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The ‘Pompeo Doctrine’ Represents a Once-in-a-Lifetime 

Opportunity         By Alex Traiman   
 At a conference in Jerusalem last week, Israeli Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu said that Israel is suddenly experiencing “an 
unprecedented reality” and that the “change of the old order gives us 
the opportunity to liberate ourselves from old policies,” but warned 
that the opportunity will not last forever. 
 “There is a window of opportunity. It opened, but it could close,” 
Netanyahu told those gathered at the capital’s Begin Heritage Center 
for the Kohelet Policy Forum conference. 
 In an obvious reference to the complex political realities faced by 
both Israel and the United States, both of which go to national 
elections this year—in Israel’s case the third in a 12-month span—the 
prime minister added, “I hope it won’t be so brief, but I can’t go into it 
now.” 
 The “old policies” Netanyahu referred to, as codified in the Oslo 
Accords, do not allow for Israeli sovereignty anywhere within Judea 
and Samaria. A peace plan the Trump administration is preparing to 
introduce has the potential to shatter the Oslo Accords and the present 
two-state paradigm, but is on hold due to Israel’s political logjam. 
 Moshe Koppel, president of Kohelet Policy Forum, told JNS that 
“while I do not know precisely what is in President Trump’s plan, I’m 
quite confident that, in accordance with the Pompeo Doctrine, it will 
leave Israel in control of significant parts of Area C and will not give 
the Palestinians much unless they commit to a cessation of claims, 
which they will not do.” 
 He added that “as such, it is clearly in Israel’s interest to have the 
plan put forward as soon as possible. It is extremely regrettable that 
political instability, and the danger that an inexperienced and 
incompetent politician might become prime minister, is preventing the 
plan from being advanced during the short window in which it is 
politically feasible for the Americans to do so.” 
 US Secretary of State Mike Pompeo also addressed the 
conference, reiterating that the breakthrough US policy shift, 
nicknamed “the Pompeo Doctrine” by Kohelet, affirms that Israeli 
settlements in the biblical heartland of Judea and Samaria do not 
inherently violate international law. 
 The paradigm shift addresses decades of near consensus among 
international actors that have continuously rejected Israeli rights to live 
peaceably or otherwise in lands central to Jewish history that were 
conquered in a defensive war and are critical to Israel’s long-term 
security. 
 In his recorded video statement to the conference, Pompeo 
effectively cancelled the 1978 Carter-era Hansell Memorandum, a 
legal opinion submitted by State Department legal counsel Herbert 
Hansell, according to which Israel’s settlements policy is inconsistent 
with international law. 
 Pompeo’s statement paves the way for Israel to apply formal 
sovereignty over tracts of lands at the heart of the decades-old dispute 
with the Palestinians. 
 “The conclusion that we will no longer recognize Israeli 
settlements as per se inconsistent with international law is based on the 
unique facts, history, and circumstances presented by the 
establishment of civilian settlements in the West Bank,” said Pompeo. 
 According to Netanyahu, “The Pompeo declaration about the 
status of the towns [in Judea and Samaria] establishes the truth that we 
are not strangers in our land.” 
 “There was no ‘West Bank’ separate from the rest of the land,” 
added the prime minister. “It was seen as the heart of the land. We 
never lost our right to live in Judea and Samaria. The only thing we 
lost temporarily was the ability to exercise the right.” 
 In a live address at the conference, US Ambassador David 

Friedman explained 
that since arriving in 
Israel he has been working to fix 
“issues that still linger from the 
Six-Day War,” an event, he said, 
“that may be the defining 
moment of the modern State of 
Israel.” In particular, he noted 
three outstanding “lingering” 

issues, including formal recognition of Israeli sovereignty in 
Jerusalem, the Golan Heights, and Judea and Samaria. The 
ambassador noted that the US administration has been working to 
approach the issues in “ascending order of complexity.” 
 Friedman said that President Donald Trump had demonstrated 
“the courage and the wisdom to recognize Jerusalem as the capital of 
Israel and move our embassy to Jerusalem from Tel Aviv.” He added 
that “in recognizing Israel’s sovereignty over the Golan Heights, 
President Trump, evaluating the continuous malign and barbarous 
threats posed by Syria, concluded that no northern boundary for 
Israel would be secure except a boundary that incorporated the 
Golan.” 
 And while those two acts represent tremendous diplomatic 
achievements for the Jewish state, both Jerusalem and the Golan 
Heights were formally annexed by Israel long ago. Recognizing 
Israeli rights to administer and settle Judea and Samaria, on the other 
hand, represents a much greater diplomatic opportunity. 
 Backing up the Secretary of State, Friedman explained that while 
“the Pompeo Doctrine does not resolve the conflict,” it affirms “that 
Israelis have a right to live in Judea and Samaria.” Friedman noted 
that prior to the founding of the modern Jewish state, the British 
Mandate and international agreements were “obliged to facilitate 
settlement of the Jewish people in this land.” 
 “The name ‘Judea’ says it all,” said Friedman, calling the 
disputed territory “the biblical heartland of Israel.” 
 Among the key strategic tracts of land within Judea and Samaria 
is the Jordan Valley, long considered a critical strategic asset 
necessary to protect Israel’s population centers and airspace in the 
event that Jordanian security coordination with Israel breaks down — 
a dangerous yet likely scenario that Israel must be prepared for at any 
time. 
 From Pompeo’s statements — and those of his colleague 
Friedman, who has been central to formulating the Trump 
administration’s aggressively pro-Israel policies — it’s clear that the 
United States is willing to shatter the Oslo Accords. And they may 
well be prepared to accept Israel’s formal application of sovereignty 
over the Jordan Valley, as well as other strategic parcels of land in 
Judea and Samaria. 
 This new reality represents a dramatic reversal from the Obama 
administration. In the final days of President Barack Obama’s term, 
for example, the United States refused to veto an anti-Israel United 
Nations resolution that “reaffirms that the establishment by Israel of 
settlements in the Palestinian territory occupied since 1967, including 
East Jerusalem, has no legal validity and constitutes a flagrant 
violation under international law” and “demand[s] that Israel 
immediately and completely cease all settlement activities.” 
 In two Israeli national elections held in the past 12 months, 
political opponents have thus far proven unable to unseat the longest-
serving prime minister in Israel’s history. Still, they have twice 
blocked Netanyahu from forming new coalitions. And with formal 
indictments against Netanyahu looming, his chances of forming a 
parliamentary majority after an upcoming third national election in 
less than a year remain tenuous. 
 This political gridlock has already stalled Israel’s ability to annex 
the Jordan Valley. 
 Prior to Israel’s Sept. 17 election, Netanyahu gave a dramatic 
national address promising to formally annex the Jordan Valley if 
reelected. For the past eight months, without a parliamentary 
majority, he has headed a transitional government with limited 
powers. Such limits prevent Netanyahu from taking any dramatic 
diplomatic initiatives. Had he already secured a coalition, his 
“promise” to annex the Jordan Valley may have instead been a 
formal announcement. 
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 Furthermore, it remains unclear whether the political challengers 
to Netanyahu’s left would be willing to formally annex any parts of the 
disputed territories, regardless of the present opportunity. Indeed, in 
words addressed in Hebrew toward Israeli voters, the prime minister 
warned of the possibility that his challengers may exhibit “weak 
leadership” if elected and “hit rewind” on the progress now being 
made. 
 Ironically, for the majority of Netanyahu’s 10-year stint as 
premier, he governed opposite an American president in Obama who 
rejected Israel’s rights to build in or administer Judea and Samaria. 
And yet now, governing alongside an administration he calls “friends 
that Israel has not had since President Harry Truman recognized the 
Jewish state,” Netanyahu lacks the capability to take full advantage of 
the Pompeo Doctrine’s opportunities. 
 Instead of immediately jumping on a potentially once-in-a-lifetime 
opportunity, Israel now finds itself caught in a political holding 
pattern, wasting precious chances that may not be available in the 
future.   (Algemeiner Jan 12) 

 
 
Where Do We Go from Here with Iran?      By Eric R. Mandel 
 The assassination of Qassem Soleimani, the longtime commander 
of the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC), has profoundly 
changed the playing field between the United States and Iran. For the 
first time since 1988—when U.S. President Ronald Reagan responded 
to Iranian provocations in the Straits of Hormuz by sinking Iranian 
warships and destroying two oil platforms—tangible consequences 
were imposed on the regime. Iran’s Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali 
Khameini and the IRGC are now forced to revisit their decades-long 
assumption that America would not respond militarily to its nefarious 
behavior, and the United States needs to develop a strategy to take 
advantage of its newfound leverage. 
 As former Under Secretary of Defense Eric Edelman and former 
director at the National Security Council Franklin Miller wrote in The 
Wall Street Journal, “deterrence works only if the threats are credible 
… his death is the first time the regime has lost something of value in 
its conflict with the United States.”  
 We cannot let the proportional response of Iran fool us. The 
foundational core of the regime remains revolutionary and 
expansionistic: Their goal remains ejecting the United States from the 
region and acquiring nuclear-weapons capabilities to become immune 
to regime change and dominate the region. 
 What is still open for debate and in American hands is how to 
manage this unrepentant tiger going forward, especially with all 
Democratic candidates pledging to return to 2015 nuclear deal (the 
Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action, or JCPOA) and remove U.S. 
President Donald Trump’s sanctions, while the president might decide 
to remove all troops from Iraq. 
 Critics are focused on the constitutionality of the targeted 
assassination. Yet they seem to have forgotten that the recent Iranian 
attack on the U.S. embassy in Baghdad itself was an act of war, 
directed by Soleimani. It can be argued the killing was or wasn’t 
strategically wise, but that Trump was well within his rights to make 
that decision. 
 As international-law expert Alan Baker of the Jerusalem Center 
for Public Affairs said, “at any given moment, Soleimani was heavily 
involved in the planning and execution of massive acts of terror,” 
making him a legitimate target under international law 
 Trump used his post-assassination speech to emphasize that the 
Iranian nuclear program is still foremost in his mind. With foreign 
policy now at the center of partisan debates, how we deal with that 
reality going forward moves to the top of the list. 
 Steve Rabinowitz and Aaron Keyak, consultants to President 
Barack Obama in support of the nuclear deal, write “Obama’s will to 
reach across divides and engage with Iran also emboldened its 
moderates.” 
 Was Soleimani, the chief architect of Iran’s expansionist 
ambitions, more or less aggressive after the JCPOA, or did he perceive 
the president’s sanctions relief as appeasement, something to be taken 
advantage of? Let’s look at the facts. 
 Start with the claim that the JCPOA “emboldened its moderates,” 
i.e., to be more moderate. What is the definition of a moderate in Iran? 

 It must be remembered that the “moderate” President Hassan 
Rouhani was one of only six hard-line candidates out of more than 
600 presidential aspirants to be allowed by Khameini to run in the 
“election.” So the definition of a moderate for the last administration 
was a hardline Islamist who appointed a smooth-talking English-
speaking foreign minister who manipulated and charmed his way into 
the heart of former Secretary of State John Kerry. Worse, the Obama 
administration never imposed any of the promised consequences after 
the nuclear deal in regard to its missile development, expansionism, 
human-rights abuses or terrorism. 
 Soleimani and Khameini looked at the deal as a pathway to 
remove America from the region, and solidify their control of the 
Shi’ite Crescent from Iraq to Syria to Lebanon. Just 10 days after the 
deal was agreed to, Soleimani was in Moscow meeting with Russian 
President Vladimir Putin, where they agreed to save Syrian President 
Bashar Assad. One of the sad legacies of the Obama administration 
was indirectly funding the ethnic cleansing and genocide in Syria by 
empowering Soleimani with billions in new financial resources. 
 Most importantly, it must be remembered that the JCPOA gave 
Iran—a terror state—the right to enrich uranium, which was 
completely unnecessary and unprecedented if they only wanted 
nuclear energy. They could do what every other non-nuclear state 
that uses nuclear energy does: import low-enriched uranium from the 
United States, China or Russia, under strict controls. 
 Going forward with Iran requires a re-evaluation of what was 
conceded. A new agreement must fix the “no inspections at military 
sites” provision, the most likely place for clandestine nuclear R&D 
that, according to my sources, became even more relevant after the 
Israelis stole Iran’s nuclear archive in Tehran, documenting 
previously unknown nuclear military sites that are still being studied 
as possible future targets. 
 We need to look at the new possibilities and perils in the post 
Soleimani era. Trump’s seemingly red line—the death of 
American—may have boxed him in. What happens if Iran mines the 
Strait of Hormuz, but no Americans are killed? It remains to be seen 
what the rules are to be. 
 The way forward—short of regime change by the Iranian people, 
which should be an American goal—is to lower the flames of 
confrontation in Iraq. Iran won’t stop making trouble in Iraq, as it 
wants it to become a vassal like Lebanon. American interests require 
a presence in Iraq with a small footprint, while reassuring the Iraqi 
Kurds that they don’t have to make a deal with Iran for survival. 
 Israel will continue to hit Iranian precision-guided missiles in 
Iraq being transited to militias in Syria and Lebanon. Will Iran use 
Israeli strikes that kill Iranians in Iraq as a pretext to attack American 
interests in Iraq? 
 If Trump has a second term, will he be comfortable with a small 
but effective American presence in the Middle East? And if a 
Democrat is our next president, will that administration move beyond 
the campaign rhetoric, and realize the JCPOA is comatose and 
unrevivable in its current form? Will they come to realize that a new 
Iran nuclear agreement that forever ends their nuclear-weapons 
program and incorporates constraints on their nefarious activities 
throughout the region is the only realistic choice for American 
security interests?    (JNS Jan 13) 

 
 

Soleimani and Israel        By Harold Brackman 
 In parts of the Mideast where there are Shiite Muslims, Iranian 
General Qassem Soleimani — the terrorist organizer of Shiite militias 
region-wide — was mourned. Some Sunni Muslims joined in. From 
Gaza, Hamas chief Ismail Haniyeh made a pilgrimage to Tehran to 
meet with Ayatollah Khamenei and Esmail Ghaani, newly-appointed 
commander of Iran’s Quds Force. He eulogized Soleimani as “the 
martyr of Jerusalem.” 
 Quds — “Jerusalem” with variant spellings in Arabic and Farsi 
— has been the focus of Iran’s annual Quds Day celebration since 
1979. The Soleimani-led Quds Force, the elite unit of the Iranian 
Revolutionary Guard Corps, blew up a Jewish community center in 
Buenos Aires in 1994, killing 85. It also funded Hamas’ military 
wing, the Izz ad-Din al-Qassam Brigades. Soleimani claimed that he 
“controlled Iranian policy” from Afghanistan and Iraq to Lebanon 



and Gaza. 
 After the Sunni backlash against Iran’s pro-Assad intervention in 
Syria, Soleimani reassured Hamas: “Tell your brothers that our support 
for Palestine is continuing. In Iran, everybody loves Palestine, 
Palestine is also a key issue in our internal affairs.” 
 Soleimani became deeply involved with both Hamas and 
Hezbollah during Israel’s war with Hezbollah in 2006. He reportedly 
spent 33 days of the 34-day war in Lebanon, accompanied by 
Hezbollah senior military leader Imad Mughniyeh. 
 Soleimani helped plan Hezbollah’s kidnapping and killing of 
Israeli soldiers in 2006. Iran’s support for Hamas and Islamic Jihad in 
Gaza reached $100 million a year in 2018. 
 At Syrian despot Bashar al-Assad’s nadir in 2012, Soleimani took 
over the reins to reorganize the regime’s military. He flew to Moscow 
in 2015 to coordinate Russia’s Syrian intervention. 
 Soleimani looked on when Iran’s ambassador to Lebanon, 
Mohamed Fathallah, announced Tehran would pay $7,000 “to every 
family of a martyr of the intifada in Jerusalem,” plus money to those 
whose homes were “demolished for the participation of one of its 
sons” in anti-Israel terror. 
 Prominent antisemites worldwide are leading the campaign, now 
gathering momentum, to blame Israel for Soleimani’s killing. London-
based David Icke demoted President Trump to Netanyahu’s pawn in 
Israel’s conspiracy to destroy the Islamic Republic. 
 Soleimani was the operational linchpin of Tehran’s campaign to 
destroy the Jewish state. The mullahs today threaten to avenge 
Soleimani by reducing Tel Aviv to ashes. Their ultimate goal of 
eliminating Israel hasn’t changed. But now Iran’s terror machine is an 
army bereft of its diabolical general. Good news for civilized people 
everywhere.  (Algemeiner Jan 15) 

 
 
A Selective Opponent of ‘Settlers’      By Eugene Kontorovich 
 Hypocritical attacks on Israel are common, but Sarah Leah 
Whitson takes them to a new level. As Middle East and North Africa 
director of Human Rights Watch, she is one of the sharpest critics of 
the Jewish state’s presence in the West Bank, promoting boycotts and 
international prosecution for the supposed crimes of occupation and 
settlement. Yet elsewhere Ms. Whitson strongly supports settlements 
in occupied territories—suggesting that she and her colleagues don’t 
take their own legal claims against Israel seriously. 
 The settlements Ms. Whitson supports are in Nagorno-Karabakh, 
an area that was within the borders of post-Soviet Azerbaijan until 
1994, when Armenia occupied the region after a protracted war. Since 
then, the Armenian leadership in Yerevan has actively encouraged the 
movement of settlers into the area. Many Armenians regard Karabakh 
as their historic homeland. But the United Nations, international courts 
and the U.S. all consider it occupied Azeri territory. 
 Ms. Whitson, who is from an Armenian family, served as master 
of ceremonies at a 2018 fundraiser for the Armenian National 
Committee of America, a pro-settler charity that views Karabakh as an 
“integral part of the Armenian homeland.” Even as Ms. Whitson led 
Human Rights Watch’s campaign to boycott Israeli economic activity 
in the West Bank, she took to Twitter to promote Armenian wines, 
including from the occupied territories. Asked about the 
inconsistencies between her positions, Ms. Whitson responded by 
email: “My personal support for Armenian diaspora organizations 
pertains to their charitable and educational work in Armenia and their 
efforts to advocate for recognition of the Armenian Genocide.” 
 This explanation is at odds with HRW’s approach to Israel, where 
the group calls for boycotts of entire companies—including unrelated 
divisions—because some of their work is in settlements. It is also at 
odds with the record: Ms. Whitson’s fundraising appeals for pro-
settlement groups are in no way limited to educational issues. She has 
celebrated the work of the Armenian General Benevolent Union, 
which supports new settlement construction to encourage “young 
families to set down their roots.” She specifically praised the group for 
helping Syrian Armenians who have “resettled in Armenia”; many or 
most such refugees have been resettled in the occupied territory. 
 Ms. Whitson is fully within her rights to support Armenian 
settlements. Nothing in international law requires boycotts or sanctions 
against such communities. But if HRW were serious about its 

opposition to “settlers” and “occupation,” it wouldn’t have a 
supporter of them heading its Middle East division. 
 Ms. Whitson isn’t alone in opposing occupation and settlements 
only in Israel. Nancy Kricorian, leader of a Code Pink boycott 
campaign against Israel, also turns out to be an Armenian settler 
activist. Michigan Rep. Rashida Tlaib urges a boycott of Israel while 
co-sponsoring a bill to normalize relations with Armenian 
settlements. 
 The European Council on Foreign Relations has led efforts to 
restrict connections between Europe and Israeli activities in the West 
Bank. The think tank claims this is the clear and impersonal 
command of international law. Yet it has recently emerged that some 
of its largest corporate donors have significant and direct business 
interests in Moroccan-occupied Western Sahara and Turkish-
occupied Northern Cyprus. The council doesn’t seem bothered by 
connections to those occupied territories. 
 Similarly, the revelations about Ms. Whitson will almost 
certainly not compromise her position at HRW or in the 
“antisettlement” movement. This shows that there is more than a 
double standard at play. The acceptance of settlement activity by 
supporters of sanctions on Israel suggest they know that the 
international law they claim to enforce against the Jewish state is not 
international law at all.   (Wall Street Journal Jan 14) 

 
 
What Will Soleimani’s Death Mean for Iran’s Nuclear Program? 

By Raphael Ofek 
 In July 2019, Iran began to violate the nuclear deal in a number 
of ways in order to pressure the EU to neutralize the effect of the 
sanctions that had been imposed on it by the US. 
 Its violations included: 
 enriching uranium above the maximum permitted quantity of 300 

kg UF6 (uranium hexa-fluoride compound) enriched at 3.67%; 
 raising the level of uranium enrichment to 4.5%, above the 

permitted rate of 3.67%; 
 producing and holding heavy water inventory beyond the 130 ton 

limit; 
 operating advanced centrifuges of higher enrichment capacity; 

and 
 renewing, in early November 2019, uranium enrichment at the 

Fordow underground enrichment facility 
 To no one’s surprise, US Democrats fiercely opposed President 
Donald Trump’s decision to withdraw from the 2015 Iran nuclear 
agreement (JCPOA). Some are now criticizing him for having 
eliminated Qassem Soleimani, and blame the president for previously 
driving Tehran to retreat from the nuclear deal. 
 A New York Times article by William Broad and David Sanger, 
published on January 6, made this linkage explicit in its subtitle, 
which read: “President Trump thought the nuclear deal was flawed 
because restrictions on Iran would end after 15 years. Now, 
responding to a US strike, Iran has declared the limits over after less 
than five.” 
 The article goes on to state, “It largely re-creates conditions that 
led Israel and the United States to consider destroying Iran’s facilities 
a decade ago; again bringing them closer to the potential of open 
conflict with Tehran that was avoided by the accord.” 
 This assertion is baseless. Had the US not withdrawn from the 
nuclear agreement and imposed sanctions on Iran, then at the end of 
the deal 10 years from now, Iran — which would likely still have an 
Islamist regime — could have broken out with full force to produce 
nuclear weapons. Considering the existential danger Iranian nuclear 
weapons would pose to Israel, the Middle East at large, and probably 
even the US, the odds of war breaking out with Iran would have been 
high if not inevitable. 
 How far is the Tehran regime prepared to go in the nuclear field? 
For the time being, it appears that despite its breaches of the nuclear 
deal over the past year and the shake-up of recent days, Iran is 
approaching this matter with caution. It fears, first of all, that 
unequivocal efforts at this stage to advance towards nuclear weapons 
could cause it to be attacked by the US and Israel. This would likely 
result in the destruction of parts of its nuclear infrastructure, probably 
including its uranium enrichment facilities at Natanz and Fordow. 



Trump responded to Iran’s withdrawal from the nuclear deal by 
tweeting, “Iran will never have nuclear weapons.” As Tehran just 
learned, Trump is capable of dramatic action and willing to use force. 
 Secondly, Iran does not want to cause the collapse of its 
relationship with the EU, which continues to show it considerable 
sympathy. Finally, it is doubtful whether Iran’s economy, which has 
been hard-hit by the sanctions, will allow it to continue to invest in the 
nuclear weapons project right now. 
 Tehran’s caution is reflected in the form of its military moves 
against the US, Israel, and the allies of those countries in the Arab 
world. Rather than confronting those countries directly, it conducts its 
operations via proxy militias (Hezbollah in Lebanon, pro-Iranian Iraqi 
militias, and the Houthi rebels in Yemen). Hence, its direct response to 
the Soleimani killing was carefully crafted and limited so as to avoid a 
wider escalation.   (Algemeiner Jan 14) 
The writer, a BESA Center Research Associate, is an expert in the field 
of nuclear physics and technology who served as a senior analyst in 
the Israeli intelligence community. 

 
 
Israel Should Trust the Sword Over the Pen     By Rachel Touitou    
 British prime minister Neville Chamberlain returned from meeting 
Adolf Hitler in Munich at the end of September 1938 after arriving at 
an ostensible written agreement, waving the piece of paper which he 
fastidiously claimed would secure “peace with honor” and “peace for 
our time.” 
 Winston Churchill famously retorted to Chamberlain, “You were 
given the choice between war and dishonor. You chose dishonor, and 
you will have war.” 
 These words were prescient because within six months Hitler had 
broken the agreement, and within a year invaded Poland. 
This chapter, while not intimately applicable, is reminiscent of the 
recent reports that the State of Israel is close to an agreed truce with 
the Hamas terrorist organization. 
 It is deeply worrying that a nation which spends over 5% of its 
defense budget, totaling tens of billions of dollars per annum, has 
complete air supremacy over Gaza, is surrendering to an organization 
without much heavy weaponry, let alone a single tank division. 
 Only defeated or weak-willed nations seek truces, and if Israel 
surrenders and admits defeat against Hamas it will only embolden all 
of the Jewish state’s enemies near and far. 
 The ayatollahs in Iran, Hezbollah in the North, and the many other 
enemies chomping at the bit will be buoyed by these developments. 
 Israel’s remaining defensive shield, its long-eroding deterrence, 
will be all but non-existent, which will put the Jewish state at risk of 
further defeat, destruction and bloodshed. 
 For two decades now, Israeli leaders have made decisions that 
were meant to prevent friction and conflict, but merely encouraged its 
enemies to shed the blood of Israelis. 
 We saw that after retreat from Lebanon in May 2000, which led 
directly to the Second Intifada and cost the lives of over 1,000 Israelis. 
 We saw that after the disengagement in September 2005, which 
led directly to the Second Lebanon War less than a year later and cost 
the lives of 165 Israelis and left hundreds of thousands of others 
displaced because of an incessant barrage of rockets. 
 Every time Israel took steps that it saw as placating the enemy, it 
ended in even greater bloodshed and destruction. 
 Unfortunately, the State of Israel finds itself in a neighborhood 
where conciliation and pacification are not met with gratitude but with 
even greater hunger. 
Moreover, the pragmatic and largely Sunni Arab world that has 
historically always sided with the stronger horse and sat on the fence 
until it saw a victor, will start turning away from its significant 
outreach to Israel. 
 In the First World War, its leaders sided with the Ottoman Empire 
until it saw that the Allied powers would emerge victorious. Likewise, 
in the Second World War. In the Cold War, many had bet on the 
Soviet Union until it was clearly losing ground to the West. 
 These Arab states have recently come to the conclusion that Israel 
is now a permanent fait accompli in the Middle East and it can be an 
extremely useful ally in its battle with the Islamic Republic of Iran and 
extremist Sunni groups like ISIS. 

 Unfortunately, many may be forced to recalculate their position 
after witnessing this truce. 
 In other words, by signing this truce, Israeli leaders might be 
convincing themselves that there is some short-term gain, but we 
know that it will not last long and will not be worth the paper it is 
printed on. 
 When the missiles start landing again and the truce is ripped 
asunder, Israel will not only have lost military deterrence and 
diplomatic gains, it will have lost its ability to convince its 
adversaries of its military power. 
 Instead of rushing to sign truces with Hamas, Israel’s leaders 
need to return to a policy of victory and deterrence, the spirit that 
made it defeat all of its enemies, as in 1948, 1967 and 1973. 
 This is what ensured that Israel not only survived but flourished. 
 As Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu said in 2015, Israel will 
“live forever by the sword.” This realization has kept Israelis safe. 
 Every time Israeli leaders have trusted the pen over the sword it 
has ended in bloodshed and destruction, as in Oslo. 
 Israeli leaders should heed Churchill’s words, for in this 
excruciating truce and surrender they need to know that they will 
have neither honor nor peace.   (Jerusalem Post Jan 12) 
The writer is deputy director of the Middle East Forum’s Israel 
office, whose main initiative is the Israel Victory Project. 

 
 
Building on the Hills will Save the Tel Aviv Area 

By  Maj. Gen. (res.) Gershon Hacohen   
 Most of the discussion about the damage caused by recent 
flooding in Israel’s coastal cities deals with the responsibility of the 
government authorities, which did not invest enough in infrastructure 
development. That’s only part of the story. The main problem, which 
we are virtually suppressing, stems from a failure in macro-planning. 
We aren’t facing mere problems of faulty sewage planning, but an 
entire outlook that failed by ignoring Israel’s basic geographic 
conditions. 
 Not since biblical times have so many people lived on the coast, 
which because of its location at the foot of the mountains is 
vulnerable to floods and swamp conditions. The High Priest’s Yom 
Kippur prayer mentions the residents of the Sharon region ("may 
their homes not become their graves"). But going back to the early 
days of Zionism, most of the Jews in Israel have crowded into the 
coastal strip. Today, 60% of the Jews in Israel live between 
Netanyahu and Rishon Lezion. 
 In this narrow enclave, which is filling up with city infrastructure 
and becoming choked by concrete and asphalt, open spaces are 
disappearing. There is not enough open land to soak up rain and hold 
it. The eco-system nearer to the coastline, which even without urban 
construction is vulnerable to flooding from the hills, is out of balance 
and out of control. The widespread construction in the east of the 
greater Tel Aviv area – Modi’in, Elad, and Rosh Ha’ayin – has a 
direct influence on the precipitation that unnaturally increases the 
flow of the creeks and streams into the Tel Aviv metropolitan area. 
 In these regions, which were historically open spaces, much of 
the rainfall would trickle into the groundwater. With the spread of 
construction, most of that water is diverted by the sewage and drain 
systems to creeks in amounts that far exceed their capacity. A similar 
process is taking place in Beit Shemesh, which is being built up into a 
city of 350,000 residents. 
 The Israel Planning Administration has ordered the country’s 
various local planning entities to prepare for the construction of 2.6 
million new apartments by 2040, all within the Green Line. This will 
throw the nation’s ecological balance unfeasibly off-kilter. 
 Restoring ecological balance demands a fundamental shift in 
outlook. The Jerusalem District, which according to the plan will 
receive an additional 300,000 new apartments, needs to move most of 
the new construction eastward. Rosh Ha’ayin, which is set to grow by 
40,000 new apartments, should also be built to the east, in the 
direction of Ariel. The national plan for housing must be updated 
with the goal of building an easterly "backbone" for Israel that would 
run above the Jordan Valley, along the Arad-Gilboa line. This change 
to the nation’s housing planning would save greater Tel Aviv from 
collapse.   (Israel Hayom Jan 13) 


