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Events… 

 
Wednesday, April 25, 7:30pm 
 Bar Ilan University Professor Mordechai Kedar speaks of “Israel at 
70: Opportunities and Challenges” and Beth Emeth.  
 
Thursday, April 26, 6:30pm 
 Bar Ilan University Professor Mordechai Kedar speaks on “How is 
Israel Viewed by Young Arabs” at Beth Sholom. 
 

 

Commentary… 

 
Better than Obama is not Good Enough       By Jonathan S. Tobin 
 If the sole criteria by which U.S. President Donald Trump’s actions in 
Syria should be judged are to be compared with his predecessor, then 
perhaps the claim of a “mission accomplished” might be accurate. Stacked 
up against President Barack Obama’s epic failures in Syria, Trump doesn’t 
look so bad. But even if he were not describing the American-led strikes on 
Syrian dictator Bashar Assad’s chemical-weapons capability with that 
cringe-inducing phrase, we would still have to judge Trump’s actions as, at 
this point in time, very much a mission left unaccomplished. 

As the White House has made clear, the missile strikes were strictly a 
one-off event, entirely disconnected from any overall strategy to deal with 
the threat posed by a Syria dominated by Russia and occupied by Iranian 
forces determined to turn that country into a front against Israel. Just as 
troubling is the signal from Washington that the president is planning, 
despite appeals from his national-security team and American allies, to pull 
all U.S. forces out of Syria after the defeat of ISIS is also deemed complete. 

While Trump was moved, as he should have been, by Assad’s atrocities 
against civilians to strike at the Syrian dictator’s forces, he isn’t prepared to 
do anything more than that or act in a meaningful way to stop the slaughter 
in that country. Despite the missiles, Trump is maintaining Obama’s policy 
of punting Syria to Russia and treating Iran’s provocative takeover there as 
something of no interest to the United States. He’s also apparently prepared 
to stand by and let a successor Islamist group fill the vacuum left by the 
United States withdrawal, just as happened after Obama pulled out of Iraq 
and stayed out of Syria—the exact events that led to the rise of ISIS. 

Americans can take some satisfaction that the United States is not 
prepared to let the use of chemical weapons go unpunished, as was the case 
with Obama’s humiliating “red line” retreat. By the same token, they 
should applaud the progress that American-led forces have made in the 
fight against ISIS. Trump’s loosening of the rules of engagement 
transformed the stalemate he inherited from Obama into a rout of the 
Islamists. 

But no one should be fooled by the spectacle of the allied attacks on 
Assad’s chemical-weapons capability into thinking that America is doing 
anything meaningful about what is arguably the worst human-rights 
catastrophe of the 21st century. Nor should it escape anyone’s notice that 
Trump’s policies are essentially leaving Israel alone to face a deadly threat 
on its northern border. 

The problem here is just the opposite of the chaos obsessed over by the 
president’s detractors. The issue in Syria is Trump’s unwillingness to 
confront a basic contradiction in his foreign-policy outlook that has been 
glaringly obvious since he first began campaigning for the presidency. He 
still can’t seem to grasp that you can’t be tough on Iran while being soft on 
Russia. If the United States is to mount a meaningful campaign—as Trump 
has often said he would—to roll back Iran’s efforts to achieve regional 
hegemony by a nuclear deal that has enriched and empowered it, it must be 
part of an approach that takes into account that Tehran’s most dangerous 
conduct is being enabled by Russia. 

The other contradiction is that while Trump has been extremely 
supportive of Israel in many ways, he’s also ignoring what is rapidly 
becoming the most lethal threat to its security: Iran’s presence in Syria. 

Friends of Israel should be grateful to Trump by discarding the foreign-
policy establishment’s warnings about recognizing Jerusalem as the Jewish 

state’s capital and for 
ending Obama’s policy 
of trying to create 
more daylight between America and 
its sole democratic ally. He’s also 
right—and the supposed “adults” 
wrong—when he speaks of the 
dangers inherent in an Iran nuclear 
deal that must be renegotiated if 
Tehran is to be prevented from 

eventually gaining such a weapon. 
But that doesn’t give him a pass for deciding that Syria is merely a 

theater for dramatic U.S. gestures, rather than the pivotal issue that may 
decide whether another war in the Middle East is inevitable. 

If the message Trump is sending to Assad is that he can go on killing 
people—though not with chemical weapons—that is just as much of an 
abdication of America’s moral authority as Obama’s spineless responses. 

Just as troubling is the idea that the message Trump is sending to 
Russia is that it shouldn’t interpret the president’s histrionics as an 
indication that the United States is still interested in engaging in the 
region. 

Worst of all is that Iran is likely interpreting Trump’s gestures as a 
sign that the United States doesn’t regard its building of military bases and 
weapons factories in Syria as an issue it cares about. If America is telling 
Russia that it won’t demand that Vladimir Putin restrain Iran or push it out 
of Syria, then Israel is being left to fend for itself as a problem the 
Americans helped create gets out of control. 

For all of the good Trump has done for Israel in the last 14 months, 
leaving it alone to deal with Iran and Russia in Syria is simply too 
dangerous. Israel must balance the need to maintain relations with 
Russia—now the region’s leading power—with the imperative to prevent 
Iran from threatening its safety. If Trump doesn’t understand that simply 
abandoning Israel in this manner is an invitation to Iranian aggression and 
a new Middle East war, and that this is profoundly precarious for U.S. 
interests and security, then he’s just as foolish as his enemies claim him to 
be.    (JNS Apr 16) 
  

 
The Great Distraction of Punitive Airstrikes           By Jonathan Spyer 

Despite escalating worries about Russia in past weeks, the skies did 
not fall as a result of the American-led punitive raid on Syria’s chemical 
weapons storage and research facilities Saturday morning. Great care was 
taken to avoid hitting the many sites within “Assad-controlled” Syria 
which are in fact administered by powers other than the Syrian dictator—
namely, Russia and Iran. “A perfectly executed strike,” the president 
declared on Twitter. “Mission accomplished.” U.S. ambassador to the UN 
Nikki Haley struck a similar tone of satisfaction. ‘“If the Syrian regime 
uses this poisonous gas again,” she told an emergency meeting of the UN 
Security Council, “the United States is locked and loaded.” 
 A great victory, then—depending on whom you ask. Damage was 
done to Assad, a tyrant responsible for the deaths of an increasingly 
uncountable number of his own civilians. The careful planning seems to 
have prevented anything but angry rhetoric from Russia. And the 
participation of France and the United Kingdom lent at least some air of 
multilateralism. 
 But while the tactical prowess of western armed forces over Syrian air 
defenses was confirmed, it is not quite clear what else has been achieved. 
Assad will remain in power. The humanitarian crisis persists. And 
arguably, the focus on checking off proportionate punishment for chemical 
substances represents a diversion from the issues really at stake in Syria.  
 U.S. and western officials were keen to note that the operation of 
recent days did not represent an intervention in the Syrian civil war. A 
“one-time shot,” Defense Secretary James Mattis called it. It may 
therefore be assumed that the western stance toward that war remains 
unchanged. Earlier this month, President Trump declared his intent to 
withdraw U.S. troops from Syria, “ideally” within six months. These 
forces are currently guaranteeing a western-aligned, Kurdish-dominated 
entity that controls 28 percent of Syria, including the greater part of its gas 
and oil assets.  
 If the withdrawal of these forces means that U.S. air power will also 
no longer be employed to keep Assad, the Iranians and the Russians out of 
this area, then the region will certainly be reconquered by the regime and 
its allies. Support for the non-jihadi rebels in the provinces of Deraa and 
Quneitra, meanwhile, was ended in December, and renewed regime 
bombardment, despite last year’s “de-escalation zone” truce, began in 
March. The removal of chlorine from the equation is unlikely to change 
rebels’ fate. 
 If U.S. withdrawal proceeds as planned, the Syrian war seems likely to 
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end in strategic triumph for Assad, Iran, and Russia. Western allies, 
including Israel, are deeply concerned at what is likely to follow from a 
geopolitical perspective.  
 Iran is currently engaged in the construction of an extensive 
infrastructure in Syria. This includes the establishment of permanent 
military bases. In addition, the Revolutionary Guards are supporting proxy 
militia forces on Syrian soil in considerable numbers, and recruiting local 
“Syrian Hizballah” type forces such as Quwat al-Ridha from the Homs 
area, al-Ghalibun from the Sayida Zeinab area in Damascus Governorate, 
and the 313 Brigade from the Deraa area.  

Tehran seems to intend to extend this structure to the area immediately 
east of Quneitra Crossing and the Golan Heights, in order that it may serve 
as a tool of pressure and potential aggression against Israel. Currently, the 
enclave controlled by the U.S. and its allies—including the non-Islamist 
rebel-controlled enclave in Deraa, which birthed the Syrian revolt—blocks 
Iran’s ability to develop the contiguous land corridor it seeks to extend all 
the way from the Iraq-Iran border.  
 U.S. withdrawal of support for these areas, and their subsequent 
collapse, would mean that Israel would be facing this advance alone—a 
scenario which has already sparked concern in Israeli media.   
 Israeli officials have made clear that the entrenchment of this Iranian 
project and its extension to the border are utterly unacceptable to Jerusalem. 
The large-scale raid last week on the T4 base outside Palmyra, in which 
seven Iranian personnel including a colonel were killed, was an indication 
of the direction of Israeli policy. As Defense Minister Avigdor Lieberman 
stated following this operation, “Accepting Iranian entrenchment in Syria 
would be to accept Iranians putting a chokehold on us. We cannot allow 
that.” 
 In other words, although the U.S. and Russia appear to have avoided 
conflict over Syria, the current strategy seems almost guaranteed to leave 
Iran and Israel on a collision course. When the current western barriers to 
Iranian advancement are removed, Iran and its allies will finish off the rebel 
and Kurd forces that remain. Thus consolidated, Iran will then be the 
dominant actor in a giant land area stretching from the Iraq-Iran border to 
the Mediterranean Sea and the Syrian border with Israel. Israel will at this 
point seek Russian assurances to curb a further Iranian advance—which it 
is unlikely to get. What happens after that is the stuff of strategists’ 
nightmares. 
 When seen from this point of view, the destruction of a number of 
Assad’s chemical weapons research facilities might be seen as at best a 
diversion from the main point. Not only Syria’s humanitarian nightmare, 
but also the practical geopolitical problems, remain unchanged.  
(New Republic Apr 15) 
The writer is a fellow at the Middle East Forum and a research associate at 
the Jerusalem Institute for Strategic Studies (JISS). He is the author of 
Days of the Fall: A Reporter’s Journey in the Syria and Iraq Wars. 
 

 
Hamas and Israel Agree: Slain Protesters Weren’t Civilians 
By Evelyn Gordon  

Last weekend’s demonstrations in Gaza produced smaller crowds and 
fewer casualties than the protests that occurred over the previous two 
weekends. What’s more, they were overshadowed by the Western airstrikes 
on Syria. But earlier and more chaotic demonstrations prompted all the 
usual suspects (Europe, the UN, and “human rights” organizations) to 
accuse Israel of using disproportionate, indiscriminate force, and shooting 
“unarmed civilian demonstrators,” all while dismissing Israel’s insistence 
that it only targeted terrorists, mainly Hamas members, who were using the 
demonstrators for cover. Yet it now turns out that one Palestinian 
organization agrees with Israel–Hamas itself. 
 In a column published in Haaretz last week, Gaza native Muhammad 
Shehada defended the demonstrations as a necessary response to Israel’s 
partial blockade, on which he blamed all of Gaza’s woes. His younger 
brother, he said, has participated in them almost daily. He himself is 
currently studying in Sweden but formerly worked for an anti-Israel 
“human rights” organization in Gaza. In short, he’s hardly an Israeli shill. 
Nevertheless, he noted that even Hamas believes Israel’s fire has been far 
from indiscriminate: 
Despite the seemingly arbitrary live-fire and tear gas raining down on the 
protestors … Hamas believes the victims are carefully selected. “Israel 
knows who to wound, maim or kill,” a Hamas leader told me by phone. At 
least 10 young men, affiliated with Hamas and its Qassam brigades, have 
been shot while maintaining order at the protest. 
 Hamas believes Israel is deploying facial recognition technologies 
besides the numerous war-drones that obliterate the sky above. The 
movement warned its members to keep their faces covered, and leave their 
phones at home. 
 This is what Israel has said all along. A report published last week by 
the Meir Amit Intelligence and Terrorism Information Center (an 
organization founded by former Israeli intelligence officials that maintain 
close ties with the intelligence agencies) concluded that 80 percent of the 
people killed during the Gaza demonstrations–26 out of 32–were members 
of terrorist organizations. This conclusion wasn’t based on any secret 
intelligence; in each case, a terrorist organization publicly claimed the 
deceased as a member and buried him in the organization’s flag or 

published pictures of him in military dress holding a gun. This finding also 
explains why all but two of the dead were men between the ages of 19 and 
45: Unlike the terrorists, actual civilians have largely kept their distance 
from the border fence. 
 Of course, Shehada argued that the Hamas men were only present at 
the demonstrations to ensure that demonstrators didn’t engage in anti-
Israel violence or try to cross the border into Israel – the implication being 
that Israel deliberately tried to provoke Palestinian violence by killing the 
people working to stop it. And what Shehada merely implied, the 
demonstrations’ organizers have openly charged: Israel, they say, is 
intentionally trying to provoke the demonstrators into violence. 
 To be fair, Hamas does have a record of trying to stop violence in 
those rare cases where violence doesn’t suit its own agenda. But in this 
case, it’s hard to argue that efforts to breach the border don’t fit in with its 
plans, because the organization’s leader in Gaza, Yahya Sinwar, has 
repeatedly and explicitly declared that this is precisely what the 
demonstrations are intended to do. 
 At the March 30 demonstration, Sinwar asserted that the protest “will 
not stop until we remove this transient border [between Gaza and Israel . . 
. The protests will continue until the Palestinians return to the lands they 
were expelled from 70 years ago” – i.e., pre-1967 Israel, the state 
established 70 years ago. And lest anyone think this was a fluke, he 
reiterated it at the following week’s demonstration, saying the world 
should “wait for our great move, when we breach the borders and pray at 
Al-Aqsa,” Jerusalem’s principal mosque. 
 Thus, believing that Hamas operatives are at the border to stop it from 
being breached requires believing that Hamas sent its men there 
specifically to undermine its own leader’s stated goal. By any ordinary 
standard of logic, it’s far more likely that they were there to do exactly 
what Sinwar said he wanted to do: use the demonstrations as cover for 
vandalizing the border fence and attacking the soldiers guarding it, with 
the ultimate goal of opening a breach through which thousands of Gazans 
could pour into Israel. 
 This is all the more plausible because Hamas used that exact same 
tactic to breach the Egyptian border 10 years ago. On January 22, 2008, a 
group of unarmed Hamas demonstrators–mostly women–rushed the Rafah 
border crossing between Gaza and Egypt and managed to break through. 
That night, Hamas operatives planted explosives along the border wall in 
several places, creating huge gaps in it. The next day, anywhere from 
200,000 to 750,000 Gazans (estimates vary) poured through those 
breaches into Egypt. 
 Needless to say, this conclusion is also supported by the testimony of 
Israeli soldiers, who have reported numerous incidents of “demonstrators” 
trying to vandalize the fence or throw Molotov cocktails and improvised 
explosive devices at soldiers. The latest Palestinian tactic is flying kites 
with Molotov cocktails attached over the border; those “innocent” kites 
have so far started four fires in Israel. These are the terrorists, not 
“innocent civilians,” whom Israeli soldiers have targeted. 
 Israel and Hamas are in almost perfect agreement over what has been 
happening over the last few weeks. Both agree that the goal of the 
demonstrations is to breach the border with Israel, and both agree that 
Israeli gunfire during these demonstrations has been aimed almost 
exclusively at operatives for Hamas and other terrorist organizations. 
 The only people who don’t agree with this description are European, 
UN, and NGO officials sitting in their comfortable offices in Brussels and 
New York. At best, they’re guilty of monstrous arrogance in believing that 
they know what’s happening on another continent better than the parties 
actually on the ground. And at worst, they simply don’t care what really 
happened–because in those circles, the politically correct anti-Israel 
narrative almost always trumps the facts.    (CommentaryMagazine.com 
Apr 16) 
 

 
Never Mind J Street     By Jonathan S. Tobin 

Sen. Bernie Sanders is right about one thing. The former and perhaps 
future candidate for the Democratic presidential nomination is correct 
when he told the J Street conference this past weekend that opposing the 
policies of Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu “  That’s 
true. Many Israelis don’t like Netanyahu, and many oppose his policies. 
Americans can support the Jewish state—and its right to exist and to 
defend itself—while still thinking that its government is wrong on key 
issues. To the extent that the group lives up to its slogan of being “pro-
Israel” as well as “pro-peace,” it is entitled to a place in the proverbial 
Jewish tent. 

But to acquit it, at least in principle, of the charge of being “anti-
Israel” is not the same thing as saying that the group is innocent of taking 
stands on the Middle East that are profoundly disingenuous, if not 
completely dishonest. Moreover, to the extent that members provide cover 
for a Palestinian Authority that continues to be the main obstacle to peace 
and to try to obfuscate the truth about the conflict with the Islamist 
terrorists of Hamas, they neither help Israel nor further the cause of peace. 
 All of which goes to explain why, despite the array of Democratic 
Party officeholders and Obama administration alumni at their conference, 
J Street is utterly irrelevant to efforts to solve the conflict with the 
Palestinians. 



 J Street’s purpose for most of the last decade was to serve as a Jewish 
cheering section for the Obama administration’s policies of creating more 
daylight between the United States and Israel, as well as to support the Iran 
nuclear deal. The unpopularity of those stands among most pro-Israel 
activists, including liberals who backed President Barack Obama, explains 
why J Street has fallen far short of its goal of eclipsing the mainstream 
AIPAC lobby. 
 Since January 2017, J Street has defended Obama’s legacy and 
reflexively opposes the policies of President Donald Trump’s 
administration even when they’re supported by most Jews, such as his 
recognition of Jerusalem as Israel’s capital and demands that the P.A. stop 
subsidizing terrorism. Such stands are wrongheaded and mindlessly 
partisan, but as long as it’s still willing to oppose the BDS movement that 
targets economic warfare against Israel, then it places the organization in 
the Zionist camp. 
 Moreover, the focus on J Street misses what has become the real 
change to the pro-Israel cause among American Jews. The rise of Jewish 
Voices for Peace, an openly anti-Zionist organization dedicated to opposing 
Israel’s existence as a Jewish state, has diminished J Street’s importance. 
JVP’s support for the Palestinian “right of return,” which is synonymous 
with Israel’s destruction and other anti-Semitic stands, makes it a more 
natural partner for pro-Palestinian and leftist groups active on American 
college campuses. With leftist opposition to Israel being driven by 
intersectionalism—the belief that the war against Zionism is the same as the 
struggle against racism—J Street has lost ground to its more radical left-
wing competitor. Indeed, to the extent that J Street serves as a liberal 
opponent of BDS, it could actually serve a useful purpose. 
 But the problem is that the organization is so committed to the struggle 
against Israel’s government that it often makes common cause with some of 
the Jewish state’s enemies on campus, and as such spends more time 
attacking Israeli measures of self-defense against terror than in fighting 
BDS and anti-Zionism. The same is true of its official pronouncements at 
its conference when it provided a platform for the P.A. 
 At the J Street conference, a P.A. representative claimed that a 
Palestinian state would “celebrate the Jewish connection to Jerusalem.” The 
crowd at the conference applauded this statement, as well as his claim that 
the P.A. wants a two-state solution, even though it has repeatedly rejected 
offers of statehood and won’t recognize the legitimacy of a Jewish state no 
matter where its borders are drawn. 
 Only a few days earlier, P.A. leader Mahmoud Abbas told WAFA, its 
official news agency, that it would not “surrender . . . any part of 
Jerusalem.” As always, the P.A. says one thing to its own people and 
another to its foolish apologists in the West. J Street also opposes the 
Taylor Force Act, which conditions American aid to the P.A. on ending its 
practice of paying salaries and pensions to terrorists and their families, and 
ignores the P.A.’s daily incitement of hatred against Israel and Jews in its 
official media and schools. 
 Many at the conference, including Sanders, denounced the “blockade” 
of Gaza, in addition to the conduct of the Israel Defense Forces in fending 
off attacks on the border by continued Hamas-organized “Marches of 
Return.” To oppose the blockade is to support the free flow of arms and 
munitions to a terrorist state. And to treat a march, whose purpose is 
Israel’s destruction and whose participants consider hurling firebombs to be 
a form of nonviolence, as anything but an attack is not consistent with being 
“pro-Israel” or “pro-peace.” 
 Unlike J Street’s supporters, the overwhelming majority of Israelis 
understand the truth about the P.A.’s repeated rejection of peace. They 
know that neither Abbas nor his Hamas rivals want a two-state solution. 
Until that changes, most Israelis regard any talk of territorial withdrawal as 
madness. Israelis who share J Street’s views, like the left-wing Meretz 
Party, remain marginalized. 
 What’s wrong about J Street is how far it strays from the job of 
supporting Zionism from a liberal perspective, rather than just hating 
Trump and Netanyahu, and how out of touch it is with Israeli public 
opinion. Despite the obsessive attention it gets from some on the left and 
right, the most important thing to know about J Street is not what it 
believes, but how irrelevant it is to the reality of the Middle East.    
(JNS Apr 17) 
 

 
A Raw Deal: Trump Sells US Weapons to Qatari Terror Sponsors? 
By Stephen M. Flatow  

There was a time when a proposed US sale of sophisticated rocket 
systems to an Arab regime that finances terrorism against Israel would 
arouse fierce opposition from American Jewish leaders. 
 So why are Jewish leaders silent in the face of the Trump 
administration’s announced plan to sell $300 million in advanced rocket 
technology to the government of Qatar? 
 The emir of Qatar, Tamim bin Hamad al-Thani, claimed at his White 
House meeting on April 10 that he doesn’t help terrorists. (I guess his well-
paid American PR advisers told him what he had to say in order to receive 
those rocket systems.) Donald Trump offered no objection to that assertion. 
 Yet according to The Jerusalem Post, Qatar “has pledged more than $1 
billion to Hamas’s declared campaign for Israel’s destruction. … Qatar is 
Hamas’s ally and single largest donor, paying out hundreds of millions of 

so far.” 
The US House of Representatives recently adopted a resolution 

condemning Qatar for providing “significant financial and military 
support” to Hamas. 
 And it’s no secret that senior Hamas fugitives, including terror leaders 
Khaled Mashal and Yusuf al-Qaradawi, are living safely in Qatar’s capital 
of Doha. A bipartisan group of US Congress members last year expressed 
their “deep concern” that Doha continues to serve as “a sanctuary to 
Hamas terrorist officials.” 
 Not only that, but the Qatari government finances Al Jazeera, the 
notoriously anti-Israel and anti-Semitic international media outlet. 
 Given the Qatari regime’s close relationship with the mass murderers 
of Hamas, how can we be sure that US military aid to Qatar might not one 
day end up in the hands of Doha’s terrorist friends in Gaza? 
 It’s a legitimate question to ask in view of what happened to some of 
the weapons that the US provided to Saudi Arabia in the late 1970s and 
early 1980s. When Israeli troops overran PLO terrorist bases in southern 
Lebanon during the 1982 war, they discovered what The New York Times 
called (July 11, 1982) “surprisingly large stores of weapons.” And “among 
those weapons,” reported the Times, “were American M-16 rifles that had 
been sold to Saudi Arabia.” 
 I’m sure that when Saudi Arabian officials first asked for M-16 rifles 
from the United States, they promised that the weapons would never be 
transferred to a third party without explicit American authorization. And if 
Israel, or any of its American friends, expressed any concerns about giving 
Saudi Arabia those rifles, they were likely assured that the Saudi 
leadership was “moderate” and “trustworthy.” 
 Yet somehow, those Saudi-purchased weapons made their way into 
the hands of the PLO in Lebanon. Isn’t that remarkable? 
 And the rifles didn’t just fall off the back of a truck. It’s 927 miles 
from Riyadh to Beirut. Somebody had to organize a pretty sophisticated 
means of transportation for those rifles. Obviously, the Saudis figured that 
they could get away with it. And they were right. Because even after the 
rifles were discovered, the US didn’t stop sending weapons to the Saudi 
regime. 
 What if the Qataris reach that conclusion, too? The emir of Qatar 
could look back at the Saudi rifles’ scandal, and figure that even if it is 
discovered that some American rocket system reached Hamas in Gaza, 
Qatar can just pretend that it doesn’t know how it happened — and that 
there probably will be no consequences. 
 These are the kinds of questions and concerns that American Jewish 
and Zionist leaders normally would be raising. They would be meeting 
with White House officials to oppose the sale, and they would be asking 
members of Congress to block the sale. 
 But something has changed. No major American Jewish or Zionist 
organization has criticized the proposal to provide Qatar with $300 million 
in US rocket technology. 
 Could that have anything to do with the fact that a number of Jewish 
leaders recently enjoyed all-expenses-paid trips to Qatar? Did the thrill of 
hobnobbing with Arabian princes dull the senses of those who should 
know better? Has the excitement of being treated as international 
statesmen compromised the judgement of those who are supposed to 
represent the interests and concerns of American Jewry? 
 I guess the answer to those questions is to be found in the terrible 
Jewish silence surrounding the Qatar rocket-technology deal.   
(Algemeiner Apr 18) 
 

 
‘Sharp Power’ — Hamas’ Dirty War Against Israel       By Eytan 
Gilboa 

Democracies don’t yet know how to effectively cope with the 
challenges of “sharp power.” They do not understand how vulnerable they 
are and are largely unable to prevent abuses of fundamental freedoms and 
human rights. 
 Unfortunately, the Western media, including the major social media 
networks; international organizations like the UN and its affiliated 
agencies; and human rights organizations, which are major tools of sharp 
power; openly collaborate with the Islamic dictatorship of Hamas in Gaza. 
 Power is the ability to influence others to get what you want. In the 
past, there was only “hard power”– getting what you want by using or 
threatening to use force or sanctions, or inducing compliance with 
rewards. When the Cold War ended, Harvard professor Joseph Nye, Jr. 
coined the term “soft power,” defined as getting what you want by 
attracting and persuading people through values, policies, institutions, and 
culture. 
 The next step in the power theory evolution was “smart power,” a 
combination of hard and soft power, where each reinforces the other. 
Social media inspired the creation of a new term, “collaborative power,” a 
bottom-up process of getting what you want by mobilizing and connecting 
global communities around a cause. 

The Russian intervention in the US 2016 presidential elections and 
attempts to cultivate favorable public opinion in Europe via sophisticated 
information technologies and social media exemplifies the “sharp power” 
concept. 
 In an article published in Foreign Affairs in November 2017, 



Christopher Walker and Jessica Ludwig distinguished between soft and 
sharp power. They described the latter as the influence wielded by 
authoritarian governments, primarily Russia and China, through initiatives 
in the spheres of media, academia, culture, and think tanks. They rejected 
the claim that what these governments do is a legitimate effort to “share 
alternative ideas” or “broaden the debate.” 
 Sharp power “is not principally about attraction or even persuasion; 
instead, it centers on distraction and manipulation.” 
 The principal goal of sharp power isn’t a bona fide dialogue between 
rivals on international issues. Instead, it exploits and abuses freedom of 
expression, freedom of the press, and sensitivities to human rights abuses in 
order to undermine, subvert, and destabilize Western liberal democracies. 
 In such an effort, people and organizations in authoritarian regimes, in 
official and non-official capacities, assume fake identities and disseminate 
lies to achieve their political goals. They especially target the media, 
international organizations, and human rights organizations. These 
despicable practices are frequently undertaken by authoritarian non-state 
actors, such as terrorist organizations. 

Hamas has been using sharp power against Israel since it violently took 
over Gaza in 2007 and established a ruthless Islamic theocracy there. The 
US, the EU, Canada, Australia, and other countries designated Hamas as a 
radical Islamic terrorist organization. 
 Still, Hamas employed sharp power against Israel throughout all the 
military confrontations it initiated against Israel in 2008-09, 2012, and 
2014, as well as the recent “March of Return.” 
 Hamas systematically disseminated outright fabrications and 
distortions, and manipulated innocent citizens and the Western and social 
media. They did this in order to increase tensions and disagreements in 
Israel, cultivate support in Western democracies, and obtain one-sided, 
extreme condemnation of Israel in international bodies — such as the 
ridiculous and fraudulent UN Council on Human Rights. 
 Hamas presented the “March of Return” as an innocent and peaceful 
demonstration initiated by suffering citizens to protest their awful economic 
and social conditions. Hamas also accused Israel of committing war crimes 
by intentionally shooting and killing demonstrators. The truth is exactly the 
opposite, and Hamas’ claims are false and misleading. 
 The march was initiated and organized by Hamas, not by oppressed 
citizens. Hamas invested millions of dollars in building an infrastructure for 
the demonstrators, and called for the breaking of the border fence and 
infiltration into Israeli territory. If Hamas had been permitted to accomplish 
this goal, the life and property of Israeli citizens living a few meters from 
the fence would have been in danger. These were not peaceful 
demonstrations. 
 Hamas deployed operatives among the demonstrators and ordered them 
to throw firebombs, shoot at Israeli soldiers, put explosives on the fence, 
cross into Israeli territory, and, if possible, kill or kidnap soldiers and 
citizens. They sent women and children close to the fence to provoke Israeli 
soldiers. They knew that these violent actions might trigger Israeli fire, but 
that was the point. They wanted as many Palestinians as possible to be 
killed, including women and children, in order to obtain favorable media 
coverage, sympathy in world public opinion, denunciation from world 
leaders, and condemnatory resolutions from UN bodies. 
 Hamas is also lying and cheating about the reasons for the humanitarian 
crisis in Gaza. The terror group annually spends hundreds of millions of 
dollars on operatives, rockets, attack tunnels, and violence. If Hamas had 
spent that money on economic and social development, Gazans would now 
live in a better economic environment. 
 The recent deterioration in the Gazan economy resulted from a bitter 
feud between Hamas and the Palestinian Authority, not from any Israeli 
action. The head of the Palestinian Authority, Mahmoud Abbas, was fed up 
with Hamas’ undermining of his authority, and cut funding for Gaza’s 
power station and salaries of officials. These measures caused, respectively, 
blackouts and severe reductions in income. 
 Hamas says that it needs weapons because of the Israeli blockade and 
attacks on Gaza. Not true. In 2005, Israel completely withdrew from Gaza 
and expected a period of peace-building. Israel imposed a partial siege on 
Gaza only because Hamas explicitly and repeatedly said that it wished to 
destroy the Jewish state and constantly used terrorism and violence. 

This was the result of Hamas’ aggression and violence, not the other 
way around. Egypt, which also shares a border with Gaza, also imposed a 
blockade on Gaza because of Hamas’ collaboration with the Muslim 
Brotherhood in Egypt and radical Islamic terrorist groups in the Sinai. 
 The media in the US and Europe, including the elite press of The New 
York Times, The Washington Post, The Guardian, The Independent, CNN, 
and the BBC to name just a few, largely accepted the manipulations, lies, 
and fabrications of Hamas without much questioning or reservation. 
 The headlines tell how the media almost unanimously framed the story 
about Hamas’ recent “March of Return.” 
 The New York Times published the following headline: “Israeli 
military kills 15 Palestinians in confrontations at Gaza Border.” Reuters 
wrote, “Israeli forces kill 16 Palestinians in Gaza border protests.” CNN 
announced, “Gaza protests: 17 Palestinians killed in confrontations with 
Israeli forces.” At best, these were misleading headlines. 
 The Western media also published and broadcast partial and biased 
reports, incorrect data and information, exaggerations, and extreme 

commentary. They also omitted significant contexts, which in itself caused 
distortion. 
 For example, on several occasions, The New York Times published 
false statements like these: “The protests are aimed at Israel’s blockade of 
Gaza, which began after Hamas seized control in 2007.” 
 UN Secretary-General Antonio Guterres, EU foreign policy chief 
Federica Mogherini, and other leaders have called for an independent 
investigation of Israel’s conduct. At the Vatican, Pope Francis lamented 
the killing of “defenseless Palestinians.” In Israel, the radical-left party 
Meretz and the controversial “human rights” organization B’tselem, as 
well as similar bodies abroad, accepted the false Hamas narrative — and 
then demanded an investigation only of Israel’s defensive actions. 
 The media, leaders, and organizations of the Western world, along 
with certain parties and organizations in Israel, conveniently removed any 
reference to Hamas’ motivation, aggression, war crimes, and 
manipulations. For them, it was only the Israeli army versus innocent 
civilian demonstrators. These attitudes played right into the hands of 
Hamas and strengthened its use of sharp power. 
 Hamas’ maximal and effective utilization of sharp power presents 
Israel with difficult dilemmas. If you use force against the terrorists 
implanted among the demonstrators, you might accidently hit innocent 
civilians. If you don’t, you endanger your soldiers and civilians who live 
close to the border, and you encourage further violence and attacks from 
Hamas. 

In order to defeat Hamas’ sharp power, Israel must use smart power, 
which can be defined as the minimal and careful use of force coupled with 
an intensive public diplomacy campaign. 
 Such an Israeli campaign should present the true facts about Hamas, 
which are often ignored by the media, international organizations, and 
human rights organizations. Israel must effectively utilize all 
communication channels to disseminate the facts. 
 Critics of Israel’s handling of the demonstrators in Gaza missed, or 
willfully ignored, the march’s own name: “March of Return.” “Return” 
might seem like an innocent, idealistic, and justified goal — the return of 
refugees to homes they left in Israel 70 years ago. But in practice, “the 
right of return” means the destruction of Israel as an independent Jewish 
state. Hamas has never supported either a peace process with Israel or a 
“two states for two peoples” solution. “Return” means the death of Israel. 
 Gaza was a test case of Palestinian intentions and ability to live in 
peace with Israel. In 2005, Israel dismantled all its settlements in Gaza and 
evacuated all the Jews who lived there and its entire military. The Israeli 
leaders who initiated and implemented the withdrawal promised that the 
disengagement, the newly acquired semi-independent status of Gaza, and 
economic cooperation with Israel would pave the way towards a 
comprehensive Israeli-Palestinian peace — and turn Gaza into the 
Singapore of the Middle East. Many foreign leaders echoed these beliefs. 
 The result was exactly the opposite. Hamas turned Gaza into a terrorist 
base, and frequently used force against Israeli civilians. Hamas has also 
become a proxy of Iran, a country that threatens to eliminate Israel. 
 Israel did in Gaza exactly what leaders, UN bodies, international 
organizations, and human rights organizations are telling it to do today in 
the West Bank. These demands ignore the real obstacles to peace. The 
Palestinians had an opportunity in Gaza to show that they could live in 
peace with Israel. They failed. Hamas preferred violence and sharp power 
to peace and reconciliation. This failure suggests that territory and 
settlements have never been the main obstacles to peace. There are much 
deeper reasons that the “March of Return” clearly exposes. 
 The Palestinians are not prepared to accept Israel as a Jewish state 
within any territory or borders. Ever since the recommendations of the 
1937 British Royal Peel Commission, they have consistently rejected all 
partition solutions. They rejected the 1947 UN partition resolution and 
failed to establish a Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza when, 
between 1948-1967, those territories were respectively under Jordanian 
and Egyptian control. 
 In 1999-2000, Arafat rejected two partition proposals offered to him 
first by Prime Minister Ehud Barak and subsequently by President Bill 
Clinton. In 2008, Abbas ignored a similar proposal offered to him by 
Prime Minister Ehud Olmert. The insistence on the “right of return” and 
the refusal to recognize Israel as a Jewish state are demands to change the 
character and identity of Israel. No country can accept such demands. 
These have been the insurmountable obstacles to peace. 
 Given the natural sympathy for the underdog and the too-easy 
acceptance of Hamas’ false narrative, defeating Hamas’ sharp power will 
be difficult. It necessitates an effective and wide-ranging public diplomacy 
campaign. This requires reorganization of the governmental ministries and 
agencies responsible for public diplomacy. The current government 
separated functions and resources among several ministries. Effective 
coordination and supervision among them is lacking. The smart power 
remedy requires a synergy among all the military, diplomatic, and 
communication systems as well as between the government and 
supportive non-profits and NGOs.    (Algemeiner Apr 18) 
The writer is director of the Center for International Communication and 
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