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Israel Needs Olim    By Michael Oren 
 Miraculously, it would seem, in the throes of the coronavirus and 
in the face of continuing terrorist attacks, aliyah from the North 
America climbed last year by an astonishing 31 percent. The increase 
reflects several factors, among them expanding employment 
opportunities in Israel, especially in high-tech, and the relative strength 
of the Israeli economy. The major cause, though, is anti-Semitism. The 
sharp rise in Jew-hatred both from the right and the left has convinced 
a growing number of American and European Jews that their only 
secure future lies in the Jewish state. The key question now is: Does 
Israel want them? 
 The answer is by no means simple or even encouraging. As a 
former member of the Aliyah and Absorption Committee of the 
Knesset and the founder of its Lone Soldier Caucus, I was often 
shocked to hear opposition to large-scale aliyah, even from committed 
Zionists. “Why should we subsidize people who are better off than we 
are?” they asked. “Why should we welcome people who going to take 
our jobs and increase the already sky-high price of housing?” Israel 
was already too crowded, they argued, with the highest natural growth 
rate in the industrialized world. “The last thing we need is a larger 
population.” 
 Sentiments such as these played a regrettable role in Israel’s 
failure to promote large-scale aliyah from France. There, too, rising 
anti-Semitism compelled a large portion of the Jewish community to 
consider leaving the country. Many preferred to move to Israel. But 
while Israeli leaders openly encouraged French Jews to make aliyah, 
and the Knesset earmarked NIS 180 million (some $58 million) to 
encourage them, little was done to facilitate their absorption once they 
arrived. Many encountered insurmountable difficulties in finding jobs 
and affordable housing. Doctors, lawyers, and other professionals 
discovered that the state did not recognize their diplomas. 
Consequently, following an initial jump in 2013-2015, French aliyah 
sharply declined. Instead of settling in Israel, the majority of French 
Jews who emigrated chose Britain, Canada, and the United States. 
Israel missed an historic opportunity. 
 Responsibility for this failure rests in part on Israel’s infamous 
bureaucracy. A larger share, though, may be attributed to the 
deepening popular resistance to aliyah generally. Back in 2017, I 
joined with Nefesh B’Nefesh, the American aliyah organization, and 
its French counterpart, Qualita, in presenting the Prime Minister’s 
Office with a detailed proposal for promoting French aliyah. The goal 
was to absorb tens of thousands of French Jews in Israel within a 
decade. The document was never implemented nor, to the best of my 
knowledge, even read. Supporting French aliyah, it seemed, was not 
politically expedient. 
 Opposition to aliyah has no doubt also factored in governmental 
resistance to facilitating aliyah during the pandemic. Though statistics 
are not yet available, it is reasonable to assume that many Israelis 
would favor closing the door olim from red countries if admitting them 
posed a health hazard. Many might balk at the notion of spending 
public funds for accommodating and isolating olim at the height of 
national economic crisis. 
 Such opposition, though, defies logic. Olim from countries such as 
France, Belgium, and the United States, over half of whom are young 
and educated, bring both skills and capital to the country. Within a 
year, on average, their economic contributions more than pay the costs 
of their absorption. The 18,000 Americans who made aliyah between 
2002 and 2008, for example, brought in more than a billion shekels. 
Olim improve medical and educational standards in Israel, enrich our 
cultural life, and defend our borders. 
 Yet, far beyond the professional, educational, and military benefits 
brought by olim, aliyah was and remains a central Zionist tenet. 
Without it, we are in danger of devolving into just another developed 
country concerned only with sealing its borders to immigrants. 
Precisely at a time of rampant anti-Semitism, Israel will fail to fulfill 
its primary historical mission of providing shelter for oppressed Jews 
worldwide. 

 It is imperative, 
therefore, to renew our 
commitment to aliyah. 
It is crucial that we adopt the 
measures necessary to encourage 
and expedite aliyah despite the 
pandemic. Such a pledge should 
be grounded in legislation and 
clearly communicated to Jewish 

communities abroad. At the same time, steps must be taken to 
reeducate the Israeli public about the material, intellectual, and 
strategic advantages of aliyah and, above all, its spiritual value. 
Aliyah is not just immigration but part of the moral underpinning — 
the raison d’être — of our state.   (Times of Israel Jan 7) 

 
 
Why Do Neo-Nazis Love ‘Haaretz’?     By Yehezkel Laing 
 A neo-Nazi website claims that Orthodox Jews treat women “like 
filth,” and says that doing so is commanded by Jewish law. The claim 
is backed up with quotes from an article from the far-left daily, 
Haaretz, and even includes a direct link to the Israeli newspaper’s 
site. 
 Another post on the neo-Nazi forum claims that Orthodox Jews 
are spreading the COVID-19 virus in Australia. This, too, is backed 
up with quotes from and a link to Haaretz. 
 A third neo-Nazi post includes a call by Haaretz to reprint Adolf 
Hitler’s anti-Semitic, genocidal book, Mein Kampf, and put it back 
on sale in German bookstores. Germany currently outlaws the book. 
 There are actually hundreds of anti-Semitic posts on the site 
based on “news items” from Haaretz—1,400 references, to be 
precise. And if it were a little-known publication, perhaps such citing 
would be inconsequential. As the leading paper among Israel’s ruling 
elite, however—with subscribers including Supreme Court justices, 
government ministers, leading journalists, Israel Defense Forces 
generals and cultural icons—the powerful Hebrew broadsheet with an 
English-language edition wields enormous influence, both inside and 
outside the country. Nor is it only the secular elite who read Haaretz. 
Many left-wing religious Jews are also subscribers. 
 The neo-Nazi website in question is Stormfront, described by 
Wikipedia as a “neo-Nazi Internet forum, and the Web’s first major 
racial hate site …  primarily focused on propagating white 
nationalism, anti-Semitism, Holocaust denial, anti-Catholicism and 
white supremacy.” 
 It was founded in 1996 by Don Black, a former grand wizard of 
the Ku Klux Klan and a member of the National Socialist White 
People’s Party. According to a 2014 report by the Southern Poverty 
Law Center, “Registered Stormfront users have been 
disproportionately responsible for some of the most lethal hate crimes 
and mass killings since the web forum became the first hate site on 
the Internet.” 
 Stormfront isn’t the only neo-Nazi or white-supremacist website 
to have a passion for Haaretz. The Daily Stormer, for example, which 
has more than 300 references to Haaretz, is described by Wikipedia 
as “an American far-right, neo-Nazi, white supremacist, misogynist, 
and Holocaust denial commentary and message board website that 
advocates for a second genocide of Jews.” 
 Take, for instance, an article titled “Kikes Shoot and KILL TO 
DEATH Gazan with Hands Up” extensively quotes Haaretz in its 
claims that Jews “slaughter” people of color. After the Haaretz 
passages, the author of the piece, Andrew Anglin, opines: “I really 
honestly hate the kikes and think they should all be stuffed into gas 
chambers and gassed like insects with diesel fumes from a 
repurposed Soviet submarine engine.” 
 Another post, “Israel to Officially Become Jew Ethnostate,” uses 
quotes from a Haaretz article in a claim that Israel only allows 
“genetically pure” Jews to live in the country. 
 Then there’s American neo-Nazi David Duke, described by 
Wikipedia as “an American neo-Nazi, antisemitic conspiracy theorist, 
far-right politician, convicted felon, and former grand wizard of the 
Knights of the Ku Klux Klan. His publications and politics are 
largely devoted to promoting conspiracy theories about Jews, such as 
Holocaust denial and Jewish control of academia, the press, and the 
financial system. The Anti-Defamation League has described Duke 
as “perhaps America’s most well-known racist and anti-Semite.” 
 A search of his website (DavidDuke.com) reveals more than 300 
mentions of Haaretz. Links and citations include, among others, the 
use of Haaretz to “prove” that Jews control the global pornography 
industry; a column by Gideon Levy about the situation in Gaza; an 
op-ed equating Israel and Nazi Germany; a story by Amira Hass that 

 

ISRAEL NEWS 

A collection of the week’s news from Israel 
From the Bet El Twinning / Israel Action Committee of 

Beth Avraham Yoseph of Toronto Congregation 

בס״ד

 ISRAEL NEWS 

A collection of the week’s news from Israel 
From the Bet El Twinning / Israel Action Committee of 

Beth Avraham Yoseph of Toronto Congregation 



compares the Gaza Strip to the Bergen-Belsen concentration camp and 
much more. 
 The question that arises from this is why right-wing anti-Semitic 
extremists would want to cite a radical leftist Israeli newspaper. The 
answer is two-fold. In the first place, unity between the far-right and 
far-left is nothing new. 
 In 1940, Hitler and Communist leader Joseph Stalin signed the 
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, to join forces and divide Europe among 
themselves. Stalin often expressed admiration for Hitler. It was only 
when Hitler later threatened to take over the Soviet Union that the 
communists decided to fight the fascists. 
 In the second place, Haaretz is obsessed with finding the negative 
in anything Jewish or Israeli. This applies even to organ donations. 
 Recently, the newspaper admitted what is widely known in the 
medical community: that observant Jews are by far the country’s 
biggest kidney donors. But the newspaper claims to know the “real 
reason” for this incredible self-sacrifice, which has saved hundreds of 
lives. It is all done for negative, narcissistic reasons, in order to “claim 
moral superiority.” 
 Does it bother Haaretz journalists that their views find approval 
among people who openly say that they seek the destruction of the 
Jewish people and the State of Israel? 
 I asked editor-in-chief Aluf Ben this very question. His response 
was: “What do you want us to do? Anyone is allowed to quote from 
Haaretz. I have nothing more to say.” 
 The Jewish people spend enormous sums fighting global anti-
Semitism. But before we try and fix the world, perhaps we should take 
care of the anti-Semitism at home first.   (JNS Jan 16) 

 
 
Iranian Drones are Reshaping the Security Situation in the Middle 
East     By Farhad Rezaei 
 Iran’s developing of a massive arsenal of combat drones has the 
potential for being a game-changer in the Middle East. This new lethal 
weapon is not only a threat to Israel, Washington’s strategic ally in the 
region, but also poses a significant threat to America’s regional 
interests. 
 As the U.S. and other world powers engage Iran in Vienna to 
restore the nuclear agreement, they should put this weapon at the 
center of negotiations. 
 To be clear, Iran’s developing of armed drones is nothing new. 
The regime first started to build them in the mid-1980s, during the war 
with Iraq. Over the years, either through reverse engineering or its 
independent efforts, Iran has developed highly advanced operational 
capabilities in the drone industry. 
 However, after reaching the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action 
with world powers in 2015, Iran has heavily invested in the drone 
program. The Quds Air Industries, a subset of the Aviation Industries 
Organization, which operates under the Ministry of Defense, has 
developed numerous types of kamikaze and reusable combat drones. 
These include the Ababil-3, Mohajer-6, Shahed-129, Gaza, Saegheh, 
Fotros, Hemaseh, Karar, Sadegh, Yesir, the Hodhod, Roham, Ya 
Mahdi, Sarir, Raad 85, Haamaseh, and Hazem-1, most of which are 
able to reach heights of 45,000 feet, fly for more than 24 hours and 
beyond 1,500 kilometers (932 miles). 
 These drones have advanced capabilities in collecting intelligence 
and carrying out attacks, by launching missiles or engaging in 
kamikaze operations. 
 Developing this massive arsenal has given Iran an operational and 
strategic advantage. Drones are easy to move and operate, require 
small crews and can be launched from various platforms. They enable 
Iran to hit its adversaries while maintaining plausible deniability. 
 Some of the advanced drones have been used to carry out several 
deadly attacks in recent years. One notable example is the Sept. 14, 
2019 strike on two installations in the giant Abqaiq oil-processing 
facility in Saudi Arabia, which temporarily cut off half the oil 
production in the world’s largest supplier. 
 Another was the July 29, 2021 attack on the commercial Mercer 
Street tanker, killing two crew members, one British and one 
Romanian. 
 The Iranian regime has also frequently targeted U.S. forces in the 
region using drones. On Sept. 11, 2021, a drone attack hit the CIA 
hanger in Erbil International Airport in northern Iraq. On Oct. 20 and 
Dec. 5, the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) launched 
several drone attacks on the U.S. al-Tanf military base in Syria near 
the Iraqi border. 
 These attacks were described by a Hezbollah-affiliated news site 
as “a new phase in the confrontation” to force the U.S. out of the 
Middle East. Earlier this month, on the second anniversary of the 

assassination of IRGC-Quds Force commander Qassem Soleimani, 
two armed fixed-wing suicide drones attempted to attack U.S. troops 
in Iraq near Baghdad’s international airport. 
 The writing on the wings of the drones read, “This action is 
revenge from the Commanders,” a reference to Soleimani and Abu 
Mahdi al-Muhandis, former head of the Iraqi Hashd al-Shaabi militia. 
 A second attempted drone attack was foiled on Jan. 4, after Iraq’s 
air defense shot down the armed drones headed towards a U.S. 
airbase west of Baghdad. On Jan. 7, Saraya Ababil, an Iranian-backed 
paramilitary group, claimed responsibility for two drone attacks on 
U.S. positions in the Baghdad airport. 
 Iran also threatened to target American citizens with a drone 
strike on U.S. soil. An animated video posted on the website of 
Ayatollah Ali Khamenei’s office shows a drone strike targeting 
former President Donald Trump. 
 More troublesome are the reports indicating that the Iranian 
regime is equipping its terror proxies, the Lebanese Hezbollah, 
Palestinian Hamas and Islamic Jihad, Shi’ite militias in Syria and 
Yemeni Houthis with drone capability. According to the Alma 
Research Center, Unit 340 of the Quds Force has smuggled the 
technology of the drones to Hezbollah, arming the terror group with 
an arsenal of approximately 2,000 combat drones, including 
advanced models, such as the Mohajer, Shahed, and Samed (KAS-
04), Karrar and Saegheh. Hezbollah intends to use them for kamikaze 
attacks on Israeli strategic assets and reconnaissance against IDF 
forces and bases. 
 Iran also smuggled technology and the know-how required for 
drone production into the Gaza Strip, only 70 kilometers (43.5 miles) 
away from the Dimona nuclear reactor site. In May, Hamas used 
Iranian-style kamikaze drones packed with 11 pounds of explosives 
employed as a miniature cruise missile in its war with Israel. The 
drone, known as Shehab, resembles the HESA Ababil drone made by 
Iran; it reportedly attempted to attack an Israeli chemical plant in the 
settlement of Nir Oz. 
 The same month, an armed Iranian drone penetrated Israeli 
airspace from the T-4 base in Syria to attack Israeli territory. On Dec. 
24,  the IRGC held a military drill to practice an attack on the 
Dimona site, using kamikaze drone swarms and ballistic missiles. 
 Similarly, Iran had sent Shahed-136 to the Houthi rebels in 
Yemen. Shahed-136 has a range of some 2,000 kilometers (1,243 
miles) radius, which means it can reach the Israeli port of Eilat. 
Houthis also use Iranian drones against Saudi Arabia. Moreover, Iran 
transfers its drones to African countries and Venezuela, not far from 
the U.S. homeland. 
 Israel has a growing concern about Iran drones, because the 
Iranians have developed game-changing ways to overwhelm air-
defense systems with them. At the present time, it is not clear 
whether the Iron Dome can detect Iranian drones. Israel is thus trying 
to deal with the challenge on the supply side, by hitting drone and 
advanced-weapons convoys or by striking manufacturing facilities in 
Syria. 
 Still, despite Israel’s aggressive campaign to disrupt the Iranian 
program, intelligence agencies assess that the regime in Tehran is 
continuing to equip its proxies with attack drones and weapons. 
 There is an urgent need for an enhanced response to this 
challenge. The U.S. in October hit the drone program with sanctions 
by targeting two companies and several individuals involved. It is 
highly unlikely, however, that sanctions deter the regime from using 
armed drones in attacks. 
 World powers engaging Iran over returning to the JCPOA should 
address the threat by including the drone program in any modified 
nuclear deal. Compromise on the subject, and even dealing with it in 
a separate agreement—like that surrounding the ballistic-missile 
program, which former U.S. President Barack Obama failed to 
include in the JCPOA—will enable Iran to further expand the 
program without technically being in violation of the terms of the 
deal. 
 The critical problem with a separate agreement is that there will 
be virtually no supervision on the program and the types of drones 
that Iran produces in the future. A similar loophole in the JCPOA 
enabled Iran to build and test numerous long-range ballistic missiles 
capable of reaching U.S. bases and those of America’s regional allies. 
 Lifting sanctions on Iran without addressing this threat will only 
enable the regime to use massive resources to fund and smuggle 
drones to its terror proxies in the region, resulting in further anxiety 
among regional U.S. allies.    (JNS Jan 17) 

 
 
 



On Israel’s New Year for Trees, Plowshares are Turning into 
Swords      By Alex Traiman 
 Just outside the entrance to the United Nations, a famous Jewish 
prophecy is engraved into the plaza’s Isaiah Wall: “They shall beat 
their swords into plowshares. And their spears into pruning hooks; 
nation shall not lift up sword against nation. Neither shall they learn 
war any more.” 
 Sadly, wars continue to be fought across the Middle East, and 
Israel still strives to maintain its Qualitative Military Edge over other 
nations in the region. Yet more and more, wars are changing form, and 
the effectiveness of conventional weapons is changing as well. 
 Palestinian terrorists still use guns and rockets. Many now use 
vehicles for ramming attacks and kitchen knives for stabbings. The 
Israel Defense Forces uses sophisticated weaponry in response. 
 Yet the current battle for the land of Israel oftentimes is not fought 
with conventional weapons. Rather, Israelis and Palestinians are 
staking their claims to the land of Israel with facts on the ground. 
These “facts” primarily include building and the planting of trees. 
 While swords may not be turning into plowshares, plowshares 
have become modern-day swords. 
 Last week, Israel’s fragile government was put to the test over the 
planting of trees in the Negev Desert. The Negev represents the largest 
swath of southern Israel’s tiny landmass and the least-developed 
portion of the country. Most of the Negev lies empty. 
 Much of the land has been inhabited by traditional nomadic 
Bedouin. They generally don’t live in organized communities but in 
crudely built shanty-shack villages. They settle on land often 
regardless of ownership. The illegal land-grabbing has become 
increasingly rampant in recent years as the Bedouin population grows, 
and the government has come up with few solutions. 
 In order to prevent additional land takeovers, the Keren Kayemet 
LeIsrael (KKL) has been planting forests on key tracts of the desert. 
The afforestation has become a major point of contention for Bedouin, 
as well as for the anti-Zionist Ra’am Party, which is part of the 
coalition government. 
 Ra’am leader Mansour Abbas claims that the trees are being built 
on privately owned land, while KKL asserts the land belongs to the 
State of Israel. 
 Yet Abbas has more leverage. The Arab Israeli party is the 
kingmaker of the current Israeli governing coalition. Without the four 
votes of Ra’am, Israel’s anti-Netanyahu “change government” 
currently led by right-wing Prime Minister Naftali Bennett will 
collapse, and Israel will be thrust into a new round of elections. 
 In response to the tree-plantings, Abbas asserted: “We will not 
vote with the coalition until the tree plantings in the south are 
stopped.” 
 Sure enough, the plantings have stopped. 
 Just further north in Judea, battles for land are taking place in 
“Area C”—disputed territories designated under full Israeli military 
and administrative control as part of the controversial Oslo Accords. 
 “Area C” is the home to all of the suburban Jewish communities 
commonly referred to as settlements. The Israeli government has put 
strict limitations on the building of new settlements and the expansion 
of existing communities. 
 The Palestinian Authority has administrative control over “Areas 
A” and “B,” and can build freely in those zones without Israeli 
approval. 
 Palestinians and Bedouin both have been making illegal land grabs 
in “Area C.” Much of the illegal Palestinian building there has been 
enabled by European funding and been met with silence by successive 
Israeli administrations. In addition to building, Palestinians grab land 
by planting olive groves and vineyards, and fencing them off with little 
to no consequences. 
 Deep in “Area C,” in a sparsely populated area, are small Jewish 
settlements of Ma’ale Amos and Ibei HaNahal. Adjacent to Ibei 
HaNahal is a small Jewish-run farm, known as Arugot Farms. The 
farm owners have planted a vineyard on the edge of their property. 
 The farmers claim that the vineyards help solidify the small, 
isolated block of Jewish settlers against land takeovers, and that Arabs 
have been planting trees on land they do not own in nearby hills. 
 Yet recently, the Civil Administration has determined without 
performing a land survey that the farm’s small vineyard exceeds the 
property’s boundaries. Meanwhile, no Arabs claim that the property 
belongs to them. 
 Last week, the government ordered that the Jewish vineyard be 
razed. The original orders for demolition were set to be executed today 
on Tu B’Shevat, the Jewish new year for trees. Public pressure 
convinced the government to place a temporary stay on the demolition, 
but the order remains intact. 

 Several miles away from Ibei HaNahal, to the north of the large 
Israeli settlement of Efrat, both Arabs and Jews are taking to planting 
of trees to claim a small strip of land—technically in Jewish-
controlled “Area C”—between the Jewish community and the Arab-
controlled city of Bethlehem. 
 The hill is immediately adjacent to the ancient Solomon’s pools 
archeological site. The pools were likely built by King Herod, who 
built the Second Jewish Temple, and were part of a long aqueduct 
system that brought water from the Hebron Hills deep in Judea to the 
Temple Mount. 
 Arabs have been illegally constructing houses on the hill between 
the pools and the edge of Efrat. 
 Over the past week, Arabs have planted trees all the way up to 
just meters away the retaining wall at Efrat’s edge. On Friday, Jews 
planted their own rows of trees on the remaining parcel of land. On 
Saturday, Arabs removed them. 
 The battle for the land of Israel rages on. And creating lasting 
facts on the ground has necessitated the turning of ploughshares and 
pruning hooks into the modern-day swords.   (JNS Jan 17) 

 
 
US Policy on Iran: Learning from the Past?      By Yoram Ettinger 
 Ten days before the toppling of the Shah of Iran, President 
Jimmy Carter told a conference of world leaders on the Island of 
Guadeloupe that a Khomeini-led Iran “would not export revolution 
… and would be interested in buying tractors, not tanks.” On Jan. 11, 
six days before the toppling of the Shah, “the CIA assessed that 
Khomeini would sit back and let his moderate, Western-educated 
followers run the government.” 
 On the eve of the toppling of the Shah, U.S. Ambassador to Iran, 
William Sullivan, argued that Khomeini and the armed forces were 
anti-Communist, that “Khomeini would play a Gandhi-like role and 
that elections would be likely to produce a pro-Western Islamic 
republic.” 
 Five months before the toppling of the Shah, an August 1978 
CIA study concluded that “Iran is not in a revolutionary or even a 
pre-revolutionary situation.” 
 According to Winston Churchill, “all men make mistakes, but 
only wise men learn from their mistakes.” Making mistakes can be a 
productive experience—if one avoids repeating them. 
 Have U.S. policy-makers learned from past mistakes? 
 The mistaken pre-1978-79 policy on the Islamic Revolution dealt 
a devastating blow to Middle East stability, generated a robust 
tailwind for Islamic terrorism and severely undermined U.S. national 
and homeland security. 
 As a result of this dramatically flawed policy, Persia was 
transformed from “Iran” to “The Islamic Republic of Iran,” and from 
“the American policeman of the Gulf” to a global epicenter of anti-
Americanism, stretching its rogue presence from Central Asia, 
through the Middle East and Africa to Latin America, all the way to 
the U.S.-Mexico border. 
 Notwithstanding the mega-billion dollar bonanza of the 2015 
nuclear accord, Iran’s ayatollahs have persisted in perceiving the 
United States as “The Great Satan” and the main barrier on the path 
to their overarching goal: the subordination of Western culture and 
the entire globe to Islamic Shi’ite dominance. 
 On Nov. 9, 1978, U.S. Ambassador Sullivan sent his “Thinking 
the Unthinkable” cable, contending that U.S. interests could be 
protected in a post-Shah Islamic government. Opposition leaders 
such as Mehdi Bazargan would lead a new government, that would 
depend on the U.S.-oriented Iranian military. Khomeini would return 
to Iran in triumph and hold a Gandhi-like position in the political 
constellation. Iran could still be counted on by the United States to 
fulfill its role as defender of the northern tier. 
 The late British professor Eli Kedourie, who was a game-
changing Middle East historian, exposed fundamental fumbles in 
U.S. policy on Iran: “U.S. Ambassador Sullivan argued that 
Khomeini and the armed forces were anti-Communist…. that 
elections would produce a pro-Western Islamic republic. … In 
Washington, there was a chorus of academic and official voices 
singing the praises of Khomeini. 
 “Princeton University’s Richard Falk … [claimed that] 
Khomeini’s entourage were committed to a struggle against all forms 
of oppression … and strong belief in minority rights. … Khomeini’s 
Islamic Republic could be expected to have a doctrine of social 
justice at its core … flexible at interpreting the Koran. … The Islamic 
republic will be a stabilizing element geopolitically.” 
 The BBC Persian Service documented Ayatollah Khomeini’s 
skillful use of Islamic taqiyyah—embraced by Khomeini’s 



successors—intended to mislead rivals/enemies by concealing one’s 
belief and intentions through dissimulation. 
 Khomeini showered the United States with empty promises, which 
satisfied the worldview of U.S. policy-makers, who were eager for 
Iran to be pacified and embrace Western values and institutions, such 
as peaceful coexistence, human rights and democracy. 
 Khomeini convinced the U.S. national security and foreign policy 
establishment that they could do business with the Islamic Republic, as 
expressed by a CIA document dated Jan. 11, 1979. 
 According to the document, Khomeini was expected to let his 
moderate, Western-educated followers and his second-in-command, 
the pragmatic, university-educated, English and German-speaking 
Ayatollah Mohammad Beheshti, run the government. 
 Moreover, on Jan. 27, 1979—five days before Khomeini’s landing 
in Tehran—he sent a message to President Carter, suggesting that if 
the United States were to secure Iran’s military acceptance of 
Khomeini’s takeover, then he would calm the country, restore stability 
and protect U.S. interests and U.S. citizens in Iran. 
 Khomeini stated that he was not opposed to U.S. interests in Iran 
and that the United States would not lose an ally, because he, too, 
would be a friend of the United States. He preferred dealing with 
Washington, rather than the atheistic, anti-religion Soviets. American 
presence was necessary to counter Soviet and British influence. The 
Islamic Republic would be humanitarian, advancing the cause of peace 
and tranquility for all mankind. He pledged not to destroy the pro-U.S. 
military and urged the United States not to pull its sophisticated 
weapon systems out of Iran. 
 However, on Feb. 15, two weeks following Khomeini’s landing in 
Tehran, four senior military generals were executed on the rooftop of a 
high school. And that was just the beginning of countless executions. 
 Downplaying the role of Islam in shaping the vision, culture and 
policy of the Islamic Republic, U.S. policy-makers were preoccupied 
with Khomeini’s lack of affinity for the Soviets. 
 In January 1980, celebrating the first anniversary of the Islamic 
Revolution, Khomeini held 63 U.S. hostages, including the U.S. 
charge d’affaires, declaring: “America can’t do a damn thing; Iran is 
going to fight American imperialism worldwide; and we will export 
the Islamic Revolution to the entire world.” Instead of the soothing 
messages to President Carter, Iran’s ayatollahs have promoted the 
message of “The Great American Satan.” 
 According to Tony Blair Institute for Global Change’s Kasra 
Arabi, a specialist on Iran and Shi’ite Islam, the fundamentals of Iran’s 
Islamic Revolution are as valid today as they were in 1979: 
 “Western foreign policy towards Iran has consistently overlooked 
the power of the ideology born in the Islamic Revolution. The 
totalitarian worldview promotes repressive governance on religious 
grounds and hostility to the West. It has been a driving force of 
instability and violence for decades. It has claimed lives not only in 
Iraq, Syria, Yemen and Lebanon, but also as far as Bulgaria, Argentina 
and Thailand … .” 
 Furthermore, this ideology has been growing stronger, not weaker, 
writes Arabi. 
 “Antipathy towards the U.S. has become a greater focal point for 
the regime under Iran’s incumbent Supreme Leader, Ayatollah 
Khamenei, than it was under Khomeini. … A pledge to exporting the 
1979 Revolution is enshrined in Iran’s Constitution … .” 
 Nor did anything change when Iran signed the 2015 Joint 
Comprehensive Plan of Action nuclear agreement, he continues. 
 “[The Ayatollahs] believe in a clash of civilizations between Islam 
and the West, with the view that Islam is incompatible with Western 
values. … [According to Iran’s] anti-Americanism, the US is the chief 
representative of the oppressors, the Great Satan, Islam’s ultimate 
enemy and the master of injustice that has subjugated the Muslim 
World….” 
 In fact, since the JCPOA was signed, Tehran has become more, 
not less involved in the region, states Arabi. 
 “The depiction of a clash of civilizations between Islam and the 
West, the belief that Islamic governance is the solution to the Muslim 
world’s problems, and the aim of establishing a universal Islamic order 
based on the Sharia’ law are espoused by both Shia and Sunni 
Islamists … 
 “Forty years following the Revolution, Iranian leaders still act on 
these ideas. Tehran has worked tirelessly to export its Shia’ Islamist 
ideology, regionally and globally.  Iran and its proxies are driving 
violence and instability across the Middle East and beyond … 
 “Coexistence between dar al-Islam [the abode of Islam] and dar al-
Harb [abode of the “disbelievers,” literally: “abode of the sword”] is 
impossible. Dar al-Islam is in a permanent state of war, or Jihad, with 
dar al-Harb. Peace between Muslims and non-Muslims is unattainable 

[while temporary ceasefires are possible]. … Iran actively encourages 
all Muslims to rise against their corrupt, pro-Western regimes, 
particularly aiming at Saudi leaders, to whom Khomeini referred as 
illegitimate disbelievers, who had usurped the holy mosque of Mecca 
… .” 
 Is the systematic track record of Iran’s ayatollahs consistent with 
the assumption that they are amenable to good-faith negotiation, 
peaceful coexistence and departure from their 1,400-year-old fanatic, 
imperialistic vision? 
 Does the United States recognize the well-documented ruthless 
reality of the ayatollahs, from 1979-2022—including Iran’s 
Constitution, school curriculum, mosque sermons, mass public 
events, regional and global subversion and terrorism, which has 
exposed the futility and the self-destructive practice of waiving the 
military and regime-change options? 
 Will the architects of 2022 U.S. foreign and national security 
policy avoid or repeat the egregious errors of their predecessors from 
1978-79? Are U.S. policy-makers still susceptible to the masterful 
practice of taqiyya by Iran’s ayatollahs, sacrificing the harsh and 
frustrating reality on the altar of convenient wishful thinking? 
 Is the United States still trapped in a policy that underestimates 
the critical role played by Islam in shaping Middle East culture and 
geostrategic relations; a policy that has fueled the “Islamic 
Revolution,” posing a critical threat to regional and global stability, 
including U.S. national and homeland security and economy? 
 Fool me once, shame on you; fool me (at least) twice, shame on 
me?    (JNS Jan 20) 

 
 
For the Country’s Sake, Netanyahu’s Trial Must Go On 
By Haim Shine 
 The more opposition leader Benjamin Netanyahu’s trial moves 
forward, the more it appears his indictment, in which hundreds of 
millions of shekels have been invested and which has dragged Israel 
into a state of political chaos, was in fact aimed at promoting a 
government revolution. 
 And it worked. Central witnesses for the prosecution, who are 
mainly state witnesses, have now become witnesses for the defense. 
Police investigators on the witness stand say they did not really know 
what they were supposed to investigate, beyond the expectation they 
find a few testimonies to incriminate a target marked as corrupt in 
advance. The investigative methods have been revealed to be 
questionable, bolstering the impression that witnesses were 
improperly pressured and told what to say, among other things. Such 
methods are reminiscent of those used in dark regimes that combine 
propaganda, mass psychology and disinformation. 
 It seems every reasonable citizen has now come to understand 
that it is not just the opposition leader who is on trial but senior law 
enforcement officials, who have severely damaged Israeli democracy. 
We will pay for the damage for many years to come. There cannot be 
a genuine rule of law when the public’s level of trust in the law 
enforcement system has been reduced to an unprecedented low. 
 In recent days, the question of a plea bargain has been brought to 
the table. This is a complicated issue and an agonizing deliberation 
for Netanyahu. We must, however, differentiate between the private 
and the public realms. In the private realm, all reasonable people 
understand Netanyahu’s chances of receiving a fair trial are slim. A 
sweeping acquittal on all accounts would be too harsh an indictment 
of the law enforcement and justice systems to which the court 
belongs. Under such circumstances, a plea bargain could save a lot of 
aggravation, and years of litigation that could serve as fuel for the 
slanderous campaign against the former premier. 
 (Even if he were to decide to sign a plea deal, Netanyahu was 
right not to have agreed to do so earlier. His willingness to come this 
far has served to expose much of the State Attorney’s Office’s 
negligence and bias.) 
 Yet out of genuine concern for national values and the future of 
the state, the trial must go on. The many donors who contributed to 
Netanyahu’s defense campaign, which managed to raise impressive 
funds in hours, did so in the belief that the country’s law enforcement 
system needs to be fixed. This is not about charity for Netanyahu. It’s 
about the belief that only he can now lead the struggle to reveal the 
distortion and fix the justice system. 
 Otherwise, every elected official in Israel will be at the mercy of 
the system. In this manner, Israeli democracy will be handed over to 
a small and unelected oligarchy whose senior representatives will 
always find themselves in cushy positions after concluding their 
public service roles as Israel’s true leaders.   (JNS Jan 19) 

 



 


