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WHY OBAMA SHOULD BE VOTED OUT OF OFFICE TODAY 
Barry Rubin 

GLORIA Center, Nov. 6, 2012 
 

For four years now–yes, I started before he was actually inaugurated–I have been chronicling the 
disastrous policies of President Barack Obama on the Middle East. I may have written as many as 1000 
articles that deal with aspects of this issue. In the tradition of Scheherazade, perhaps the greatest of 
Middle Eastern story-tellers, that makes this my 1001th story. 
 

And now the day has come when it will be decided if he will have the same period of time once again to 
do more damage, to help destroy more lives, create tens of thousands of refugees, and lay the basis for 
new wars. 
 

I have written about how this administration has supported the bad guys–with guns and diplomatic help–
in Syria, those who want to turn the country into an anti-American Islamic republic. Of how the nation’s 
leaders believe that helping just about every Islamist group except al-Qaida is a great idea because they 
will be moderate and good friends of America. Then there’s the disgraceful Benghazi incident where, 
whatever the precise details, the White House stood by as Americans were murdered and then rationalized 
the motive of the terrorists by blaming the United States. Benghazi is the perfect symbol for Obama 
Middle East policy.    I’ve explained why apology, appeasement, flattery, and empathy won’t work in 
turning radicals and terrorists into moderates. I wrote of how the claim that Obama didn’t play a 
significant role in the empowerment of revolutionary Islamists is bogus. And of how by the standards 
Obama explicitly set down at the start of his term his policy has totally failed.  

http://www.gloria-center.org/2012/11/one-thousand-and-one-articles-later-why-obama-should-be-voted-out-of-office-today/
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Perhaps most importantly of all I’ve explained why there is every reason to believe that another four years 
of Obama will be just as bad or worse, that the president has learned few lessons likely to change his 
approach to the region.  And all of the above–and more–was just in the month of October 2012. 
 

None of this was done due to ideology–I’m not a conservative–or partisanship–I’m not a Republican–but 
out of a deep-seated belief that his policy in the Middle East is terribly dangerous because it nurtures the 
worst forces that want to seize power, create dictatorships, oppress women, terrorize Christians, commit 
genocide against Jews, set their countries for decades on a course of war and repression, and do 
everything they can to destroy U.S. interests. 
 

Imagine a U.S. president in the 1930s or early 1940s helping fascists get into power and whitewashing 
their ideology and behavior. Imagine a U.S. president who in the 1950s or 1960s did the same for 
Communists. How would you feel about such a person and his effect on the world?  Recently several 
readers have written me that they will be voting for Obama because they believe that he has learned his 
lesson, is a true friend of Israel, hasn’t done harm because he had no control over events. I can understand 
how people might say such things but not after they’ve read what I’ve written about these matters. 
 

And now the day has come to make a choice. 
 

 There are many reasons why I’m thoroughly disgusted with all the phony Obama-loves-Israel or Obama 
has done a good job on foreign policy nonsense and the foolish things many American Jews and many 
Americans say about him on this topic. But let me reduce all of these points to one central–and 
indisputable by anyone who is honest–issue: 
 

Obama has helped put into power in Egypt the Muslim Brotherhood, the world’s leading anti-American, 
antisemitic movement; has backed its coming to power  in Syria (though he backed the equally anti-
American, antisemitic, anti-Israel Bashar al-Asad dictatorship before the revolt); and helped maintain in 
power another Brotherhood branch,  by pressing Israel to reduce sanctions and opposing Israel’s self-
defense against it, in the Gaza Strip. This group openly embraces genocide against Israel and Jews 
generally. 
 
He has also backed a Turkish regime that loathes Israel, employs antisemitism, supports Hamas and 
Hizballah, and wants to kick U.S. influence out of the region. The leader of that regime is, according to 
Obama, his hero. The Obama Administration has not lifted a finger to press Turkey toward rebuilding 
relations with Israel. On the contrary, it has rewarded a Turkish regime that is doing the opposite. Only on 
the issue of continued aid and intelligence cooperation with Israel has Obama kept up the traditional 
relationship. 
 

He has fought al-Qaida but helped or at least not done anything against other revolutionary Islamist 
movements. As a result of Obama’s policies, too, even more extremist Salafist movements have been 
unleashed in several countries. The Muslim Brotherhood is quite tolerant of these terrorist forces and uses 
them as part of its overall strategy. 
 

As a result of Obama’s policies, too, even more extremist Salafist movements have been unleashed. The 
Muslim Brotherhood is quite tolerant of these terrorist forces and uses them as part of its overall strategy. 
How can one lionize an American president who has given major backing and been an apologist for such 
a movement? 
 

One can talk about Iran, the Jerusalem issue, and lots of other things. But whitewashing and helping five 
regimes or movements that openly and daily call for wiping Israel off the map, slanders Jews, and calls for 
their mass murder qualifies as sufficient in my book to laugh at any assertion that such a president is 
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“good” for Israel. And whitewashing and helping five regimes or movements that call for hating America, 
murdering its citizens, destroying its interests, and even–albeit more fancifully–destroying the United 
States qualifies as sufficient in my book to laugh at any assertion that such a president is “good” for 
America. 
 
Obama’s policies have placed the lives of Americans and Israelis in jeopardy, as well as the citizens of 
many other countries, and made war more likely. For the first time in many decades, Israel cannot depend 
on the U.S. government. Neither can a dozen Arabic-speaking states that have relied on U.S. support. 
Neither can Middle Eastern pro-democracy advocates, moderates, secularists, women, and Christians. 
Neither can Americans. 
 

Something should be done about that. And today is the day to do it. 
 

Top of Page 
 

 

WEAKNESS INVITES PROVOCATIONS 
Manfred Gerstenfeld 

Ynet News, November 2, 2012 
 

President Obama is not popular among Israeli Jews. A few days ago, a poll asked which presidential 
candidate would be preferable concerning Israel's interests. Fifty-seven percent of Israeli Jews preferred 
Romney, while 22% said Obama. Among Israeli Arabs, Obama was the preferred candidate. 
 

Yet the Obama administration has been supportive of Israel, after an initially hesitant period. It expressed 
itself in supplying military equipment, fighting the cyber war and broad strategic collaboration. This 
cooperation has been praised by Israel's senior leaders. The United States has also consistently supported 
Israel in the United Nations. Obama also personally intervened in the life-threatening situation for Israel's 
embassy personnel in Cairo during the Egyptian mob attack in September 2011. 
 

Many of President Obama's actions have thus been supportive of Israel. One reason that they may not 
have had much effect upon Israeli Jews is his image as an internationally weak president, which is also 
very bad for Israel. Even if part of America's weakness is due to perception only, that translates into 
reality. It invites provocation by the US' enemies. One sees this in the posturing of Iranian leaders, the 
world's leading supporters of terrorism. 
 

Also highly problematic is President Obama's view of the situation among radical Islamists. Steve 
Emerson's Investigative Project on Terrorism found that many known radical Muslims have made 
hundreds of visits to the Obama White House, meeting with top administration officials. To illustrate his 
basic attitude toward the Muslim world, one can analyze Obama's Cairo speech in 2009. Obama expressed 
apologetics and appeasement and understated the major criminality within the Muslim world. 
 

Obama applied double standards through omissions of many important facts. He said that it was time to 
put a halt to Israeli settlements. He did not say, "It is time for Egypt and many other Muslim states to stop 
the murderous anti-Semitic incitement against Jews. This hate-mongering is also widely spread in 
Egyptian government media. It was equalled only by Nazi Germany." He did not say, "Stop the death 
penalty."  
 

When he spoke about equality for women he did not say, "In many Muslim countries there are extreme 
cases of discrimination against women. This should be halted." Obama did not speak about the incitement 
against and persecution of Christians in a variety of Muslim countries. Nor did he say, "In the new century 

http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-4299684,00.html
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we have not seen any other terror attack on the scale of 9/11 which was driven by the religious conviction 
of major criminals." 
 

Another omission was when he stated that civilization owed a debt to Al Azhar without mentioning 
prominent Muslim clerics who support suicide terrorism. When he spoke about the Palestinians, he said, 
"The Palestinian people – Muslims and Christians – have suffered in pursuit of a homeland." That 
statement contains many fallacies. The largest part of the Palestinian Mandate is Jordan, a state with a 
Palestinian majority. The Palestinians were granted a second state through a United Nations General 
Assembly resolution in 1947. Yet it was not good enough for them and their Arab allies. They preferred to 
start a war to attempt to massacre the Jews in what became Israel. Until 1967, they could have publicly 
asked their Arab "brethren" for a second state when the Palestinian territories were controlled by Jordan 
and Egypt. 
 

After the Arab defeat in 1967, the Palestinians could have once again obtained a second state. Yet they 
preferred to continue their fight to eliminate Israel. While Obama didn't mention the suffering of 
Christians in Muslim lands, he did mention the suffering of Palestinian Christians, without stating that this 
was mainly caused by Palestinian Muslims. 
 

Obama also said things about the Muslim world in Cairo which were closer to lies than to half-truths. To 
state that "in our times many Muslim communities have been in the forefront of innovation" does not 
reflect the reality of the Muslim world. Tiny Israel has won more Nobel prizes than all Muslims put 
together, while there are about two hundred times more Muslims than Israelis. 
 

The only area where major innovation has emerged from the extremist parts of the Muslim world is 
'creative terrorism.' In this framework the Palestinians have also made a substantial contribution in 
inventing new modes of terror. If there were a Nobel Prize for terrorism, top candidates would be Iran, 
Syria, Hezbollah, Hamas and various other Palestinian groupings as well as the initiators of 9/11. 
 

It is probably due to Obama's attitude toward highly problematic extremist Islamists, the betrayal of long 
time political allies such as Egyptian president Hosni Mubarak and his perceived international weakness 
that a majority of Israeli Jews continue to feel uncomfortable with him as president. One wonders to what 
extent Obama has genuinely abandoned the appeasing and apologetic spirit he exhibited in Cairo, or 
whether much of it will re-appear if he is reelected. 
 

Manfred Gerstenfeld is a member of the Board of the Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs, of which he has 
been chairman for12 years. 
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THE UNITED STATES ELECTION:  
A CRITICAL JUNCTURE FOR ISRAEL 

Harold M. Waller 
Israblog, November 6, 2012 

 

When examining the presidential election campaign, it is tempting to focus on the polls, the debates, the 
television commercials, and the candidates’ speeches.  But from the perspective of most Israelis the 
dominant issue is very much more profound.  Not only is it about the Iranian nuclear threat, but it 
concerns thousands of years of Jewish history.  Jews as a people first lived in Eretz Yisrael over 3,000 
years ago.  In addition to practicing what we now know as the Jewish religion, they established a political 
community that governed the land, albeit with interruptions, for over a millennium.  During that lengthy 
period, there were two national disasters that terminated the exercise of Jewish sovereignty, the 

http://www.isranet.org/prof-harold-m-waller-united-states-electiona-critical-juncture-israel
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destruction of the First Temple in 586 B.C.E., and the destruction of the Second Temple in 70 C.E.  The 
latter calamity led to an exile that lasted for nearly 2,000 years. 
 

The reestablishment or reconstitution of Jewish sovereignty in Israel in 1948 is rightly seen as one of the 
major developments in Jewish history, which has led to the incredible flowering of Jewish life in all its 
dimensions.  There is no need to rehearse Israel’s accomplishments in 64 years of renewed sovereignty.  
Rather it is essential to focus on the threat to the existence of that reconstituted Jewish state represented 
by Iran’s attempts to acquire nuclear weapons.  It is no exaggeration to assert that the emerging threat 
rivals the destructions of the two temples in historical significance and the Holocaust in terms of the threat 
to Jewish lives. 
 
What does this rumination on Jewish history have to do with an American election?  The political and 
military reality today is that Israel is dependent to a large extent on American political and military 
support to respond to the threat from Iran.  This is not the occasion to examine the prospects of Israel’s 
“going it alone” vis-à-vis Iran.  But it is widely agreed that the prospects of eliminating Iran’s nuclear 
threat are much greater if the U.S. participates in any needed military action.  And given the pre-eminence 
of the president with respect to American foreign policy, the 2012 election is proving to hold great 
significance for Israel. 
 

There is no suggestion here that the only way to deal with the Iranian threat is through military action.  
Nevertheless the case can be made that sanctions and diplomatic pressure from well-intentioned Western 
countries will not be able to deflect the ayatollahs from their drive to harness nuclear energy for military 
purposes.  And of course the announced primary target is Israel, a state that has been demonized by the 
Iranian religious and governmental leadership for over 30 years. 
 

Over a history that extends back even before 1948, Israelis have realized that although the use of military 
force should never be the first choice it is sometimes necessary and can achieve important national goals.  
In the present circumstance there is no Israeli who wants to attack Iran’s nuclear program as a first choice.  
Yet there are many who have come to the conclusion that such an attack is preferable to the alternative of 
sitting back and waiting for sanctions – even “crippling sanctions” – to work while Iran plows ahead to 
acquire nuclear weapons.  For following that would be a period in which reliance on deterrence would be 
the key to Israel’s security….    
 

In light of the foregoing, it is essential for Israel to have a U.S. administration that will back Israel 
vigorously and not undermine its position.  So from the perspective of supporters of Israel, the posture of 
the American political parties, members of Congress, and the president is a highly consequential 
consideration. 
 

Prior to 1967 there was little doubt that the Democratic Party was more supportive of Israel than the 
Republican Party.  It was not just a matter of recalling the recognition of Israel by Democratic President 
Harry Truman in 1948.  It was also a matter of Republican President Dwight D. Eisenhower coming down 
hard on Israel after the 1956 Sinai Campaign, when he exerted extreme pressure on Israel to withdraw.  It 
was also Secretary of State John Foster Dulles’s lack of empathy for Israel’s situation.  Indeed on my first 
visit to Israel in 1960, the most common questions that I encountered were why Eisenhower and Dulles 
were treating us so shabbily.   
 

But 1967 proved to be a turning point.  Not only did Democratic President Lyndon B. Johnson fail to 
deliver on the promises of the Eisenhower Administration when Egypt provoked a crisis.  But after the Six 
Day War, a number of people on the left, shocked by Israel’s acquisition of territory, began to criticize 
Israel. The Democratic Administration did back Israel strongly at the UN Security Council when 
Resolution 242 was drafted.  But by 1972 the party was led by a presidential candidate who was lukewarm 
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to Israel and whose foreign policy intentions were not helpful to Israel.  Furthermore the leftward turn of 
Democratic activists weakened their party’s support for Israel…. 
 

The apotheosis of this trend was apparent to all at the 2012 Democratic National Convention, when the 
platform omitted several key items from previous platforms that symbolized support for Israel.  
Presumably such changes would have been cleared with the highest levels of the party structure.  In 
response to public pressure it was decided (presumably by the President) to reinstate a symbolic clause 
declaring Jerusalem to be the capital of Israel (which it is, regardless of what either party says).   
 

On a voice vote to reinstate that clause, a vote which had to be taken three times, most observers believed 
that the assembled delegates had not provided the required 2/3 majority and probably not even a simple 
majority.  When the Chair declared that the motion had carried, there was considerable booing in the hall.  
What should a pro-Israel voter make of such a spectacle? 
 

Of course the main focus has to be on the two candidates for president.  The problem is that one 
candidate, President Barack Obama, has a four-year foreign policy track record, while his opponent, Mitt 
Romney is running mainly on promises.  Therefore it is hard to judge what a Romney presidency might 
look like, but we certainly do know what an Obama presidency looks like.   
 

In the third debate of the campaign, President Obama stressed that he visited Israel in 2008, before the 
election (he has not been there since).  Yet his references to that trip focused on his visits to Yad Vashem 
and to Sderot.  Both of these represent stories about Jewish victimhood.  They are consistent with the 
president’s 2009 Cairo speech when he seemed to imply that the reason that Israel was created was 
because of Western guilt over the Holocaust. 
 

There are two types of problems that arise with President Obama’s approach to Israel.  On the level of 
strategy or basic concepts, he does not appear to elevate Israel to as high a priority as many supporters of 
Israel would like.  Clearly he has been trying to curry favor with Arab and more broadly Muslim states, 
which led to his famous comment about putting daylight between the U.S. and Israel.  It might be inferred 
that he sees enthusiastic support for Israel as undermining his efforts to establish better ties in the Arab 
world.  On the other hand, he has generally been strongly supportive of close military and security ties 
between the U.S. and Israel. 
 

Turning to tactics, Obama critics have compiled a long list of what they consider to be his failings.  One 
of the most complete compilations was published by Anne Bayefsky and contains over a dozen items.  
Among them are the “daylight” comment, the introduction of the concept of a settlement freeze that has 
led to major stumbling blocks in Israel-Palestinian negotiations, the perceived personal insults to Prime 
Minister Binyamin Netanyahu on various occasions, the suggestion that negotiations for a settlement of 
the status of the West Bank begin from the position of the 1949 armistice lines, which Israel regards as 
indefensible, and efforts to prevent Israel from taking action against Iran’s nuclear program.  It is fair to 
say that all of these incidents taken together appear to form a pattern that represents much less than 
enthusiastic support for Israel. 
 

What about Mitt Romney?  As stated, we have little to go on here, aside from notoriously unreliable 
campaign rhetoric.  But it is worthwhile to point out that while his opponents have roundly criticized 
Romney for flip-flopping on a number of policy issues, his views on Israel have been rather consistent.  
He shares Netanyahu’s view that the critical issue with respect to Iran is reaching nuclear capability, as 
opposed to the President’s stress on acquiring nuclear weapons.  As well, his desire to increase American 
influence in the region would be beneficial to Israel.…  
 

Where does this leave an American voter for whom Israel is very important?  It depends on how one 
orders his or her priorities.  Those who put Israel’s well-being as their top priority are likely to lean 
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toward Romney while those for whom Israel is third or fourth on the list might go either way, depending 
on the rest of the issues and their assessments of the candidates.  From what we know, most American 
Jews are likely to find manifold reasons to be inclined to support Obama.  Let us just remember that from 
Israel’s perspective this is not simply another presidential election. 

  

(Harold Waller is a Canadian Institute for Jewish Research Fellow, 
 and Professor of Political Science at McGill University, Montreal.) 
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I DIDN'T LEAVE THE DEMOCRATS. THEY LEFT ME 
Sheldon G. Adelson 

Wall Street Journal, November 4, 2012 
 

When members of the Democratic Party booed the inclusion of God and Jerusalem in their party platform 
this year, I thought of my parents. They would have been astounded.  The immigrant family in which I 
grew up was, in the matter of politics, typical of the Jews of Boston in the 1930s and '40s. Of the two 
major parties, the Democrats were in those days the more supportive of Jewish causes. 
 

Indeed, only liberal politicians campaigned in our underprivileged neighbourhood. Boston's Republicans, 
insofar as we knew them, were remote, wealthy elites ("Boston Brahmins"), some of whose fancy country 
clubs didn't accept Jews. It therefore went without saying that we were Democrats. Like most Jews around 
the country, being Democrat was part of our identity, as much a feature of our collective personality as 
our religion. So why did I leave the party? 
 

My critics nowadays like to claim it's because I got wealthy or because I didn't want to pay taxes or 
because of some other conservative caricature. No, the truth is the Democratic Party has changed in ways 
that no longer fit with someone of my upbringing. 
 

One obvious example is the party's new attitude toward Israel. A sobering Gallup poll from last March 
asked: "Are your sympathies more with the Israelis or more with the Palestinians?" Barely 53% of 
Democrats chose Israel, the sole liberal democracy in the region. By contrast, an overwhelming 78% of 
Republicans sympathized with Israel. 
 

Nowhere was this change in Democratic sympathies more evident than in the chilling reaction on the floor 
of the Democratic convention in September when the question of Israel's capital came up for a vote. 
Anyone who witnessed the delegates' angry screaming and fist-shaking could see that far more is going on 
in the Democratic Party than mere opposition to citing Jerusalem in their platform. There is now a visceral 
anti-Israel movement among rank-and-file Democrats, a disturbing development that my parents' 
generation would not have ignored. 
 

Another troubling change is that Democrats seem to have moved away from the immigrant values of my 
old neighbourhood—in particular, individual charity and neighbourliness. After studying tax data from the 
IRS, the nonpartisan Chronicle of Philanthropy recently reported that states that vote Republican are now 
far more generous to charities than those voting Democratic. In 2008, the seven least-generous states all 
voted for President Obama. My father, who kept a charity box for the poor in our house, would have 
frowned on this fact about modern Democrats…. 
 

Take, for example, President Obama's adopted home state. In October, a nonpartisan study of Illinois's 
finances by the State Budget Crisis Task Force offered painful evidence that liberal Illinois is suffering 
from abject economic, demographic and social decline. With the worst credit rating in the country, and 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204712904578092670469140316.html
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with the second-biggest public debt per capita, the Prairie State "has been doing back flips on a high wire, 
without a net," according to the report. 
 

Political scientist Walter Russell Mead summed up the sad results of these findings at The American 
Interest: "Illinois politicians, including the present president of the United States, have wrecked one of the 
country's potentially most prosperous and dynamic states, condemned millions of poor children to 
substandard education, failed to maintain vital infrastructure, choked business development and growth 
through unsustainable tax and regulatory policies—and still failed to appease the demands of the public 
sector unions and fee-seeking Wall Street crony capitalists who make billions off the state's distress." 
 

At times, it seems almost as if President Obama wants to impose the failed Illinois model on the whole 
country. Each year of his presidency has produced unsustainable deficits, and he takes no responsibility 
for his spending. Worse still, unemployment has become chronic, and many Americans have given up on 
looking for work…. 
 

As a person who has been able to rise from poverty to affluence, and who has created jobs and work 
benefits for tens of thousands of families, I feel obligated to speak up and support the American ideals I 
grew up with—charity, self-reliance, accountability. These are the age-old virtues that help make our 
communities prosperous. Yet, sadly, the Democratic Party no longer seems to value them as it once did. 
That's why I switched parties, and why I'm now giving amply to Republicans. 
 

Although I don't agree with every Republican position—I'm liberal on several social issues—there is 
enough common cause with the party for me to know I've made the right choice.  [It is] the political party 
that better supports liberal democracies like Israel, the party that better exemplifies the spirit of charity, 
and the party with economic policies that would certainly be better for those Americans now looking for 
work. 
 

The Democratic Party just isn't what it used to be. 
 

Mr. Adelson is an entrepreneur and philanthropist. 
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ON TOPIC 
 

United States Debt Clock 
 
Into the Fray: Obama, Islam and Israel: Martin Sherman, Jerusalem Post, Nov. 1, 2012 
Can anyone with Obama’s perception of Islam be expected to take the measures necessary to contend with the 
danger this theo-tyrannical political doctrine presents? 
 
The choice: Charles Krauthammer, Jerusalem Post, Nov. 5, 2012 
“Ronald Reagan changed the trajectory of America in a way that Richard Nixon did not and in a way that Bill 
Clinton did not.” That was Barack Obama in 2008. And he was right. Reagan was an ideological inflection point, 
ending a 50-year liberal ascendancy and beginning a 30-year conservative ascendancy. 
 
Canadians Have Love Affair With Obama, But Romney Is Better For Canada: Michael Den Tandt, 
National Post, Nov 5, 2012 
We love Barack Obama, don’t we? Canadians, I mean. Yes, we surely do. It’s because, as the U.S. president himself 
once said at one of those comedy roasts he handles so perfectly, he’s just “too awesome.” [But] a dispassionate look 
at the rival platforms clearly shows that an Obama win would be worse for Canada – significantly worse – than a 
Romney win.  
 

http://www.usdebtclock.org/
http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Columnists/Article.aspx?id=290199
http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Columnists/Article.aspx?id=290612
http://fullcomment.nationalpost.com/2012/11/05/michael-den-tandt-canada-offers-obama-its-unrequited-love/
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If You Can’t Vote for Romney, Don’t Vote for Obama: Richard Landes, Augean Stables, Nov. 5, 2012  
I think another four years of President Obama would seriously endanger the culture of openness, tolerance and 
productivity that has made our current age such an astonishing one in world history. I have felt like a witness to a 
self-destructive generation, bent on pursuing the mirages that John Lennon invited us to Imagine, no matter what 
the cost, no matter who we tried to reach by throwing off all our identity boundaries. 
 
Congressional Candidates Against Israel: 2012.pdf: Jerrold L. Sobel,  Oct. 28, 2012 
The above chart is a  spreadsheet of Congressional Representatives that have consistently either voted, 
written letters against, or were not in favor of resolutions concerning the state of Israel during the past 4 
years of the 111th and 112th Congress. 
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