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While attention is focused on the immigration edicts, we should not overlook problems 
in the Middle East. Roger Simon posts on last week's attacks in Jerusalem.  
What to say about the latest round of Islamo-carnage in Jerusalem that hasn’t been said 
thousands of times before? Golda Meir made it all clear in her famous 1957 speech at the National 
Press Club in DC: “Peace will come when the Arabs love their children more than they hate us.” 

In other words, basically never. The hate culture of the Palestinians — and almost all Arabs — is 
so deeply imbued it’s hard to imagine it ever changing. After this recent incident, they danced in 
the street with hatchets and gave each other candy. 

Lots of people have tried to make peace with them. The supposed war-monger Ariel Sharon 
uprooted his own people and gave the Palestinians Gaza. We all know what happened. Then 
prime minister Ehud Olmert offered the Palestinians the peace deal of the century. They walked 
away. 

The reason is obvious. The Palestinians don’t want a two-state solution and never have. And not 
just Hamas with their infamous charter urging the death of all Jews, even Jewish trees (whatever 
that means) — all of them. ... 

  
  
  
Mark Steyn says ISIS are "fast track" Nazis.  
... ISIS are fast-track Nazis. No messing about with a few property restrictions and intermarriage 
laws as a little light warm-up: They're only in the business of "final solutions", and they start on Day 
One and don't quit until the last Christian and Yazidi is dead or fled. As I've often remarked about 
today's exhaustively cleansed Maghreb, Levant and Araby, Islam is king on a field of corpses. But 
pikers like the Muslim Brotherhood, the Baathists, the House of Saud take their time. ISIS are 
shooting for the Guinness Book of Records. 

Fortunately, progressive opinion in the west hates Jews more than it loves Christians or Yazidi or 
Shia or Kurds, so ISIS can get on with killing everyone they want to kill. George Packer reports in 
The New Yorker: 

Karim couldn't help expressing bitterness about this. "I don't see any attention from the rest of the 
world," he said. "In one day, they killed more than two thousand Yazidi in Sinjar, and the whole 
world says, 'Save Gaza, save Gaza.' " 

Indeed. But you have to pick your causes. To put pressure on Netanyahu, you fly in John Kerry to 
bore him to death. To put pressure on ISIS would require a commitment the west is not willing to 
make. So Christians will vanish from the region, and the Yazidi will vanish from the world. ... 

  
Jonathan Tobin reacts to NY Times suggesting moral equivalence in the Palestinian 
conflicts.  
In the aftermath of Tuesday’s terror attack in Jerusalem in which two Palestinian terrorists 
slaughtered four Jews in a synagogue, the international media was forced to change, at least for a 
day or two, their consistent narrative about the Middle East conflict which centered on alleged 
Israeli misbehavior rather than the reality of Palestinian intransigence, incitement, and violence. 



But even under these egregious circumstances, mainstream journalists sought to establish a flimsy 
moral equivalence between this atrocity and what they sought to claim were comparable Israeli 
outrages conducted against Muslims. An example of this came in the analysis by the New York 
Times’s Jodi Rudoren who asserted, “Jewish vandalism against mosques is a regular occurrence.” 
But while such regrettable instances have occurred, they are not “regular” and pale in comparison 
to the toll of Arab terrorism directed at Jewish targets. ... 
  
... Palestinian society embraced the two synagogue murderers as heroes this week. Their act of 
barbarism was celebrated in the streets of Palestinian cities and endorsed by members of 
Palestinian Authority leader Mahmoud Abbas’s Fatah Party (though, forced by Secretary of State 
John Kerry, Abbas issued a condemnation) as well as their Hamas rivals. This is hardly surprising 
since Abbas had praised recent terror attacks on Jews by Palestinians and even said one who 
attempted to murder a Jewish activist was a “martyr” who went straight to heaven. ... 
  
  
George Friedman of Stratfor comments on the foreign policy of a failed presidency.  
... Therefore, if we follow historical patterns, Obama will now proceed slowly and ineffectively to 
increase military operations in Syria and Iraq, while raising non-military pressure on Russia, or 
potentially initiating some low-level military activities in Ukraine. The actions will be designed to 
achieve a rapid negotiating process that will not happen. The presidency will shift to the other 
party, as it did with Truman, Johnson and George W. Bush. Thus, if patterns hold true, the 
Republicans will retake the presidency. This is not a pattern unknown to Congress, which means 
that the Democrats in the legislature will focus on running their own campaigns as far away from 
Obama and the next Democratic presidential candidate as possible. 

The period of a failed presidency is therefore not a quiet time. The president is actively trying to 
save his legacy in the face of enormous domestic weakness. Other countries, particularly 
adversaries, see little reason to make concessions to failed presidents, preferring to deal with the 
next president instead. These adversaries then use military and political oppositions abroad to help 
shape the next U.S. presidential campaign in directions that are in their interests. 

It is against this backdrop that all domestic activities take place. The president retains the veto, and 
if the president is careful he will be able to sustain it. Obama will engage in limited domestic 
politics, under heavy pressure from Congressional Democrats, confining himself to one or two 
things. His major activity will be coping with Syria, Iraq and Russia, both because of crises and the 
desire for a legacy. The last two years of a failed presidency are mostly about foreign policy and 
are not very pleasant to watch. 

  
  

 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Roger L. Simon 
Oh, Jerusalem 

 

What to say about the latest round of Islamo-carnage in Jerusalem that hasn’t been said 
thousands of times before? Golda Meir made it all clear in her famous 1957 speech at the National 
Press Club in DC: “Peace will come when the Arabs love their children more than they hate us.” 

In other words, basically never. The hate culture of the Palestinians — and almost all Arabs — is 
so deeply imbued it’s hard to imagine it ever changing. After this recent incident, they danced in 
the street with hatchets and gave each other candy. 

Lots of people have tried to make peace with them. The supposed war-monger Ariel Sharon 
uprooted his own people and gave the Palestinians Gaza. We all know what happened. Then 
prime minister Ehud Olmert offered the Palestinians the peace deal of the century. They walked 
away. 

The reason is obvious. The Palestinians don’t want a two-state solution and never have. And not 
just Hamas with their infamous charter urging the death of all Jews, even Jewish trees (whatever 
that means) — all of them. Well, not absolutely all. There must be one or two somewhere who 
really want to share the land with the Jews. I just don’t know who they are. Nobody does. Certainly 
not Abu Mazen, who started his career writing a Holocaust-denying thesis in Moscow, or Saeb 
Erekat, who by now must have a Swiss bank account to rival George Soros. 

Besides the failure, since 1948, to even recognize the existence of a Jewish state on any territory, 
one of the more revealing aspects of the putative peace negotiations is that the Palestinians [sic] 
have always refused to have a single Jew living on their land once they have a state, while there 
are some million and a half Palestinians [sic] already living in Israel. Palestine must be judenrein — 
Hitler’s dream realized. 

Of course, we get not a peep from the Europeans about this. Instead, according to Haaretz, we get 
new secret plans from the EU to boycott those horrible settlements that allegedly are the root of all 
this evil. Only the Europeans, Peter Beinart, the fuddy-duddies at J-Street and some Brandeis 
professors could believe something so absurd. Maybe the latter American group can be added to 



the old black comic joke, more apropos than ever: “The Europeans will never forgive the Jews for 
Auschwitz.” 

So what to do? This morning when I woke up and saw the horrifying pictures of the blood-stained 
interior of the synagogue in Har Nof, themselves reminiscent of the Holocaust, my first thought 
was: Nuke ‘em! Now, hours and several bourbons later, I realize we — particularly the United 
States — have yet to try something far more dangerous: honesty. The lame duck reactionary who 
is our president refuses to say there is anything wrong with Islam although it is the holy books of 
that religion that motivate this activity again and again and again and… 

We never say what’s behind all this evil, the source of the psychopathic violence. We dare not 
mention the I-word, even when they desecrate a synagogue with the blood of rabbis or burn down 
a church in Egypt or cut off head after head after head. Obama, who grew up with anti-Semite pals 
like Bill Ayers and Rashid Khalidi, denies that Islam has anything to do with this — probably, not so 
deep down, because we all know it has a great deal to do with him, how he was raised. I count the 
days until this American Haman — drenched as he is in that great lie of moral equivalence — is 
gone. 

While I write this, I receive news that the Holocaust memorial at Babi Yar was defaced Monday 
with swastikas. You remember Babi Yar, the ravine in Kiev where over thirty-three thousand Jews 
were killed in one two-day operation in September 1941. The Soviet poet Yevgeny Yevtushenko 
wrote a famous poem about it. I’ll end with that: 

No monument stands over Babi Yar. 
A steep cliff only, like the rudest headstone. 
I am afraid. 
Today, I am as old 
As the entire Jewish race itself. 

I see myself an ancient Israelite. 
I wander o’er the roads of ancient Egypt 
And here, upon the cross, I perish, tortured 
And even now, I bear the marks of nails. 

It seems to me that Dreyfus is myself. *1* 
The Philistines betrayed me — and now judge. 
I’m in a cage. Surrounded and trapped, 
I’m persecuted, spat on, slandered, and 
The dainty dollies in their Brussels frills 
Squeal, as they stab umbrellas at my face. 

I see myself a boy in Belostok *2* 
Blood spills, and runs upon the floors, 
The chiefs of bar and pub rage unimpeded 
And reek of vodka and of onion, half and half. 

I’m thrown back by a boot, I have no strength left, 
In vain I beg the rabble of pogrom, 
To jeers of “Kill the Jews, and save our Russia!” 
My mother’s being beaten by a clerk…. 

That’s enough. You can find the rest here. 



  
  
  
Jewish World Review 
You Want Nazis? 
by Mark Steyn 
  
There have been Christians in Mosul for just shy of two millennia, since the first century. There are 
none today.  

The Yazidi are practitioners of Kurdistan's oldest religion, fire-worshippers whose presence in the 
region predates Islam. They're either being executed or starved to death on a mountain: 

We are being slaughtered. Our entire religion is being wiped off the face of the earth. 

ISIS are fast-track Nazis. No messing about with a few property restrictions and intermarriage laws 
as a little light warm-up: They're only in the business of "final solutions", and they start on Day One 
and don't quit until the last Christian and Yazidi is dead or fled. As I've often remarked about 
today's exhaustively cleansed Maghreb, Levant and Araby, Islam is king on a field of corpses. But 
pikers like the Muslim Brotherhood, the Baathists, the House of Saud take their time. ISIS are 
shooting for the Guinness Book of Records. 

Fortunately, progressive opinion in the west hates Jews more than it loves Christians or Yazidi or 
Shia or Kurds, so ISIS can get on with killing everyone they want to kill. George Packer reports in 
The New Yorker: 

Karim couldn't help expressing bitterness about this. "I don't see any attention from the rest of the 
world," he said. "In one day, they killed more than two thousand Yazidi in Sinjar, and the whole 
world says, 'Save Gaza, save Gaza.' " 

Indeed. But you have to pick your causes. To put pressure on Netanyahu, you fly in John Kerry to 
bore him to death. To put pressure on ISIS would require a commitment the west is not willing to 
make. So Christians will vanish from the region, and the Yazidi will vanish from the world. 

As much as Americans might wish it were so, this is not just a story of one bunch of obscure 
foreigners sticking it to another bunch of obscure foreigners. It's also a story of a dying superpower 
betraying its friends in retreat: 

An engineer and a father of three young children, Karim spent years working for the U.S. Army in 
his area, then for an American medical charity. He's been waiting for months to find out whether 
the U.S. government will grant him a Special Immigrant Visa because of his service, and because 
of the danger he currently faces. 

Good luck with that. America's depraved immigration bureaucracy is too busy organizing teddy 
bears for gangbangers at the southern border and terrorizing bagpipers at the northern borders. So 
how did helping out the Americans work out for Karim? 

Karim had time to do just one thing: burn all the documents that connected him to America—
photos of him posing with Army officers, a CD from the medical charity—in case he was stopped 
on the road by militants or his house was searched. He watched the record of his experience 



during the period of the Americans in Iraq turn to ash, and felt nothing except the urge to get to 
safety. 

Perhaps it's just as well we're so bad at "winning hearts and minds". We won Karim's heart and 
mind - and then ran over it in the stampede for the exits. A few weeks ago I quoted Prince Sirik 
Matak, the former Cambodian Prime Minister, shortly before his murder by the Khmer Rouge: 

Mark it well that, if I shall die here on the spot and in my country that I love, it is too bad because 
we are all born and must die one day. I have only committed the mistake of believing in you, the 
Americans. 

On the lam, trying to keep one step ahead of ISIS, Karim can be forgiven for coming to the same 
bleak conclusion. In that column, I also cited Bernard Lewis from a few years back and his 
prescient warning that America risked being seen as harmless as an enemy, treacherous as a 
friend. 

The bad news is that harmlessness will attract more enemies. The good news is there will be fewer 
friends left to betray. 

  
  
  
Contentions 
No Moral Equivalence for Synagogue Terror 
by Jonathan S. Tobin 

In the aftermath of Tuesday’s terror attack in Jerusalem in which two Palestinian terrorists 
slaughtered four Jews in a synagogue, the international media was forced to change, at least for a 
day or two, their consistent narrative about the Middle East conflict which centered on alleged 
Israeli misbehavior rather than the reality of Palestinian intransigence, incitement, and violence. 
But even under these egregious circumstances, mainstream journalists sought to establish a flimsy 
moral equivalence between this atrocity and what they sought to claim were comparable Israeli 
outrages conducted against Muslims. An example of this came in the analysis by the New York 
Times’s Jodi Rudoren who asserted, “Jewish vandalism against mosques is a regular occurrence.” 
But while such regrettable instances have occurred, they are not “regular” and pale in comparison 
to the toll of Arab terrorism directed at Jewish targets. 

While much is made in both the Israeli and international media about “price tag” attacks from 
Israelis, especially West Bank settlers, against Arabs, an Internet listing of all such attacks in the 
last seven years yields approximately 20 such vandalism incidents against mosques. While each 
one deserves condemnation and punishment for the perpetrators, an average of two or three a 
year hardly counts as an epidemic. That is especially true when the same vilified West Bank 
settlers suffer daily attacks on their persons and property including deadly instances of terrorism as 
well as mere graffiti or arson. These attacks are so common that they rarely merit news coverage 
even in Israel, let alone the foreign press. 

Among the attacks on Jewish targets in the West Bank was the burning of a historic Jewish 
synagogue in Jericho and the sack of the synagogue at the Tomb of Joseph in Nablus in 2000 at 
the start of the second intifada. During that assault a Muslim mob assisted by Palestinian Authority 
policemen desecrated sacred Jewish objects and then burned the building to the ground. Rudoren 



felt no need to mention these incidents in her attempt to provide historical context for this week’s 
terror attack. 

Yet she did cite the 1994 murder of 29 Muslim worshippers by Baruch Goldstein as an example of 
how Jews have also committed terror. But that example actually tells us more about the lack of 
moral equivalence than anything else. 

It should be remembered that Goldstein’s insane murder spree was condemned not only by the 
Israeli government but was widely condemned by a consensus of Israeli society. Goldstein’s act 
was considered a blot on the honor of the Jewish people by all but a few mad extremists on the far 
right. Just as important, it resulted in the banning by the Israeli government of Kach, the group of 
radical followers of the late Rabbi Meir Kahane. 

By contrast, Palestinian society embraced the two synagogue murderers as heroes this week. 
Their act of barbarism was celebrated in the streets of Palestinian cities and endorsed by members 
of Palestinian Authority leader Mahmoud Abbas’s Fatah Party (though, forced by Secretary of 
State John Kerry, Abbas issued a condemnation) as well as their Hamas rivals. This is hardly 
surprising since Abbas had praised recent terror attacks on Jews by Palestinians and even said 
one who attempted to murder a Jewish activist was a “martyr” who went straight to heaven. 
Moreover, Goldstein’s murders still stand as one of the few examples of anti-Arab terrorism while 
attacks on Jews in the 20 years since his crime are almost too numerous to count. 

The point here is not to excuse or rationalize any violence against Muslims, acts that are 
committed by only tiny minority and which almost all Israelis rightly condemn. It is to note that 
violence against Jews is considered praiseworthy by mainstream Palestinian culture. Seeking to 
treat such acts as if they are merely the other side of the coin from Jewish crimes isn’t merely a 
distortion of the facts, it is a willful attempt to obfuscate the truth about a conflict in which only one 
side is committed to the destruction of the other. 

As I wrote yesterday, the cycle of violence in the Middle East is fed by a political culture that treats 
the war on Jews and Zionism as inextricably linked to Palestinian national identity. No amount of 
false moral equivalence by Rudoren or any other Western reporter can alter the fact that until that 
changes, we will continue to see more such attacks on Jews. Until the West and its media stops 
treating the Palestinian commitment to violence as somehow the fault of Israeli misbehavior or no 
different than isolated acts committed by Israelis, the Palestinians won’t get the message that this 
has to end if peace is to ever be achieved. 

  
  
  
Stratfor 
The Foreign Policy of a Failed Presidency 
by George Friedman 

 

We do not normally comment on domestic political affairs unless they affect international affairs. 
However, it is necessary to consider American political affairs because they are likely to have a 
particular effect on international relations. We have now entered the final phase of Barack 
Obama's presidency, and like those of several other presidents since World War II, it is ending in 
what we call a state of failure. This is not a judgment on his presidency so much as on the political 
configuration within it and surrounding it. 



The midterm elections are over, and Congress and the president are in gridlock. This in itself is not 
significant; presidents as popular as Dwight Eisenhower found themselves in this condition. The 
problem occurs when there is not only an institutional split but also a shift in underlying public 
opinion against the president. There are many more sophisticated analyses of public opinion on 
politics, but I have found it useful to use this predictive model. 

Analyzing a President's Strength 

I assume that underneath all of the churning, about 40 percent of the electorate is committed to 
each party. Twenty percent is uncommitted, with half of those being indifferent to the outcome of 
politics and the other half being genuinely interested and undecided. In most normal conditions, 
the real battle between the parties -- and by presidents -- is to hold their own bases and take as 
much of the center as possible. 

So long as a president is fighting for the center, his ability to govern remains intact. Thus, it is 
normal for a president to have a popularity rating that is less than 60 percent but more than 40 
percent. When a president's popularity rating falls substantially below 40 percent and remains 
there for an extended period of time, the dynamics of politics shift. The president is no longer 
battling for the center but is fighting to hold on to his own supporters -- and he is failing to do so. 

When the president's support has fragmented to the point that he is fighting to recover his base, I 
considered that a failed presidency -- particularly when Congress is in the hands of the opposition. 
His energy cannot be directed toward new initiatives. It is directed toward recovering his base. And 
presidents who have fallen into this condition near the end of their presidencies have not been 
likely to recover and regain the center. 

Historically, when the president's popularity rating has dipped to about 37 percent, his position has 
been unrecoverable. This is what happened to George W. Bush in 2006. It happened to Richard 
Nixon in 1974 when the Watergate crisis resulted in his resignation, and to Lyndon Johnson in 
1967 during the Vietnam War. It also happened to Harry Truman in 1951, primarily because of the 
Korean War, and to Herbert Hoover before World War II because of the Great Depression. 

However, this is not the final historical note on a presidency. Truman, enormously unpopular and 
unable to run for another term, is now widely regarded as one of the finest presidents the United 
States has had. Nixon, on the other hand, has never recovered. This is not therefore a judgment 
on Obama's place in history, but simply on his current political condition. Nor does it take failure to 
lose the presidency; Jimmy Carter was defeated even though his popularity remained well in the 
40s. 

Obama's Presidency 

Of the five failed presidencies I've cited, one failed over scandal, one over the economy and three 
over wars -- Korea, Vietnam and Iraq. Obama's case is less clear than any. The 40 percent who 
gravitated to the opposition opposed him for a host of reasons. He lost the center for complex 
reasons as well. However, looking at the timing of his decline, the only intruding event that might 
have had that impact was the rise of the Islamic State and a sense, even in his own party, that he 
did not have an effective response to it. Historically, extended wars that the president did not 
appear to have a strategy for fighting have been devastating to the presidency. Woodrow Wilson's 
war (World War I) was short and successful. Franklin Roosevelt's war (World War II) was longer, 
and although it began in failure it became clear that a successful end was conceivable. The 
Korean, Vietnam and two Iraq wars suffered not from the length, but from the sense that the 



presidency did not have a war-ending strategy. Obama appears to me to have fallen into the 
political abyss because after eight years he owned the war and appeared to have no grip on it. 

Failure extends to domestic policy as well. The Republican-controlled legislature can pass 
whatever legislation it likes, but the president retains veto power, and two-thirds of both houses 
must vote to override. The problem is that given the president's lack of popularity -- and the fact 
that the presidency, all of the House of Representatives and one-third of the Senate will be up for 
re-election in two years -- the president's allies in Congress are not as willing to be held 
responsible for upholding his vetoes. Just as few Democrats wanted Obama campaigning for 
them, so too do few want to join the president in vetoing majority legislation. What broke Truman, 
Johnson and Nixon was the moment it became clear that their party's leaders in Congress wanted 
them gone. 

Acting Within Constraints 

This does not mean that the president can't act. It simply means that it is enormously more difficult 
to act than before. Gerald Ford, replacing Nixon but weakened by the pardoning of his 
predecessor, could not stop Congress from cutting off aid to South Vietnam during the final 
Communist assault. George W. Bush was able to launch the surge, but the surge was limited in 
size, not only because of strategic conditions but also because he had lost the ability to force 
Congress to fund alternative expansions of the war. In each of the failed presidencies, the 
president retained the ability to act but was constrained by the twin threats of an opposition-
controlled Congress and his own party's unwillingness to align with him. 

At the same time, certain foreign diplomatic initiatives can continue. Nixon initiated negotiations 
between Egypt and Israel that culminated, under Carter's administration, in the Camp David 
Accords. Truman tried to open negotiations with China, and the initiative's failure had little to do 
with opposition to a negotiated settlement in Korea. 

The president has few domestic options. Whatever Obama does with his power domestically, 
Congress can vote to cut funding, and if the act is vetoed, the president puts Congressional 
Democrats in mortal danger. The place where he can act -- and this is likely the place Obama is 
least comfortable acting -- is in foreign policy. There, the limited deployment of troops and 
diplomatic initiatives are possible. 

Obama's general strategy is to withdraw from existing conflicts in the Middle East and contain and 
limit Russian actions in Ukraine. The president has the ability to bring military and other pressure to 
bear. But the United States' opponent is aware that the sitting president is no longer in control of 
Washington, that he has a specific date of termination and that the more unpopular things he does, 
the more likely his successor is to repudiate them. Therefore, in the China-North Korea model, the 
assumption is that that continuing the conflict and negotiating with the successor president is 
rational. In the same sense, Iran chose to wait for the election of Ronald Reagan rather than deal 
with Jimmy Carter (who was not a failed president). 

This model depends on the opponent's having the resources and the political will to continue the 
conflict in order to bargain with the president's successor, and assumes that the successor will be 
more malleable. This is frequently the result, since the successor can make concessions more 
readily than his predecessor. In fact, he can make those concessions and gain points by blaming 
the need to concede on his predecessor. Ironically, Obama used this strategy after replacing 
George W. Bush. The failed president frequently tries to entice negotiation by increasing the 
military pressure on the enemy. Truman, Johnson and George W. Bush all took this path while 
seeking to end their wars. In no case did it work, but they had little to lose politically by trying. 



Therefore, if we follow historical patterns, Obama will now proceed slowly and ineffectively to 
increase military operations in Syria and Iraq, while raising non-military pressure on Russia, or 
potentially initiating some low-level military activities in Ukraine. The actions will be designed to 
achieve a rapid negotiating process that will not happen. The presidency will shift to the other 
party, as it did with Truman, Johnson and George W. Bush. Thus, if patterns hold true, the 
Republicans will retake the presidency. This is not a pattern unknown to Congress, which means 
that the Democrats in the legislature will focus on running their own campaigns as far away from 
Obama and the next Democratic presidential candidate as possible. 

The period of a failed presidency is therefore not a quiet time. The president is actively trying to 
save his legacy in the face of enormous domestic weakness. Other countries, particularly 
adversaries, see little reason to make concessions to failed presidents, preferring to deal with the 
next president instead. These adversaries then use military and political oppositions abroad to help 
shape the next U.S. presidential campaign in directions that are in their interests. 

It is against this backdrop that all domestic activities take place. The president retains the veto, and 
if the president is careful he will be able to sustain it. Obama will engage in limited domestic 
politics, under heavy pressure from Congressional Democrats, confining himself to one or two 
things. His major activity will be coping with Syria, Iraq and Russia, both because of crises and the 
desire for a legacy. The last two years of a failed presidency are mostly about foreign policy and 
are not very pleasant to watch. 

  
  
  

 
  



 
 
 
  

 
  
  



 
 
  
  

 
  



 
  
  
 


