundly beaten and adjust accordingly. Hamas 
Prime Minister Ismail Haniyeh crawled out of his bunker and returned to his home, which had been 
destroyed during the war. ... 

  

... Israel’s attention has been turned to the military threat posed by attack tunnels, and this focus 
may avert a catastrophe in another war. Israel has a remarkable record of developing amazing 
technological solutions to asymmetric threats, but only after it has been forced to pay attention. 
Israeli intelligence knew for the better part of a decade that Yasir Arafat was preparing for a war 
that would be waged by terrorists infiltrating from the West Bank. But only after waves of suicide 
bombers had attacked family pizzerias and Passover banquet halls did the Israelis innovate and 
build their high-tech security fence. Similarly, Israel knew that Hezbollah was importing tens of 
thousands of rockets and missiles during the early 2000s. Only after northern Israel was saturated 
by Hezbollah rockets and missiles did Jerusalem begin seriously pursuing missile-defense 
technology. Hezbollah has undoubtedly dug its own network underneath Israel’s northern border in 
anticipation of war. Israel has now set to work and is focused on protecting itself from below as well 
as above. Hezbollah and its Iranian sponsors will not thank Hamas for having awakened the 
Jewish state. 

This is what victory looks like. It is not total victory, but total victory was never sought. In the 
summer of 2014, Israel was forced to defend itself—and it did so, brilliantly. 

  
  
Matthew Continetti posts on the useful idiots in the media as they reported the Gaza 
conflict.  
... What has become clear over the summer is that there are really two wars going on. There is the 
real war, the war that is happening in Gaza and Israel. It is a serious operation: There are 
casualties, injuries, and loss of property. But it is happening for a reason, and the reason is that 
terrorists cannot be allowed to wage an insurgency behind human shields. That is why the Israeli 
and American publics are united in support. Like all wars, Operation Protective Edge will have 
consequences intended—the degradation of Hamas rockets, the closure of Hamas tunnels—and 
unintended. But Israel will protect itself. It must. 

Then there is the second war, the pseudo-war that is happening on television. This is a war 
divorced from context. Cause and effect are unrelated. Disinformation is laundered through a 
supposedly objective media. In the pseudo-war, peace will come if only Israel lifts its blockade of 
Gaza, if only Israel negotiates with an entity that denies its right to exist. In the pseudo-war, the 
leaders of Hamas receive the same treatment as the leaders of Israel. Television personalities who 
go home to luxe condos in Manhattan lecture Israelis on the importance of avoiding civilian 
casualties. In the pseudo-war, fighting to protect the Jewish home isn’t heroism. Heroism is 
announcing one’s disappointment in Israel’s failure to live up to utopian standards of conduct. 

The war that is actually taking place in space and time is more significant than the war related to 
us by images and sounds. It is a war Israel can win. But the biased, credulous, facile, immature 
reporting of the pseudo-war undermines Israel’s campaign. And worse, it weakens the West’s 
moral clarity, and thus our right to self-defense. It fosters the hazardous illusion that Hamas and, 



by extension, groups with the same nihilistic and terroristic aims as Hamas want the same thing 
that Israel and the West want: peace. For if Israel is to treat Hamas as an equal, why shouldn’t the 
United States treat the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria as an equal? 

For Hamas and its fellow terrorists, the news business has become what Lenin said liberals in the 
West always were: a bunch of useful idiots. 

  
  
  
Jonathan Tobin posts on the president's conflict with Israel.  
President Obama gritted his teeth yesterday and sat down for a meeting in the White House with 
Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu. Even at the best of times, the president isn’t good at faking 
bonhomie and there was little evidence of the usual pretense of good fellowship during the media 
portion of the session. He doesn’t like Netanyahu, but given his current emphasis on the war 
against ISIS and the utter collapse of the peace process with the Palestinians, Obama had little 
choice but to try and downplay his difference with the prime minister. Yet as a scathing State 
Department statement about Jerusalem issued later in the day revealed, the administration’s 
conflict with Israel has been sidelined but is far from finished. ...  

... If there is anything we have learned about Barack Obama in the last six years it is that he is not 
a man prepared to admit mistakes (just ask Jim Clapper). For relations between Israel and the 
United States to really improve—as opposed to the arguments just cooling down every now and 
then—it will require the president to admit that his idée fixe about settlements won’t bring peace or 
help the U.S. rally allies in the fight against genuine threats to American security. He will also need 
to realize that his never-flagging desire for engagement with Iran is bringing the world closer to the 
nuclear brink, not averting that danger. 

For now, Obama’s feud with Netanyahu is on his back burner as he tries to avoid disaster in Iraq 
and Syria and his party is poised to be beaten in the midterm elections. But it will be back soon. 
Israelis should be prepared for being back in his cross hairs sooner rather than later. 

  
  
Speaking of useful idiots, a professor at Bowdoin College reviews the latest from Doris 
Kearns Goodwin.  
For political scientist turned historian Doris Kearns Goodwin, history is all about telling stories, but 
how many times can a story be told before it becomes hackneyed? The challenge, especially when 
puffing up liberal icons as she’s done in previous books on Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt (for 
which she won the Pulitzer Prize), the Kennedys, or her old boss Lyndon Johnson, is to find some 
new angle that will bring the oft-told tales to life again. She managed this trick brilliantly in Team of 
Rivals (2005), a Lincoln Prize-winner and the basis for Steven Spielberg’s hit film, in which a wider 
focus on Abraham Lincoln’s contentious cabinet brought the president’s shrewd statesmanship into 
starker relief—even if she mistook him for a liberal. In her new bestseller, The Bully Pulpit: 
Theodore Roosevelt, William Howard Taft, and the Golden Age of Journalism, Goodwin weaves 
together two stories—three if you count the wives’ tale—that make vivid how the American public 
came to support the far-reaching reforms of the Progressive era introduced by T.R. This is story-
telling with a moral, for her “greatest hope” is that readers in the age of Obama will be inspired to 
support reforms that will help “bring our country closer to its ancient ideals.” What precisely these 
“ancient ideals” are she never says, but before one has read very far into the book, it becomes 
clear that they bear a remarkable resemblance to 20th-century progressivism. ... 



  
 
 
 

  
  
Commentary 
Yes, Israel Won in Gaza  
by Omri Ceren 

The story of the war between Israel and Hamas in Gaza in the summer of 2014 is not a 
complicated one. In June, Hamas operatives activated long-in-the-works plans to escalate terror 
operations in the West Bank and military attacks from Gaza. Israel responded by launching 
Operation Brother’s Keeper and then Operation Protective Edge, which were aimed respectively at 
eroding Hamas’s terror infrastructure in the West Bank and its military infrastructure in Gaza. By 
the middle of August, Jerusalem announced that Israeli security forces had secured the strategic 
goals of both campaigns. 

This is what happened. And yet the simplicity of this account bothers a great many people. There 
remains sustained disagreement on the most basic origins of the violence. There remains 
substantial debate regarding the course of the war in Gaza. There should be little disagreement: 1) 
Hamas caused the violence; 2) Israel prevailed in the military conflict. Now, to say this isn’t to say 
anything definitive. Everything is not going to be just fine in the wake of the summer of 2014. 
Hamas will still pose a threat; Israel’s policies toward the Palestinians will remain controversial. 

But in fact, Israel’s strategic position—with no army in the Middle East capable of launching a full-
scale invasion and with a Palestinian leader who at least says out loud that the Jewish state is not 
going anywhere—has never been stronger. The country emerged from the summer’s violence 
more secure rather than less secure. 

Things could have gone differently, and had it not been for the decision made by various Hamas 
leaders and operatives to drag Israeli security forces into Palestinian-controlled territories, they 
probably would have. 

We now know that Hamas operatives in the West Bank were preparing to generate a massive 
wave of violence designed to radicalize the territory politically, make Israeli–Palestinian security 
cooperation impossible, and deprive the Palestinian Authority—which is controlled by Hamas’s 
rival,  

Fatah—of critical Israeli intelligence and strength of arms. With money from Hamas’s Gaza 
leadership, and under the auspices of the group’s Turkey-based commander, Saleh al-Arouri, the 
West Bank plotters had for years been preparing for their coming terror war by building 
infrastructure and stockpiling weapons. Hamas would use violence and the Palestinian Authority’s 
isolation, so the plan went, to overthrow its reign in the territories as it had done almost a decade 
ago in Gaza. 

Meanwhile, in Gaza, Hamas leaders had prepared a series of strategic “surprises” (their language) 
in anticipation of a full-blown military confrontation with the Israel Defense Forces. Various 
ordnances and tactics had been readied with an eye on executing mass-casualty attacks against 
Israeli civilians. The Muslim Brotherhood’s year-long regime from 2012 to 2013 in Egypt had 
allowed Hamas’s smuggling operations into and out of Egyptian territory to flourish, and Hamas 



was able to import through its tunnels dozens of advanced M-302 rockets powerful enough to 
reach the outskirts of northern Israel. Terrorists had slipped in and out of Gaza for hang-glider 
training and were preparing to replicate tactics that had facilitated some of the Palestinians’ most 
devastating terror attacks. Drones had been acquired; Hamas leaders boasted that some were 
packed with explosives for suicide missions. Meanwhile, Hamas had diverted hundreds of 
thousands of tons of cement (given as humanitarian aid) into the construction of 32 attack tunnels 
that ran under the Israel-Gaza border. Teams of commandos were readying to infiltrate Israel 
through those passages, which would empty them out a few minutes away from sparsely 
populated and lightly defended Israeli communities. 

All of it was gone by mid-August. In the West Bank the coup plotters had been rounded up, their 
weapons had been seized, and Hamas’s leaders had been captured. In Gaza, the long-range 
rockets had been blown up or wasted, the hang-glider plot had been disrupted, the drones had 
proven useless, and the tunnels had been destroyed. 

The unanswered question, then and now, is this: Why did the terror group decide to provoke the 
Israelis into war before its operatives could carry out their spectacular mass-casualty plot? The 
conventional wisdom, which has much to recommend it, is that a year of pressure brought to bear 
on Hamas by Egypt’s post-Brotherhood government combined with Israel’s steadfastness had 
brought the terror group to the brink of collapse. The Egyptian army destroyed the smuggling 
tunnels that had been the primary conveyors of goods and a huge source of revenue for Hamas. 
Hamas had no funds to pay its more than 40,000 employees. Its control of Gaza was slipping. 

Authoritarian governments are almost always weaker than they look from the outside but stronger 
than their paranoid leaders perceive them to be from the inside. Hamas’s top figures may have 
calculated that they were in a use-’em-or-lose-’em situation and lashed out (so the theory goes) in 
hopes of arriving at a better position on the other side. Another theory holds that Hamas’s leaders 
feared that the information Israel gleaned in the course of Operation Brother’s Keeper—launched 
against Hamas assets in the West Bank following the kidnapping of three Israeli teenagers—had 
blown the secret of their planned attacks from Gaza, and, with nothing left in their quiver, Hamas 
chose to strike in desperation. 

Then again, the explanation could be much simpler: Terrorists are often not very bright, fanatics as 
a rule lack prudence, and one way of viewing history is as a series of consequential blunders. 

Maybe Hamas just screwed up. 

Whatever the reason, escalate Hamas did. In Gaza, Hamas radically escalated what had been, 
since the beginning of the year, a steadily increasing stream of rocket fire. Israeli Defense Minister 
Moshe Yaalon had declared in January that Jerusalem would “not tolerate rocket fire” and that the 
“IDF and other security forces will continue to chase after those who shoot at Israel.” February saw 
more rockets and a large bomb planted on the border. In March, Hamas fired its heaviest rocket 
barrage since the conclusion of Israel’s 2012 incursion into Gaza—but then the fire steadily 
decreased throughout April and May. 

It spiked again on the first day of June, when a rocket slammed into Israel’s Eshkol region. On 
June 11, another rocket was launched, this time barely missing one of Israel’s main transportation 
routes. That night the Israeli Air Force, aided by the country’s security agency, the Shin Bet, 
targeted a former Hamas police officer responsible for rocket attacks. By the end of the month, at 
least 65 rockets and mortars would be fired at Israel. 



Meanwhile in the West Bank, amid the escalation that had already begun along Israel’s southern 
border, Hamas terrorists kidnapped and murdered three Israeli teenagers: Naftali Fraenkel, Gilad 
Shaar, and Eyal Yifrach. Citing intelligence that had been convincing enough to generate 
immediate and definitive condemnations from Washington and Ramallah—information that later 
turned out to involve details of the coup plot aimed at PA President Mahmoud Abbas—the Israelis 
quickly blamed Hamas. They would later identify Marwan Kawasmeh and Amar Abu-Isa as 
suspects. 

With the help of outraged PA officials—who had inked a unity deal with their Palestinian rivals only 
days before the kidnapping and now realized that they had been manipulated—the Israelis 
immediately launched Operation Brother’s Keeper to find the perpetrators and in the process 
uproot Hamas from the West Bank. The teens, whom Israeli officials strongly suspected had been 
killed early in the course of the abduction, were found dead on June 30. 

Even after this discovery, Israel hoped to avoid an escalation in the south. On July 3, Prime 
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu announced that Hamas still had the option of halting its attacks and 
reverting to the “quiet for quiet” arrangement that had characterized the border for almost two 
years. Israel made it clear, through public and private channels, that the Palestinian group had no 
more than the weekend to decide. 

Hamas’s foreign-relations chief, Osama Hamdan, said the next day that rocket and missile fire 
would continue until Israel lifted its import restrictions on Gaza and the PA transferred salary 
money to Hamas. The precision of these conditions would later provide fodder for those who 
argued that Hamas leaders had been driven by a try-or-die mentality. 

An Egyptian effort to end the war before it began never got very far. On July 7, dozens of barrages 
were launched at Israeli population centers. The tempo of the attacks reached as high as 30 
rockets in 10 minutes. Israel commenced Operation Protective Edge that night. Hamas ended up 
breaking cease-fires and renewing the fight no fewer than 11 times over the 50-day course of the 
operation. It pressed the fighting even as the war objectively went from bad, to worse, to 
disastrous. 

A full tally of the destruction that Hamas brought to itself and to Gaza will not be possible to know 
for months. Preliminary reports suggest near-total devastation of Hamas’s infrastructure. Eighty 
percent of the group’s projectile arsenal was depleted. Many of the rockets were destroyed by 
Israeli airstrikes, and almost all the rest either landed in empty fields, were swatted down by the 
anti-projectile system Iron Dome, or fell short and landed in Gaza. Hamas’s 32 attack tunnels were 
destroyed after Israel launched the operation’s ground phase on July 17. Only two days earlier, the 
group’s leaders had rejected a cease-fire that would have preserved that infrastructure; they 
instead deployed a group of commandos through a tunnel with the intention of raiding a small 
kibbutz. 

At least three of Hamas’s very top military leaders were killed in the closing days of the war. They 
had made a frankly inexplicable decision to leave their underground bunkers after breaking yet 
another ceasefire. By the time Israel was through, roughly 1,000 Hamas fighters had been killed. 
Fully zero percent of Hamas’s spectacular attacks on civilians—to be conducted via long-range 
rockets, drones, hang gliders, and tunnels—succeeded. 

And Israel? A total of 72 Israelis—66 soldiers and 6 civilians—died. Israel’s international airport 
was shut down for just over a day, which was Hamas’s strategic high-water mark. 



Even this grim accounting fails to convey the scope of Hamas’s military debacle. The nature of the 
fight—the how’s and where’s—was entirely controlled by Israel. Hamas was capable of forcing the 
Israelis to fight, but there their control ended. The IDF’s July 17 ground invasion lasted precisely as 
long as Israeli leaders wanted to stay in the territory. After Hamas scuttled an 11th attempted 
cease-fire, the Israelis began on August 19 what they described as an “extraordinary escalation,” 
targeting top military leaders and leveling at least three multistory command-and-control centers. 

Hamas capitulated within a week, accepting the very same terms that had been on the table for 
more than a month and that had been widely considered to be favorable to Israel and humiliating 
to the Palestinian faction. Victory parades were held in Gaza that fooled only the willingly fooled. 
Abbas called on Hamas to admit that it had been soundly beaten and adjust accordingly. Hamas 
Prime Minister Ismail Haniyeh crawled out of his bunker and returned to his home, which had been 
destroyed during the war. 

In what must be counted as the perfect distillation of Operation Protective Edge, Haniyeh posed 
utterly alone with a slack-jawed grin, surrounded on all sides by rubble and only rubble, and 
flashed a victory sign. 

Even so—and perhaps predictably—an idea has developed that Israel somehow lost the war, or at 
the least failed to meet its own expectations. These notions are simply wrong. Israeli leaders had 
declared as far back as June that they were uninterested in overthrowing Hamas. Any such task, 
they explained, would require an invasion of the Gaza Strip that would take many months, followed 
by a reoccupation of the territory that would last for years. Instead of spending the next half-
decade focused on the south, Israeli leaders sought to reestablish “quiet for quiet” and then to get 
to work on the remainder of Hamas’s arsenal via diplomatic channels. Even though the latter 
option had only a marginal chance of success, it was still considered preferable to the 100 percent 
certainty of a protracted and distracting conflict. 

As proof that the Netanyahu government had not in any way welcomed the opportunity for making 
war on Hamas, Jerusalem chose to accept an Egyptian cease-fire. Hamas rejected it because it 
met none of the group’s terms and then launched a quickly thwarted tunnel attack. Israel then 
responded by explicitly declaring that the goal of the campaign remained the reestablishment of 
“quiet for quiet,” not the destruction of Hamas—but that in the meantime the IDF would be 
launching a ground invasion and destroying Hamas’s offensive tunnel network. 

On July 22, Israeli Justice Minister Tzipi Livni explained that a cease-fire “won’t happen before we 
really finish the tunnels project…[and] won’t happen in a way in which Hamas’s completely 
unacceptable conditions are met.” Israel completed the tunnel work and withdrew, Hamas broke 
several subsequent cease-fires, Israel launched its “extraordinary escalation,” and then the war 
was over. 

Netanyahu took criticism from both sides throughout the conflict. The left blasted him for expanding 
the campaign beyond stopping the rocket fire—to destroying the tunnels, waging a ground war, 
and so on—while the right attacked him for refusing to expand the campaign beyond stopping the 
rocket fire. For example: On August 20, Foreign Minister Avigdor Lieberman (on Netanyahu’s right) 
took to Facebook to declare that “quiet met with quiet” would never work, and that Israel must go 
further. On August 22, Yossi Sarid, who for many years led Israel’s left-wing Meretz Party, called 
on Israel’s southern residents “to explain to the politicians and the generals that another Pillar of 
Defense and another Cast Lead and another Protective Edge will not scatter the black cloud of 
enmity” with the Palestinians. 



The frustration felt by many Israelis over the conclusion of the conflict is understandable. Hamas’s 
eventual capitulation left many of the group’s leaders, and even more of its fighters, alive to fight 
another day. Israeli civilians still have genocidal Hamas fanatics living next door to them. Still, a 
couple of inconvenient facts are worth noting. They point to Israel’s substantive victory and seem 
misunderstood by many Western pundits. The confusion sometimes seems to proceed in ways 
suspiciously supportive of a hostile posture toward Israel itself, or toward Benjamin Netanyahu’s 
leadership more specifically. 

Much has been made, for instance, of a precipitous drop in Netanyahu’s approval rating following 
the war’s conclusion; it has fallen from wartime highs in the 80s to the mid-to-low 30s. The decline 
has been greeted by his overseas critics with smug satisfaction and as a confirmation of their own 
belief in his and Israel’s wartime failure. But lost in the noise is any perspective on Israeli polling 
and public sentiment itself. Netanyahu now stands a bit higher than his natural median. Polls that 
have asked about his electability find that he still beats any challenger by a margin of 2-to-1. 

It is conceivable that Israel and Netanyahu will yet emerge as long-term losers. Perhaps fighting 
will resume and Israel will take substantial losses in the time it takes to craft the next cease-fire. 
Perhaps negotiations now or later will allow Hamas to secure the core demands it long insisted 
were prerequisites for a truce, but turned out not to be: cash for its workers, relief from Israeli 
import restrictions, the opening of Gaza’s border with Egypt. (Since the war ended, Jerusalem has 
agreed to expand Gaza’s fishing zone from three miles to six miles, a gesture that was already 
being considered but that still technically counts as something Hamas had asked for.) It would not 
be the first time that the Israelis had allowed the fruits of military victory to slip through their fingers. 

None of this changes the key fact: Hamas is isolated and broken. Militarily, it could not have 
continued to fight beyond a couple more weeks. Diplomatically, battlefield losses tend to position 
the losers poorly in subsequent talks. It is more likely that the full scope of Israel’s victory will begin 
to sink in. 

Israel used the war to forge new relationships with its neighbors. The bloc of so-called Arab 
pragmatists traditionally allied with the United States—Saudi Arabia, Jordan, the Egyptian army, 
elements of the Palestinian Authority—sees Israel standing in opposition to Shiite Iran on one side 
and an axis of extremist Turkish/Qatari/Muslim Brotherhood types on the other. These are the 
enemies of the pragmatists. It’s  no wonder, therefore, that Israel and the new Egyptian 
government worked together so closely to isolate Hamas. And it would be no surprise if they 
continued to find common ground. 

Egypt will continue to limit materials to Hamas. So if there is a rebuilding process, the Palestinian 
Authority will be brought in to manage it. That’s a gambit that’s not without risk. Managed badly, 
the rebuilding process could end up with the PA having nominal control of civil institutions, Hamas 
having de facto control through strength of arms, and Israel being under nearly impossible 
pressure to spare damage to “PA” infrastructure in any future conflagration. This would lock in a 
kind of “Hezbollah model” for the Palestinians. But there is no love lost between Fatah and Hamas, 
and the latter will be humiliated by having to allow the former back into Gaza. 

More important, Israel’s attention has been turned to the military threat posed by attack tunnels, 
and this focus may avert a catastrophe in another war. Israel has a remarkable record of 
developing amazing technological solutions to asymmetric threats, but only after it has been forced 
to pay attention. Israeli intelligence knew for the better part of a decade that Yasir Arafat was 
preparing for a war that would be waged by terrorists infiltrating from the West Bank. But only after 
waves of suicide bombers had attacked family pizzerias and Passover banquet halls did the 
Israelis innovate and build their high-tech security fence. Similarly, Israel knew that Hezbollah was 



importing tens of thousands of rockets and missiles during the early 2000s. Only after northern 
Israel was saturated by Hezbollah rockets and missiles did Jerusalem begin seriously pursuing 
missile-defense technology. Hezbollah has undoubtedly dug its own network underneath Israel’s 
northern border in anticipation of war. Israel has now set to work and is focused on protecting itself 
from below as well as above. Hezbollah and its Iranian sponsors will not thank Hamas for having 
awakened the Jewish state. 

This is what victory looks like. It is not total victory, but total victory was never sought. In the 
summer of 2014, Israel was forced to defend itself—and it did so, brilliantly. 

Omri Ceren is the managing director for press and strategy at the Israel Project in Washington, 
D.C. 

  
  
  
Commentary 
Hamas’s Useful Idiots  
by Matthew Continetti 

Judging by the images, the war between Israel and Hamas is the first conflict in history in which 
only one side has soldiers. As I write this, at the beginning of August, I have seen plenty of IDF 
troops and airstrikes since Operation Protective Edge began in July. But I haven’t seen the 
terrorists the Israelis are fighting, or the installations from which Hamas fires rockets at civilians. 
There is photo after photo of Palestinian suffering: rubble, wailing mothers, fathers, and children, 
and a mess of concrete, barbed wire, and blood. Hamas is there. It’s just invisible. 

Israel isn’t bombing in a vacuum. Since 2007, when Hamas seized the Gaza Strip in a coup, the 
terrorists have used their safe haven to barrage Israel with rockets. Israelis—and the Palestinians 
opposed to Hamas—have been under threat. Hamas has tunneled under Israel, establishing a 
labyrinth of passageways and spider-holes that it uses for smuggling, kidnapping, incursion, and 
infiltration. It has built an army of more than 10,000 men, with an arsenal of thousands of rockets. 
In June, Hamas kidnapped and murdered three Israeli boys. After the murders were discovered, 
Hamas launched thousands of rockets at population centers. No country in the world could ignore 
such barbarism. 

The latest media buzzword is “context”: providing readers not just the story of the day but also the 
facts, background, and color that are necessary to understand the story of the day. And yet context 
is exactly what is missing from coverage of Israel. There is little analysis of the war’s causes. The 
differences between Hamas and the Palestinian Authority are downplayed. There is hardly any 
mention that Hamas opposes the two-state solution to the Israeli–Palestinian dispute. There are 
few reminders that the United States designated Hamas a terrorist group in 1997. 

That Hamas purposely stores weapons in schools, mosques, and UN facilities, that Hamas has a 
military command center in a hospital basement—these facts are buried under a mountain of 
propaganda, false equivalence, moral posturing, and parochialism. And the dichotomy between the 
reality of the conflict and its portrayal in the media is more than irresponsible. It is dangerous. 

The reason you never see Hamas fighters is that Hamas won’t allow it. Like any totalitarian party, 
Hamas controls the flow of information in and out of its territory. For Palestinians living under its 
yoke, that means indoctrination and incitement. For journalists, that means translators who are 



Hamas commissars. A line is enforced. Journalists such as NBC’s Ayman Mohyeldin, who once 
worked for Hamas’s patrons at Al Jazeera, are treated well. Journalists who ask impertinent 
questions are harassed. In 2012, 22 of them were forbidden egress from Gaza during a round of 
fighting. They become afraid. 

In the early days of Operation Protective Edge, Hamas’s Ministry of the Interior issued guidelines 
for “social-media activists.” The document is a manual for information warfare. “The guidelines,” 
say the researchers at the Middle East Media Research Institute, “are aimed at ensuring 
preservation of the line of Hamas and other Palestinian organizations; preventing the leaking of 
information that would be of military value to Israel; bolstering Hamas’s propaganda efforts outside 
the Gaza Strip, in both the Arab world and the West; and preventing damage to Hamas’s image.” 

The strategy is working. One researcher went through a Los Angeles Times slideshow of Gaza. 
Not one of the 75 photographs showed a Hamas fighter. A blogger studied three New York Times 
slideshows. Not one of the 37 photographs contained a Hamas fighter. The Times’s explanation: 
They didn’t have any photographs of Hamas fighters. You don’t say. 

When a Wall Street Journal correspondent tweeted that Hamas uses a hospital “as a safe place to 
see media,” he quickly deleted it. When a reporter from France wrote of Hamas bullying, he soon 
removed the article from the Internet. This is what you do when you fear for your life. 

One of Hamas’s guidelines is to make no distinction between military casualties and civilian ones. 
To shape public opinion, to isolate Israel, all the dead must be civilian dead. As I write, Gaza’s 
Ministry of Health says that more than 1,600 Palestinians have died in the fighting. The number is 
repeated uncritically. How many were terrorists? The ministry does not say. Nor would one expect 
it to say, because the ministry is directed and staffed by a paramilitary organization devoted to the 
annihilation of the Jewish state. For terrorists, lies are common. The media doesn’t have to repeat 
them. 

But it does. In 2002, during the second intifada, the IDF cleared the city of Jenin of suicide 
bombers. Palestinian propaganda, then controlled by Yasir Arafat, decried the “massacre of Jenin” 
and accused the Israelis of killing hundreds, perhaps thousands, of civilians. The Palestinians later 
reduced the death toll to 56. 

In 2006, during its war against Hezbollah in Lebanon, Israel struck the town of Srifa. Organizations 
such as Human Rights Watch propagated the story that Hezbollah had been nowhere near Srifa. 
They said dozens of civilians had been killed. But it was a lie. Most of the dead were Hezbollah 
fighters. 

The way that news anchors have been interviewing Hamas leadership is maddening. Put a 
Republican in front of them, and these newsreaders won’t let go until they draw blood. Arrange for 
a satellite link to a terrorist devoted to murdering Jews, and they behave like society matrons at a 
book club. Hamas spokesman Osama Hamdan has appeared so regularly on CNN that it won’t be 
long before he gets his own show: “The Nightly Rocket with Osama Hamdan.” 

“Thank you for joining us,” Wolf Blitzer regularly tells Hamdan. Then the Islamic radical likens Israel 
to Nazi Germany, spins conspiracies, lies, and excuses terrorism. Blitzer remains polite. When the 
segment ends, he thanks Hamdan again. When Israeli spokesman Mark Regev joins the show, he 
has to answer Hamdan’s charges as though they were equals. But they are not equals. Regev is 
the representative of a democratic government. Hamdan is a terrorist hiding in Lebanon. He has 
said that, after “the liberation of Palestine,” Israelis will have to “return to the countries from which 
they came.” Hamdan doesn’t need to be interviewed. He needs to be interrogated. 



What has become clear over the summer is that there are really two wars going on. There is the 
real war, the war that is happening in Gaza and Israel. It is a serious operation: There are 
casualties, injuries, and loss of property. But it is happening for a reason, and the reason is that 
terrorists cannot be allowed to wage an insurgency behind human shields. That is why the Israeli 
and American publics are united in support. Like all wars, Operation Protective Edge will have 
consequences intended—the degradation of Hamas rockets, the closure of Hamas tunnels—and 
unintended. But Israel will protect itself. It must. 

Then there is the second war, the pseudo-war that is happening on television. This is a war 
divorced from context. Cause and effect are unrelated. Disinformation is laundered through a 
supposedly objective media. In the pseudo-war, peace will come if only Israel lifts its blockade of 
Gaza, if only Israel negotiates with an entity that denies its right to exist. In the pseudo-war, the 
leaders of Hamas receive the same treatment as the leaders of Israel. Television personalities who 
go home to luxe condos in Manhattan lecture Israelis on the importance of avoiding civilian 
casualties. In the pseudo-war, fighting to protect the Jewish home isn’t heroism. Heroism is 
announcing one’s disappointment in Israel’s failure to live up to utopian standards of conduct. 

The war that is actually taking place in space and time is more significant than the war related to 
us by images and sounds. It is a war Israel can win. But the biased, credulous, facile, immature 
reporting of the pseudo-war undermines Israel’s campaign. And worse, it weakens the West’s 
moral clarity, and thus our right to self-defense. It fosters the hazardous illusion that Hamas and, 
by extension, groups with the same nihilistic and terroristic aims as Hamas want the same thing 
that Israel and the West want: peace. For if Israel is to treat Hamas as an equal, why shouldn’t the 
United States treat the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria as an equal? 

For Hamas and its fellow terrorists, the news business has become what Lenin said liberals in the 
West always were: a bunch of useful idiots. 

  
  
  
Contentions 
Obama’s Conflict with Israel Is Sidelined, Not Resolved 
by Jonathan S. Tobin 

President Obama gritted his teeth yesterday and sat down for a meeting in the White House with 
Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu. Even at the best of times, the president isn’t good at faking 
bonhomie and there was little evidence of the usual pretense of good fellowship during the media 
portion of the session. He doesn’t like Netanyahu, but given his current emphasis on the war 
against ISIS and the utter collapse of the peace process with the Palestinians, Obama had little 
choice but to try and downplay his difference with the prime minister. Yet as a scathing State 
Department statement about Jerusalem issued later in the day revealed, the administration’s 
conflict with Israel has been sidelined but is far from finished. 

As always, Netanyahu’s statement was a bit closer to reality than that of the president. He 
highlighted, as he did in his United Nations speech earlier this week, the prospect that the path to 
peace might come through the good offices of moderate Arab nations in the region rather than 
relying solely on direct talks with a reluctant Palestinian Authority. Obama pointedly ignored this 
possibility even though Secretary of State John Kerry is reportedly trying to revive his failed peace 
initiative using this very same strategy. 



This ought to have been a moment for some reconciliation between the two feuding leaders. After 
nearly six years of non-stop bickering, the president had at least one moment of clarity last week 
when he told the UN General Assembly that the rise of ISIS and the conflicts in Iraq and Syria 
proved that the Israeli-Palestinian conflict wasn’t the cause of all the trouble in the region. That’s a 
basic truth that it took him years to learn since he has acted and spoken for most of his time in the 
White House as if Israeli-Palestinian peace would magically transform the Middle East despite the 
myriad conflicts between Arabs and Muslims that would go on even if Israel disappeared. 

The collapse of Kerry’s peace initiative after Palestinian Authority leader Mahmoud Abbas signed a 
unity pact with Hamas rather than a deal with Israel also should have signaled a course change for 
the administration. The 50-day war between Israel and Hamas illustrated both Abbas’s irrelevance 
and his inability to make peace even if he wanted to do it. Hamas’s increased popularity and its 
determination to use any territory under its control as a terror base also renders the U.S. pressure 
on Israel to surrender the West Bank, which might well become after such a move another 
stronghold of radical Islamists like Gaza, a mad scheme that is neither in the interests of the 
Jewish state or its superpower ally. Whatever the differences between the two governments, this 
was a good moment for stepping back and emphasizing their shared agenda against Islamist 
terror. 

But this president can’t let go of his obsessions and no one in the Israeli government, least of all its 
leader, should be under the impression that the changed circumstances that forced Obama to alter 
his approach will mean smooth sailing until January 2017. 

The chief source of tension is obviously Iran. Though Netanyahu tried to make the analogy 
between the threat from ISIS and that of the Islamist regime and Hamas, the U.S. is not buying it. 
Both Obama and Kerry are determined to make some sort of nuclear deal with Tehran. If the 
interim accord they signed last year is any indication, if they get their wish it will be a weak and 
unenforceable agreement that will do little to stop the Iranians from realizing their ambition. Nor is 
there any U.S. inducement that can or should cause the Israelis to cease to worry that such a 
strategy puts them and the West in mortal peril. 

As for the Palestinians, though Obama will have his own reasons for thwarting any end run around 
the peace process by Abbas to get the UN to enact new anti-Israel measures, the administration 
looks as if it is determined to resume hounding Israel on settlements even though the Hamas war 
demonstrated anew that the Palestinian impulse to conflict has nothing to do with the location of a 
future border or the presence of Jews in any particular place. Moreover, even if talks with the Arab 
states do proceed, it should be clear even to the dullest staffer in the West Wing or Foggy Bottom 
that moderate Arab states want Israel’s help in fighting Islamists and have little interest in risking 
their own popularity trying to broker a deal that the Palestinians don’t want no matter how much the 
Israelis are prepared to give. 

If there is anything we have learned about Barack Obama in the last six years it is that he is not a 
man prepared to admit mistakes (just ask Jim Clapper). For relations between Israel and the 
United States to really improve—as opposed to the arguments just cooling down every now and 
then—it will require the president to admit that his idée fixe about settlements won’t bring peace or 
help the U.S. rally allies in the fight against genuine threats to American security. He will also need 
to realize that his never-flagging desire for engagement with Iran is bringing the world closer to the 
nuclear brink, not averting that danger. 

For now, Obama’s feud with Netanyahu is on his back burner as he tries to avoid disaster in Iraq 
and Syria and his party is poised to be beaten in the midterm elections. But it will be back soon. 
Israelis should be prepared for being back in his cross hairs sooner rather than later. 



  
  
  
Claremont Review of Books 
Mucking Around 
by Jean M. Yarbrough  

For political scientist turned historian Doris Kearns Goodwin, history is all about telling stories, but 
how many times can a story be told before it becomes hackneyed? The challenge, especially when 
puffing up liberal icons as she’s done in previous books on Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt (for 
which she won the Pulitzer Prize), the Kennedys, or her old boss Lyndon Johnson, is to find some 
new angle that will bring the oft-told tales to life again. She managed this trick brilliantly in Team of 
Rivals (2005), a Lincoln Prize-winner and the basis for Steven Spielberg’s hit film, in which a wider 
focus on Abraham Lincoln’s contentious cabinet brought the president’s shrewd statesmanship into 
starker relief—even if she mistook him for a liberal. In her new bestseller, The Bully Pulpit: 
Theodore Roosevelt, William Howard Taft, and the Golden Age of Journalism, Goodwin weaves 
together two stories—three if you count the wives’ tale—that make vivid how the American public 
came to support the far-reaching reforms of the Progressive era introduced by T.R. This is story-
telling with a moral, for her “greatest hope” is that readers in the age of Obama will be inspired to 
support reforms that will help “bring our country closer to its ancient ideals.” What precisely these 
“ancient ideals” are she never says, but before one has read very far into the book, it becomes 
clear that they bear a remarkable resemblance to 20th-century progressivism. 

As Goodwin tells us in the Preface, her interest in the subject dates back nearly 50 years to when, 
as a young professor, she taught a seminar on the Progressives, and most of her scholarly 
references are to the standard, predictably Left, accounts from the mid-20th century. Although she 
has included a scattering of more recent scholarship, as far as I can tell from the 113 pages of 
endnotes (there is no bibliography), most of her new research focuses on the letters and writings of 
the principal characters, along with newspaper reports of the day. These add color, but hardly a 
critical perspective. Goodwin adds nothing new when she gushes that the transformations taking 
place at the end of the 19th century were so profound that it seemed as if “a molt” had taken place, 
and “an altered country” had begun to emerge. A big part of this molt was “a new kind of 
presidency” (T.R.’s “stewardship” theory in which the executive could do whatever the needs of the 
people demanded) and, with this, she adds breezily, a “new vision of the relationship between the 
government and the people.” All this perfectly captures the mood of mid-20th-century 
progressivism, re-packaged for mass consumption as a series of human-interest stories. 

* * * 

The first of these is the story of the friendship and later rivalry between Theodore Roosevelt and 
William Howard Taft, who emerged, to Goodwin’s surprise, as “a far more sympathetic, if flawed, 
figure” than she realized—sympathetic, because Taft was more of a progressive than the 
historians she read decades back gave him credit for. But he is nevertheless flawed because, for a 
variety of reasons, ranging from temperament to training, he failed to carry out his predecessor’s 
policies in the proper “spirit,” thus contributing to the smash-up of the Republican Party in 1912. 
Here then is the major result of Goodwin’s seven years of research: she is no longer willing to 
brand Taft a “conservative” as T.R. did; in every other respect her thinking remains preserved in 
progressive amber. 

Interwoven with this account of a political friendship turned sour is the second story of T.R.’s and 
Taft’s very different relationships with muckraking reporters—especially the big three, Ray 



Stannard Baker, Ida Tarbell, and Lincoln Steffens, who worked at the Progressive 
magazine, McClure’s, headed by S.S. McClure—and their willingness to use the bully pulpit to 
promote their policies. From early on, Roosevelt recognized that a sympathetic press could be a 
useful ally in advancing his reforms—and his career—and courted its members assiduously. 
Unable to win the support of more conservative Republican lawmakers, he conspired with 
reporters to stoke public demand for his proposals. As president, T.R. repeatedly used the press to 
go over the heads of Congress and appeal directly to the people. This successful collaboration 
commenced “the golden age of journalism,” according to Goodwin. By contrast, Taft failed to ally 
with these firebrands to stir up public opinion, preferring instead to work with party leaders in 
Congress to advance his agenda. And although he succeeded in enacting significant reforms 
where the ever more splenetic Roosevelt had failed, Taft fell short by not understanding the 
historic role journalists could play in educating the public and mobilizing support. 

* * * 

Many of Roosevelt’s exploits will be familiar to readers of The Bully Pulpit—all too familiar. This 
sprawling 750-page book would have been improved if Goodwin had contained her story-telling 
enthusiasms and concentrated on the parallel lives of her two antagonists (as John Milton Cooper 
did in his study of T.R. and Woodrow Wilson, The Warrior and the Priest: Woodrow Wilson and 
Theodore Roosevelt [1983], a classic that Goodwin does not cite) and their differing relations with 
the muckraking press. But Goodwin can’t resist throwing in juicy details about McClure’s nervous 
breakdowns and extramarital affairs. The third story, of the wives—the pensive, private Edith 
Carow Roosevelt and the adventurous Helen (“Nellie”) Herron Taft—seems designed simply to 
boost the book’s female readership. 

Admirers of Theodore Roosevelt (who doubtless will form the main audience for the book) may 
well disagree, but the chapters on Taft are far more interesting, partly because his life is less well 
known and partly because he is, as Goodwin shows, a genuinely sympathetic character. Amiable 
and easy-going, his meteoric rise in Republican politics was no less spectacular than Roosevelt’s, 
though predictably Goodwin detects in his very virtues an underlying weakness: Taft was too 
willing to please others and reluctant to steer his own course. What she means is that, although 
Taft was temperamentally suited to be a judge (Roosevelt twice offered to appoint him to the 
Supreme Court), he too readily gave in to the entreaties of his family to aim for the presidency, an 
office he was ill-equipped to fill. But such amateur psychologizing is belied by his considerable 
political successes, beginning with his stint as solicitor general of the United States, and including 
his exemplary service as governor-general of the Philippines, and secretary of war. Although she is 
happy to explore the limitations of Taft’s temperament, she pulls her punches when it comes to 
Roosevelt’s erratic motives and actions, especially his bolt from the Republican Party to challenge 
Taft in 1912. 

* * * 

Worse, her emphasis on temperament discounts, without benefit of argument, Taft’s devotion to 
constitutional forms and formalities. Unlike T.R., who dropped out of Columbia Law School, Taft’s 
legal learning went deep and formed in him an appreciation for how the federal government was 
designed to work. As president, he adopted a different approach to conservation, for example, not 
because he was unconcerned with it, but because he thought Roosevelt’s methods and those of 
his top appointees, especially James Garfield and Gifford Pinchot, exceeded their constitutional 
authority. It was “a very dangerous method of upholding reform to violate the law in so doing,” Taft 
objected, “even on the ground of high moral principle, or of saving the public.” And unlike T.R., who 
positively enjoyed taking the battle to his enemies, Taft worried that demagogic grandstanding 
undermined the dignity of the executive office. In casting the dispute between them simply as a 



matter of temperament, Goodwin adopts, without acknowledgment, T.R.’s account in 
his Autobiography of his differences with Taft. In a similar vein, Goodwin makes no mention of 
Taft’s response to Roosevelt’s attacks in his scholarly book on the presidency, Our Chief 
Magistrate and His Powers (1916).  Furthermore, she softpedals as an “unorthodox design” T.R.’s 
plainly unconstitutional plan in the 1902 Anthracite Coal strike to have the government take over 
privately owned mines if his mediation failed. 

* * * 

The opposite side of Goodwin’s lack of concern with constitutional strictures is her enthusiasm for 
Roosevelt’s partnership with the muckraking reporters, especially the big three associated 
with McClure’s, but also the Kansas editor, William Allen White. This story is indeed riveting, 
though not for the reasons she thinks, but because it highlights how Roosevelt and progressive 
journalists worked together to loosen the government from its constitutional moorings, establishing 
a pattern that continues to this day. At crucial points in his presidency, to drum up support for his 
policies Roosevelt leaked damaging information about his opponents to the press. Did it matter 
that some of these reports were untrue, that the stories were overwrought and vindictive, that 
some of the reporters were outright socialists, that they were—as we now say—“in the tank” for 
Roosevelt, with McClure himself boasting that his magazine had the power to make a president? 
Not to Goodwin, who never pauses to consider whether “Government by Magazine,” as William 
Allen White dubbed it, was good for the country or for the cause of constitutional government. Nor 
does she raise an eyebrow in recounting how, when Roosevelt was pushing for railroad regulation, 
Baker was given a desk and a stenographer at the Interstate Commerce Commission as well as 
complete access to all published documents for his six-part series, “The Railroads on Trial.” 

Nowhere does she point out that Roosevelt regarded setting maximum railroad rates as only a 
“good first step” in regulating the railroads, or that he wished to use the railroads, which were 
common carriers invested with a public interest (and thus subject to greater government 
supervision), as a model for regulating the larger industrial economy. She seems unaware that by 
the end of his presidency, Roosevelt had moved very far in the direction of statist control. Likewise, 
she devotes a mere two pages to Roosevelt’s New Nationalism speech, and even then spends 
more time describing Taft’s startled reaction than she spends analyzing the speech’s radical 
reinterpretation of property rights. As always for Doris Kearns Goodwin, the bottom line is that the 
progressive papers loved it—and still do. 

  
  
  



 
  
 
  
  
  

 
  
 
  



 
 
 
 

 


