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Iran Is Openly Violating the Nuclear Deal. Europe Must Join America in Stopping It 
By Emily B. Landau    nationalinterest.org   July 3, 2019
Tehran’s recent threats to destroy Israel are a 
reminder of the ayatollahs’ intentions. 

Iran announced on July 1 that it had crossed the 
threshold of a three-hundred-kilogram stockpile of low 
enriched uranium that it is allowed under the terms of the 
Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency confirmed later in 
the afternoon that this was indeed the situation. 

While the reason that Iran is lashing out has to do with 
the fact that it is suffering the effects of the sanctions that 
the United States has put in place as part of its “maximum 
pressure” campaign, Iran’s message in the nuclear realm is 
directed primarily to the Europeans. In line with its long-
time tactic of “divide and conquer” with regard to the 
Americans and Europeans, Iran wants to get the 
Europeans to blame the United States for Iran’s 
provocations (accepting that Iran “had no choice but to 
lash out”). It wants to finally secure a financial mechanism 
that will circumvent U.S. sanctions, and allow economic 
deals to flourish between Iran and European companies. 

In contrast to those who say that current tensions with 
Iran are rooted in the fact that the United States exited the 
nuclear deal last year, the reality is that the problems are 
grounded in the flawed provisions of the JCPOA itself. 
The inability to fix the deal in early 2018 was the 
background to Trump’s decision to leave the JCPOA. 
Indeed, Iran’s very ability to provoke regarding uranium 
enrichment is a direct result of one of the major flaws in 
the JCPOA. The nuclear deal allowed Iran to continue to 
enrich and work on an entire line of advanced centrifuges 
that would spin many times faster than those currently in 
use. As such, rather than strengthening the message that 
uranium enrichment is unacceptable for a state with a 
record of lying and cheating in the nuclear realm, the deal 
unwisely granted legitimacy to Iran’s uranium enrichment 
program. And so today Iran can turn up enrichment—by 
either increasing its stockpile or the level of enrichment—
at will. 

While Iran has been signaling through its behavior 
over the past year that it does not want to leave the 
JCPOA—because any other option will be worse from its 
point of view—the regime has limited options for 

communicating its distress. Rather than returning to the 
table, it is currently pursuing two pressure tracks of its 
own. It is committing direct provocations against 
American interests in the Gulf and it has been threatening 
to gradually end its commitments according to the 
JCPOA. On both fronts the regime has so far been 
treading carefully. In the Gulf region it risks a U.S. military 
response, especially if it kills U.S. servicemen; in the 
nuclear realm, the Europeans could return to the sanctions 
route in light of Iran’s breaches. 

So far, the Europeans have not reacted strongly to 
Iran crossing the uranium enrichment threshold and are 
treating the current violation as a minor infraction. For the 
Europeans to continue to attempt to relieve pressure on 
Iran by circumventing U.S. sanctions would be a grave 
mistake at this point, and counterproductive to the strategy 
that the United States is pursuing: maximum pressure on 
Iran so that it will come back to the table for a better deal. 
And no strategy has a better chance of achieving that goal 
than pressure. 

Indeed, the onus is currently on the Europeans to 
stand firmly behind their commitment to nuclear 
nonproliferation and to send a much stronger political 
message of unity with the United States as far as the 
unacceptability of Iran violating its JCPOA commitments, 
even if deemed minor. Iran cannot be allowed to hold 
international actors hostage, and to be the one calling the 
shots. If Iran senses that it is up against a firm bloc, then it 
will be more likely to be wary of taking further steps. For 
its part, the United States should bolster its deterrent 
stance in the Gulf, but on the nuclear front its current 
options are limited as the president has made his position 
clear that Iran is playing with fire, and sanctions are being 
ratcheted up in any case. 

If the Europeans need a reminder about the nature of 
the Iranian regime, then they got it yesterday when the 
Iranians announced that Iran can destroy Israel in half an 
hour if it is attacked by the United States. A regime that 
makes such threats must be tightly held in check, and it 
certainly cannot be allowed to cross the nuclear threshold. 
Ms. Landau is a senior research fellow at Institute for National 
Security Studies. 

 
Getting Iran Out of Syria Is No Easy Task 
By Jonathan Spyer     wsj.com  July 9, 2019
Israeli air power isn’t enough. And it’s not clear the 
Russians could do it even if they were willing. 

Israel has undertaken at least 200 air raids against 
Iranian targets in Syria since 2017. Mossad head Yossi 

Cohen said at a security conference in Herzliya recently 
that Israel’s objective is to make Iran “reach the 
conclusion that it is just not worth it” to continue its 
project in Syria. 
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Israel’s evident intelligence domination in Syria is 
impressive, as is the prowess of its pilots. But while air 
power is a mighty instrument, it’s applicable only to certain 
tasks. The Iranian project in Syria is broad, deep and 
multifaceted. Some of its elements are acutely vulnerable 
to air power—research facilities, missile sites, convoys. But 
others are not. 

Iran is engaged in a broad effort designed to merge the 
structures under its command with the Syrian state itself. 
The objective, as in Lebanon and Iraq, is to remove any 
identifiable borderline between the Iran-controlled element 
and the local power structure. Iran intends to implant a 
kind of “deep state,” under its control, within the existing 
state machinery. 

In Syria, this effort includes the following elements: 
• The establishment of militias recruited from among 

the Syrian population. These include such formations as 
Quwat al-Ridha, Liwa al-Baqir and the 313 Battalion. 
These bodies are recruited and trained by Iran’s Islamic 
Revolutionary Guard Corps in cooperation with Tehran’s 
Lebanese Hezbollah franchise. 

• The establishment of bodies modeled on Iran’s 
Basij—the regime’s omnipresent and feared domestic 
security force—within Syria’s official state security forces. 
The National Defense Force is the key body inside Syria: 
90,000 to 100,000 strong, trailed and recruited by the 
IRGC, but forming part of the Syrian armed forces. 

• Support, sponsorship and alliance building within the 
official Syrian armed forces. The IRGC has formed direct 
and close relationships with some of the most powerful 
elements within the Syrian Arab Army. Perhaps most 
notable is the Fourth Armored Division of Maher Assad, 
dictator Bashar Assad’s younger brother. The division is 
one of the praetorian units of the Assad regime. 

• Efforts at settling its own citizens and other non-
Syrian Shiite Muslims in areas formerly inhabited by Sunni 
Syrians. 

All this adds up to an Iranian project intended to  
result in the long-term remote control of Syria from 
Tehran. The project can’t be stopped by aerial bombing 
alone. 

Accordingly, Israel hopes to persuade Russia to help  

get the Iranians out. The meeting last week between 
national security advisers from the U.S., Israel and Russia 
focused on Syria. 

Russia certainly has both power and influence in Syria. 
Russian air power saved the Assad regime from likely 
defeat in mid-2015. According to Syrian sources, Bashar 
Assad prefers Russian influence to Iran’s—aware that 
while Moscow wants a pliant and junior partner, Tehran 
wants a puppet. 

The Russians have their own client forces in the Syrian 
military—the Tiger Forces of Col. Soheil Hassan, currently 
engaged in the attempt to reduce Idlib province to rubble, 
are chief among them. 

There is evidence of Russian-Iranian competition 
inside Syria. In January the Tiger Forces and the Fourth 
Division clashed openly in Aleppo province. The Russians 
are seeking to place officers associated with their own 
interest inside formations aligned with the Iranians. A 
Russian “anticorruption” campaign is focusing on the 
circle around Maher Assad, according to Syrian sources. 

But will Russia seriously undertake to secure Israel’s 
objective of a complete Iranian exit from Syria? Almost 
certainly not. Neither Jerusalem nor Washington appears 
to be offering Moscow anything that would constitute a 
sufficient incentive for Vladimir Putin to turn on his allies. 
And there are no indications that the Russian leader feels 
he owes either Israel or the U.S. a favor in this regard. It is 
also questionable whether the Russians (or Mr. Assad) 
even have the ability to uproot the entrenched Iranian 
presence in Syria. 

Iran is likely to continue its project of hollowing out 
Syria, and Israel appears likely to continue its pinpoint 
strikes against the outlying hardware of that project, 
without touching its core. 

Israel has in its air force and intelligence services 
perhaps the swiftest, most powerful and accurate hammer 
in the Middle East. But not everything Iran is doing in 
Syria resembles a nail. 
Mr. Spyer is director of the Middle East Center for Reporting and 
Analysis and a research fellow at the Jerusalem Institute for Strategy 
and Security and at the Middle East Forum. He is author of “Days 
of the Fall: A Reporter’s Journey in the Syria and Iraq Wars.”

 
Iran Is Training Iraqis to Shoot Missiles at Israel, and the U.S. Is Paying for It 
By Michael Pregent    english.alarabiya.net   July 2, 2019
Iraq’s version of Hizballah attacked a Saudi pipeline, 
but may soon have access to American F-16s. 

The US must act after Iran opened a new front in its 
regional war, exploiting American weakness in Iraq to use 
the country as a base to target the Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia and threaten US interests in the region. 

US government officials have concluded that the May 
14 drone attack on the east-west Saudi pipeline was 
launched from southern Iraq, having previously identified 
Yemen as the launch site.  

Despite calls from the Iraqi government to disband, 

several Iranian-backed militias are active in southern Iraq. 
Iran has equipped these militias with the same weaponized 
UAV strike capability as its Houthi allies in Yemen. 

According to the US government, the May 14 drone 
attack was likely launched by Kata’ib Hezbollah, an Iraqi 
militia and designated terrorist group created, funded, and 
directed by the Islamic Revolutionary Guards – Quds 
Force (IRGC-QF). The attack therefore means that 
Iranian proxies have attacked Saudi Arabia, a key US ally, 
from two different fronts.  

The IRGC’s ability to carry out proxy attacks against a 
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US ally from Iraq, another supposed US ally, highlights 
America’s failed strategy in Baghdad. As a result of US and 
Saudi pressure, Iraqi Prime Minister Adil Abdul Mahdi 
ordered the closure of IRGC-QF militia offices across Iraq 
on 1 July. However, militias have ignored similar calls 
before. Despite Prime Minister Mahdi’s order, the Iraqi 
government either cannot or will not remove the Iranian-
backed militias from its territory, nor will it prevent them 
from targeting US allies. 

Senior Iraqi politicians will not dare challenge the 
militia leaders, especially Qassem Soleimani, the 
commander of the IRGC-QF. Iraqi President Barham 
Salih, Prime Minister Adil Abdul Mahdi, and Speaker of 
the Council of Representatives of Iraq Mohamed al-
Halbousi are all likeable, but they are not an effective 
group to oppose Iran’s malign influence.  

Instead, the Iraqi government has been compromised 
by Iranian influence and allows senior Iranian figures to 
freely operate in Iraqi territory. Qassem Soleimani, the 
commander of the IRGC-QF, has repeatedly violated 
UNSCR 2231 by travelling to Iraq despite being designated 
for Proliferation Activities and Support for Terrorism by 
the US Treasury in 2007. Soleimani is sending a message: 
The Iranian presence in Iraq is long-term, in contrast to 
the American and Saudi temporary visits. 

Soleimani’s lieutenant, Jamal Jaafar al-Ibrahimi, known 
by his nom de guerre Abu Mahdi al-Mohandes, epitomizes 
malign Iranian influence. As deputy commander for the 
Popular Mobilization Units (PMUs), Mohandes holds an 
official Iraqi government position. 

Mohandes is also the leader of Kata’ib Hezbollah, the 
group accused of carrying out the May 14 drone attack. 
Both Mohandes and Kata’ib Hezbollah were designated as 
terrorist by the US Treasury in 2009 for having committed, 
directed, supported, or posed a significant risk of 
committing acts of violence against Coalition and Iraqi 
Security Forces. 

Mohandes is the glaring example of US failure in Iraq. 
As a member of government, Mohandes has access to US 
intelligence, training, and equipment. His government 
paycheck allows him to oversee the distribution of funds 
to allied militias. 

Mohandes uses this same influence to oppose 
American interests. He has used his influence to pressure 
Baghdad to deny the recent drone attack. He has killed 
Americans before, and is threatening to do so again. 
Kata’ib Hezbollah has been trained by the IRGC-QF and 
Lebanese Hezbollah to fire advanced guided missiles from 
Southern Syria to Israel, a key US ally. 

The IRGC have already demonstrated their willingness 
and ability to strike directly at US interests. On June 20,  

the IRGC downed a US drone in the Gulf. 
The US must now act to counter this threat. 
The consequences of inaction hurt US credibility and 

expose the Iraqi government’s inability to say no to Iran 
and its proxies. 

The United States has many tools available to remove 
Mohandes from his official positions in the Iraqi 
government. He is a designated terrorist and answers to 
the IRGC-QF, which is also a designated Foreign Terrorist 
Organization (FTO). The Government of Iraq is therefore 
a provider of material support to a designated terrorist and 
an FTO, requiring the US to stop financial and military 
support to Baghdad. It means that the government of Iraq 
and the economic sectors the IRGC has penetrated in Iraq 
are subject to US secondary sanctions. 

There is no greater affront to the US effort in Iraq 
than having a US designated terrorist – one who killed and 
maimed Americans – financially benefit from a naïve US 
strategy promoted by foreign policy cheerleaders with 
resident visas in Iraq. 

Either Prime Minister Adil Abdul Mahdi is being kept 
in the dark, complicit, or the Commander in Chief is 
unable and unwilling to take on the militias – all outcomes 
are bad for Baghdad and the US. 

It remains to be seen whether Mohandes and the 
militias will respond to Prime Minister Mahdi’s call for the 
closure of IRGC-QF militia offices across Iraq and the 
integration of IRGC-QF militias, including Kata’ib 
Hezbollah, Harakat Nujaba, and Asaib Ahl al-Haqq, into 
the Iraqi military as whole units. The result will be 
Soleimani’s militias wearing Iraqi uniforms. 

The militias have always bragged about being able to 
wear any uniform in the Iraqi military – this order allows 
them to access US funds, US equipment, and US 
intelligence. This move will make the IRGC-QF militias a 
legitimate part of the Iraqi Security Forces, giving them 
more influence than ever. 

They will be the ones flying US F-16s, they will be the 
ones driving US M1A1 Abrams tanks and the newly 
delivered Russian T-80 tanks. They will still answer to 
Soleimani directly and will be commanded by Hadi al-
Ameri of Badr Corps and by his deputy Mohandes. This is 
a win for Soleimani, who may even now be inspired to try 
and integrate Lebanese Hezbollah into the Lebanese 
Armed Forces, whilst the US continues to insist it is 
marginalizing Soleimani. 

The US needs to change course in Iraq. The militias 
need to be opposed, and Mohandes needs to be removed, 
one way or the other. 
Mr. Pregent is a former intelligence officer in Iraq and a Senior 
Fellow at the Hudson Institute. 

 
When human rights become acceptable collateral damage 
By Evelyn Gordon     jns.org    July 3, 2019
Palestinians’ rights matter when targeted by Israel, 
but not when targeted by the Palestinian Authority. 

And Israeli rights never matter, except when violated 
by Israel. 
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Three seemingly unrelated incidents occurred last 
week, yet all share a common denominator: They 
exemplify the way anti-Israel politics has corrupted the 
concept of human rights. 

Let’s start with best-selling British novelist Richard 
Zimler’s report that two British cultural organizations 
recently refused to host him for lectures about his new 
book, though he has lectured many times on previous 
books. “They asked me if you were Jewish, and the 
moment I said you were, they lost all interest,” he quoted 
his publicist as saying. 

It’s not that these groups have anything against Jews 
per se. They simply feared that hosting a Jew would make 
them a target for anti-Israel protesters. 

Zimler isn’t Israeli, has no relatives or investments in 
Israel and doesn’t write about Israel. His latest book is set 
in the Holy Land 2,000 years ago, but its storyline is 
Christian rather than Jewish (it’s called The Gospel 
According to Lazarus). So he wouldn’t seem an obvious 
target, given BDS apologists’ repeated claim that anti-
Zionism isn’t anti-Semitic. 

Unfortunately, much of the anti-Israel crowd hasn’t 
gotten that memo. See, for instance, the German courts 
which ruled that torching a German synagogue wasn’t a 
hate crime, but an understandable anti-Israel protest. Or 
the student organizations which demanded that a South 
African university expel all Jewish students to show its 
pro-Palestinian bona fides. Or the Norwegian attorney 
general who ruled that “F*** Jews” isn’t hate speech, but 
an expression of “dissatisfaction with [Israel’s] policies,” 
although the speaker never mentioned Israel. Or the dyke 
marches that banned Jews from holding Jewish pride flags 
because they remind some people of Israeli flags. And so 
forth. 

So despite deploring the unnamed organizations’ 
cowardice, I can’t dismiss their fears as unfounded. And 
that’s the problem. 

Human-rights groups and liberals worldwide rush to 
defend the “rights” of BDS activists; see, for instance, 
their opposition to anti-BDS legislation on the false 
grounds that it violates freedom of speech (it actually 
applies only to actions, not speech). Yet they’ve shown no 
interest in defending Jewish rights in most of the examples 
cited above. Evidently, Jewish rights are acceptable 
collateral damage in the sacred cause of anti-Zionism. 

The second incident was the Palestinian Authority’s 
harassment of Palestinian businessmen who attended the 
U.S.-sponsored economic workshop in Bahrain on June 
25-26. One was arrested, but eventually released under 
American pressure. Another escaped arrest by fleeing to 
the Israeli-controlled section of Hebron. And the P.A. 
raided the homes of several others, confiscating 
documents like credit cards and passports. 

These roughly 15 businessmen traveled legally to 
Bahrain to participate in what one reporter termed the 
conference’s “real, unofficial” purpose—closing legal 

business deals, mainly with fellow Arabs. They explicitly 
said they represented only themselves, not the P.A, and 
refused to talk politics, saying only the P.A. was authorized 
to do that. In short, not only did they commit no crime, 
they made no attempt to undermine the P.A.’s political 
positions. 

Indeed, the P.A. didn’t even try to pretend that any 
crime was committed. As one Palestinian security official 
told Haaretz, there was “no specific charge” against the 
arrested businessman; the arrest “was a warning. He must 
understand the implications of this sort of collaboration.” 

In other words, this was pure political persecution, 
which is standard P.A. practice. Palestinian journalists, 
activists and businessmen have all been arrested for such 
“crimes” as saying P.A. leader Mahmoud Abbas should 
resign. 

Human-rights groups and liberals worldwide 
incessantly condemn Israeli violations of Palestinian rights 
(real or imaginary). They also frequently condemn Israel 
for utterly fictitious violations of Israeli rights. But 
innocent Palestinian businessmen arrested and harassed by 
the P.A. for doing legal business? You won’t hear a peep 
about that. Palestinian rights are evidently acceptable 
collateral damage in the sacred struggle against Israel. 

The third incident was the estimated 100 fires that 
incendiary balloons flown from Gaza ignited in southern 
Israel. That’s an unusually high number for a single week, 
but incendiary devices from Gaza—courtesy of Hamas’s 
“balloon unit”—have been wreaking havoc for more than 
a year. In the six months ending in October 2018, such 
devices destroyed some 3,000 acres of forest and 4,000 
acres of farmland. Since the winter rains ended, additional 
thousands of acres have been destroyed. 

This is a war crime, according to both the Geneva 
Conventions and the treaty governing the International 
Criminal Court. Both define “extensive destruction and 
appropriation of property, not justified by military 
necessity and carried out unlawfully and wantonly” as a 
war crime; the latter also lists causing “widespread, long-
term and severe damage to the natural environment which 
would be clearly excessive in relation to the concrete and 
direct overall military advantage anticipated.” Palestinian 
arson attacks do both, while serving no military purpose 
whatsoever. 

The ICC is looking into numerous alleged Israeli 
crimes against the Palestinians and has even begged 
Palestinians to provide it with more complaints. Human-
rights groups and liberals worldwide incessantly condemn 
these alleged Israeli crimes, including settlement 
construction, which, even if it were a genuine crime (it 
isn’t), is far less destructive than scorched-earth tactics 
(evacuated settlements could theoretically be given to the 
Palestinians under a peace deal). But I haven’t heard a peep 
about the destruction of large swaths of southern Israel, 
nor has the ICC considered probing it. Environmental 
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devastation is evidently acceptable collateral damage in the 
sacred fight against Israel. 

What all these cases show is that human rights have 
ceased being an objective standard applied equally to all. 
Instead, they’ve become a political tool to bash groups that 
liberals dislike. So Jewish rights matter when targeted by 
right-wing extremists (whom liberals loathe), but not when 
targeted by anti-Zionists. Palestinians’ rights matter when 
targeted by Israel, but not when targeted by the P.A. And  

Israeli rights never matter, except when violated by Israel. 
This problem isn’t unique to the Israeli-Palestinian 

issue, of course. It’s just particularly blatant there. 
Liberals and human-rights groups frequently complain 

that human rights are becoming devalued worldwide, and 
they’re right. But their own politicization of these rights is 
the chief culprit. And until this changes, contempt for 
human rights will only keep growing. 
Evelyn Gordon is a journalist and commentator living in Israel. 

 
Mohammad Morsi’s Legacy, as Seen from Jerusalem 
By Orit Perlov, Ofir Winter      inss.org.il  July 1, 2019
His removal from office likely saved the Israel-Egypt 
peace treaty. 

Mohamed Morsi was elected as Egypt's president in 
June 2012, toppled from power twelve months later, and 
died that same month in 2019. In the 2012 elections, 
Morsi, an engineer by profession, was the Muslim 
Brotherhood's default choice after the initial candidate, 
Khairat el-Shater, was disqualified. He reached a second 
and decisive presidential election round, against Ahmed 
Shafiq, who was the last Prime Minister under President 
Husni Mubarak and was identified with the old regime. 
Many of the supporters of the January 25, 2011 revolution 
voted for Morsi in a hope for change - not necessarily out 
of ideological support for his movement. He appointed 
Abdel Fattah el-Sisi as Defense Minister and Mohamed 
Ibrahim as Interior Minister; subsequently they removed 
him from power, following popular demonstrations calling 
for his ouster. Some in Egypt believe that Morsi was the 
wrong man at a critical time when the country needed a 
leader who would navigate its course from authoritarian 
rule to democracy. 

Morsi was convicted on three criminal charges and 
faced a 20-year sentence for the violence outside 
Ittihadiyya Palace; 25 years for relaying classified 
information to Qatar; and three years for contempt of 
court. In addition, he was a defendant in two open court 
cases, accused of spying for Hamas and involvement in a 
breakout from Wadi el-Natrun Prison. During the six years 
of his imprisonment, his relatives were allowed to visit him 
three times. He suffered from diabetes and according to 
those close to him did not receive proper medical 
treatment, and ultimately – according to the general 
prosecutor's announcement – died of a heart attack during 
a retrial hearing. Morsi, who was elected by a 51.73 percent 
majority – representing more than 13 million Egyptians – 
was buried in the middle of the night, with the funeral 
attended by only a few members of his family. 

The reactions to Morsi's death demonstrated the 
ongoing polarization in Egypt and the region, six years 
after his toppling. While el-Sisi's regime has sought to 
downplay the event and the Egyptian state press made do 
with laconic reportage on the inside pages, Muslim 
Brotherhood supporters exiled from Egypt worked 

actively on social media to use the event to bolster their 
influence. The debate that evolved after Morsi's death 
between the political and public forces vying for Egyptian 
public opinion and between the pro-Islamist and 
pragmatic regional camps centered on the three issues: 

Martyr or traitor: Many of those on social media 
emphasized that Morsi had been the first and last president 
elected democratically in Egypt. His death sparked much 
debate regarding his presidency, as reflected in online 
discussion. Members of the Brotherhood as well as some 
of their political rivals saw him as a symbol of a failed 
revolution. By contrast, articles and commentaries in 
Egyptian state media declined to describe Morsi as "former 
president" and depicted him as the leader of a movement 
that acted – and continues to act – in the name of narrow 
sectarian interests with the goal of undermining the ethos 
of the Egyptian nation state. Eulogies and words of 
comfort delivered by Salafi-jihadist movements after his 
death were cited as evidence of links between Morsi and 
his movement to terrorism and as corroboration of his 
unworthiness of an official obituary. "If you chose to side 
with the motherland, then the motherland will mourn 
you," explained Muhammad Amin in his column in the 
pro-regime daily al-Masry al-Youm. "And if you chose to 
side with the [Muslim Brotherhood] movement, then it is 
the movement that will mourn you." 

Murder or heart attack: The Muslim Brotherhood and 
their supporters' official narrative is that Morsi was 
murdered, rather than having died naturally of a heart 
attack. The fact that the authorities did not permit an 
official acceptable to the Brotherhood to see the body or 
carry out an autopsy was cited as supporting the narrative 
that transformed Morsi from a "regular" fatality to a "holy" 
martyr who sacrificed his life as part of a religious struggle. 
It was further discussed on social media that denying 
Morsi medical care worsened his condition, which led to 
his death. For their part, regime spokesmen rejected the 
conspiracy theory as an attempt by the Muslim 
Brotherhood to exploit the death for its political ends. 
They argued that Morsi had died in public and not in a 
hidden locale, and that state authorities had conducted 
Visit suburbanorthodox.org for the most recent 
weekly issues. Click on Israel Action tab. 
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themselves with decency and transparency in investigating 
the death and bringing him to burial. 

Narratives of rival regional camps: Turkey and Qatar 
grieved at Morsi's death and accused the Egyptian regime 
of murdering him. Turkish television and Qatar's al-Jazeera 
broadcast ongoing coverage, including archival clips 
resonating of Morsi's work during his years in office. 
Hamas maneuvered cautiously between identifying 
doctrinally with the Brotherhood and its dependency on 
the el-Sisi regime, and its media made do with citing verses 
from the Qu’ran and recalling Morsi's support for the 
Palestinian cause. By contrast, fully half of the censure 
from spokesmen for the Egyptian regime was directed at 
Turkey, which hosts the Muslim Brotherhood exiles and 
allows their media activity, and at President Recep Tayyip 
Erdogan, who called for an international investigation into 
Morsi's death. Saudi Arabia backed Egypt's side with a 
viral campaign against the Muslim Brotherhood, which 
was accused of harming Islam's image and destabilizing the 
region. 

It appears that thus far, the el-Sisi regime has managed 
to contain the situation relating to Morsi's death and 
preserve security and political stability. The Egyptian 
public did not respond to Muslim Brotherhood calls to 
hold popular funerals in a tribute to Morsi, the Africa Cup 
of Nations football tournament opened in Cairo on June 
19 as planned and without incident, and in parallel, there 
were reports of arrests and the foiling of terrorist actions 
planned for the June 30 anniversary of the revolution. The 
regime's achievements reflect several possible explanations: 
fear of a crackdown on protest; the low media coverage of 
the event; a decline in the popularity of the Muslim 
Brotherhood and of Morsi himself since his term, which is 
remembered as one of failure and polarization; and 
delegitimization of the Brotherhood, which has been 
branded as linked to terrorism, espionage, and treason. 

At the same time, the Egyptian regime is still 
struggling to entrench its own public legitimacy in its 
ability to ensure stability, economic gains, personal 
security, and individual civilian rights. The pro-Islamic 
discourse on social media – though it did not translate in 
this context into public mobilization – serves as a reminder 
that the Muslim Brotherhood has not disappeared, 
although their political power is weaker, compared to the 
past. It still aspires to serve as a future political alternative, 
and its supporters make up a significant segment of the 
Egyptian people (according to a Washington Institute for 

Near East Policy poll published in December 2018, the 
Brotherhood enjoys a “somewhat positive” opinion among 
about one third of the Egyptian population). Furthermore, 
some among the Egyptian public disavow both political 
camps equally – the Muslim Brotherhood on the one hand, 
and the current regime on the other. 

Significance for Israel 
Israel's attitude to the Morsi's period is complex. 

Contrary to initial concerns, the peace treaty survived, and 
Egypt even strengthened oversight of the Gaza Strip 
border and helped mediate between Israel and Hamas 
during Operation Pillar of Defense. However, Morsi 
consistently avoided mentioning the name "Israel" in his 
speeches, made statements in support of Hamas, and 
enabled visits to the Strip by Iranian and Turkish delegates. 

Despite the Muslim Brotherhood’s pragmatic 
behavior, it is very doubtful that its fundamental hostility 
toward Israel would have allowed the preservation of the 
Israeli-Egyptian peace treaty over time, not to mention any 
advancement of cooperation (which is flourishing under 
el-Sisi) on strategic issues of security and energy. It is not 
impossible that a continued Morsi rule would have 
brought rapprochement between Egypt and the pro-Iran 
axis or the creation of an Egyptian-Turkish Islamist axis. 
There is also a wide gap between the current regime in 
Egypt and the Brotherhood regarding the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict. While Egypt sent a delegation to the 
economic workshop in Bahrain (albeit one low in rank), 
the Brotherhood labeled the participants "regimes hostile 
to the Arab peoples and betrayers of the Palestinian 
cause," swore to maintain "non-recognition of the Zionist 
entity," and declared that "the day will yet come when 
Cairo celebrates the liberation of Palestine, and Palestine 
shall celebrate Cairo's return to its proper place.” 

Israel was correct not to issue any official comment on 
the Morsi death, as this would have been perceived as 
meddling in Egypt's internal affairs. At the same time, it is 
obvious that strengthening Israeli-Egyptian peace relations 
is conditional, inter alia, on weakening the forces of radical 
Islam, including the Muslim Brotherhood, and on 
bolstering – at their expense – pragmatic and liberal 
political and civic forces. 
Ms. Perlov, a social media analyst, follows and analyzes the discourse 
on the social networks in Arab states. Dr. Ofir Winter, a research 
fellow at INSS, holds a PhD from the Department of Middle 
Eastern and African History at Tel Aviv University. 

 
The Moral Collapse at the Heart of the Rift between Israel and American Jewry 
By Amnon Lord    israelhayom.com  June 26, 2019 
The more complicated Israel becomes, the less it is 
understood by American Jews. 

For many people in Israel, ties with American Jewry 
are a very personal matter. We met those same Jews years 
ago when they were young. They – and we – aren't young 
anymore. Back then, a thousand years ago on the kibbutz, 
they were volunteers of students of Hebrew who got up 

early to harvest melon. Or to work in the cowshed. They 
learned to love the landscape, the fields, the pool, and the 
dining hall. There was virtually no argument about Israel in 
and of itself. 

For many people in Israel, ties with American Jewry 
are a very personal matter. We met those same Jews years 
ago when they were young. They – and we – aren't young 
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anymore. Back then, a thousand years ago on the kibbutz, 
they were volunteers of students of Hebrew who got up 
early to harvest melon. Or to work in the cowshed. They 
learned to love the landscape, the fields, the pool, and the 
dining hall. There was virtually no argument about Israel in 
and of itself. 

Despite everything, including the friendship that has 
survived for decades, I can remember tough questions that 
I heard one woman ask back in about 1974. Why did the 
nearby Arab village look the way it did? Why was the 
quality of life and level of development there so poor, 
compared to – yes – our community's. What seems 
obvious to you can look bad to Americans. Today, the 
quality of life has in a sense been equalized, and at least 
that little village with its mud huts has grown a lot more 
than the kibbutz. But that doesn't matter, because a 
considerable number of the volunteers from the late 1960s 
and early 1970s are furious with Israel. Back then, they 
experienced the country for themselves. They saw what a 
country looked like after a war. Today, they are 
experiencing Israel via infusions from the left-leaning 
media. 

But the real emotional schism revealed itself to me 
when I arrived in the US in the late 1970s. Then, the 
opposite question was raised – what would US Jews do if a 
change in their fortunes forced them to leave America? 
Flee? One older woman gave me a clear answer: the first 
choice would be Vienna, Austria. And if that didn't work 
out, they would leave for Germany. A current event such 
as the investigation into attorney Michael Cohen, which 
has caused all the anti-Semitic stereotypes to rear their 
heads, has caused a few people to question the future of 
the Jews in the US. The assimilated Jews are aware of their 
Jewishness, but Israel is not an option for them. 

Some of the Jews we used to know have developed a 
knee-jerk anti-Israel reaction. All the existential threats to 
the country don't bother them. They blame the Israeli 
prime minister for the mass shooting at a Pittsburgh 
synagogue. The anti-Semitic cartoon in The New York 
Times reflects not only the reflexive anti-Israeli 
atmosphere but also the hundreds of thousands – if not 
millions – of Jewish readers who read The Times like their 
grandfathers read Psalms. The Times could only have run 
a cartoon like that if it was sure that American Jewry 
would accept it, and that some of them might even light 
was it was offering up. 

Abandoning conventions 
To understand something about ties between Israel 

and American Jews, we might start with a key event that 
took place during World War II, as the murder of millions 
of European Jews was coming to an end. The battle to 
save the Jews of Europe took place before Israel was 
founded, but it was a sign of conflicts and struggles to 
come, which continue to repeat themselves. In Israel, there 
are leading Holocaust scholars to whom one mustn't 
mention the name "Peter Bergson," the pseudonym of 
Irgun activist Hillel Kook. Kook's activity in American 
proved that one could be effective in a relatively short 

time, and there was no need to depend on institutionalized 
Jewish leadership. Researchers such as Rafael Medoff and 
David Wyman revealed only a generation ago how 
apathetic then-President Franklin D. Roosevelt was about 
Jewish refugees and how little he did about the mass 
murder itself, which his administration knew plenty about. 

In his book "The Abandonment of the Jews: America 
and the Holocaust 1941-1945," Wyman exposes the huge 
moral failure of Roosevelt, the American hero that US 
Jewry worshipped (and many still do). At the time, the 
Jews' alliance to the Democratic Party was made stronger. 
Some of Roosevelt's close advisers were Jews. Stephen 
Wise, who was known as the leader of American Jews, 
helped Roosevelt hide the Holocaust from the Americans. 
If he and his friends didn't shout or cry, why should The 
New York Times run a headline about the annihilation of 
millions when it could bury the story at the bottom of an 
inside page? 

Kook embarrassed the Jewish establishment by 
demanding that the US allocated special aid for the Jews. 
He was filmed describing the shock he felt when he saw 
the first report on the Holocaust in The Washington Post. 
Because of him and his group, the US administration 
established the Emergency Committee to Save the Jewish 
People, and some say that the committee was responsible 
for rescuing some 200,000 Jews. Kook thought that the 
Holocaust was a little more important than any 
awkwardness that might be caused to American Jewish 
leaders, and enlisted partners such as the great screenwriter 
Ben Hecht. They wrote provocative full-page ads that ran 
in The New York Times and horrified the public and 
organized huge events in which Hollywood stars and 
theater stars, including Marlon Brando and stars like Paul 
Muni and Edward G. Robinson, who until then had kept 
their Jewishness a secret. 

Kook, the brother of Rabbi Avraham Yitzhak 
Hacohen Kook, founder of Israel's chief rabbinate, arrived 
from Palestine and created a new, rare kind of leadership. 
He behaved in a way that was unacceptable by battling for 
American public opinion and put direct pressure on the 
administration and on Congress, skirting the established 
Jewish leadership. Two other leaders that broke 
convention with American Jewry were Yitzhak Rabin, in 
his years as ambassador to Washington, and Prime 
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. 

The Holocaust changed how leaders of American 
Jewry did things. One person who appeared as a great 
leader was Abba Hillel Silver, a Reform rabbi from 
Cleveland. He was a key figure in forging ties between the 
leadership of the Jewish population and the former Soviet 
Union ahead of the UN vote on partition. 

The Jewish-American-Israel relationship always 
reflected international diplomacy. Silver joined forces with 
Moshe Sharett and Eliahu Epstein (Eilat), who were trying 
to contact Russia's ambassador to the UN, Andrei 
Gromyko. He succeeded and they learned that the person 
pushing to supposedly pro-Zionist line was none other 
than Josef Stalin himself. But the Russians wanted not only 
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to push the British out of the Middle East by establishing a 
Jewish state, but they also wanted to influence American 
Jews to vote for the pro-Soviet Left in the 1948 election. It 
turns out that two years earlier, in the mid-term election, 
most American Jews has voted for Republicans to punish 
the Democrats for Roosevelt's pro-Arab stance. The left-
wing candidate for president, who was supported by the 
communists, was Henry Wallace, a staunch pro-Zionist. 
Eventually, Harry Truman wavered, and the State 
Department and the American establishment as a whole 
threw their entire weight against the establishment of a 
Jewish state. The Jewish vote, general public opinion, and 
the position of the USSR caused Truman to go against the 
defense and foreign policy establishment and the US 
wound up supporting the establishment of a Jewish state 
and was the first to recognize it after it was founded on 
May 14, 1948. 

An obviously fateful moment 
After Israel was established, a kind of formula for 

relations with US Jewry was determined when Ben-Gurion 
struck a deal with Jacob Blaustein, head of the American 
Jewish Committee. The deal laid out the following 
guidelines: that Israel wanted US Jewry to continue to exist 
safely and to flourish; did not see itself as allowed to 
interfere in its affairs; saw it as an equal partner in caring 
for persecuted Jews in the world; and did not see it as a 
Jewish population in distress. This meant that Israel would 
refrain from activity urging American Jews to make aliyah. 
American Jews, who numbered 5 or 6 million, were strong 
and – as a community – wealthy compared to the Jewish 
state, which in August 1950 was home to a little over a 
million people and under a policy of austerity. Donations 
from American Jews had a decisive effect on Israel's 
economy. 

In the 1950s, the US government was alienated from if 
not actually hostile to Israel, and American Jews did not 
have easy access to the White House under President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower. The establishment of the state 
under Truman, as well as McCarthyism, pushed more and 
more Jews in the direction of the Democrats. The test 
came when Operation Kadesh started on Oct. 29, 1956. 
Eisenhower blamed Israel's war against Egypt in the Sinai 
for eclipsing the Soviet invasion of Hungary. 

At the time of Operation Kadesh, Abba Eban was 
doing double duty as Israel's ambassador in Washington 
and at the UN. In his autobiography, he writes that the 
1956 operation embarrassed and confused American Jews. 
Abba Hillel Silver thought it was a serious mistake. 
American Jews worried that the operation, which was vital 
to Israel's security, threatened their standing in the US and 
thought it preferable for Israel to do nothing lest the 
crystal chandeliers shake over the heads of the various US 
Jewish organizations. 

But later on, Abba Eban, one of the greatest orators in 
the history of the UN, gave a speech that sent a shockwave 
through American public opinion and brought US Jewry 
around to Israel's side. After the speech, Ben-Gurion 
wrote to Eban and told him he himself had had doubts 

about Kadesh, but Eban's speech had convinced him of its 
justness. Four months later, when both the Soviet regime 
and the US administration were warning Israel to withdraw 
immediately from the Sinai Peninsula, which it had just 
captured, US Jews were already united behind Israel's 
demand that is receive something in exchange for a 
withdrawal. 

A similar but bigger test happened in 1967 over the 
Six-Day War. Israeli-American ties were far from close. 
There were a lot of questions about President Lyndon 
Johnson's stance on Egyptian leader Gamal Abdel Nasser's 
shenanigans. In those years, Israel depended on lobbying 
in the president's close circle. The Arab-Soviet "blockade" 
of Israel caused public opinion to swing in its direction. 
Johnson, who was in crisis because of the escalating 
Vietnam War, was mainly concerned about re-election. 

A conflict of interests for the Jews 
Everything was mixed up: strategic interests, the 

Jewish issue, and domestic politics. The closest person to 
Johnson who was in close contact with Israel was an 
American Jew named Ed Weinberg. A day before the war 
started, Johnson sent a warning telegram to Prime Minister 
Levi Eshkol stressing that Israel must not be responsible 
for launching a hostile action. Abba Eban read the 
message to the cabinet at the fateful meeting in which they 
decided to go to war. Weinberg sent a similar message to 
Israel's ambassador to the US, Abe Herman: Don't fire the 
first shot. 

But it seems that one of the US ambassador to the 
UN, Arthur Goldberg, who was particularly close with 
Johnson, sent his Israeli counterpart, Gideon Rafael, a 
message saying exactly the opposite: "This is a definitive 
moment for Israel's existence, the problem is not oil via 
Eilat or not. If we do no overcome the challenge of 
Nasser, Israel's international and security standing will 
collapse, and the Arabs will attack it while they are strong." 

Legendary Finance Minister Pinchas Sapir was in the 
US at the time. He reported on a meeting he held with 
Jews in Boston immediately before the war. Sapir 
described them as "miserable and afraid," and said they 
had sat up together until 1:30 a.m. "They asked, 'What will 
become of us?'" Sapir later wrote. 

When the war actually started, Sapir was in Rio de 
Janeiro, but the panic was certainly similar to that felt by 
American Jews. Reports were saying that the Egyptians  
were already in Israel. "People were sitting and bursting 
into tears," Sapir said. 

"To protect Israel, we'll have to sell our paintings, our 
horses, and our wives' jewelry, and maybe even our 
stocks," said Edmond de Rothschild. Menachem Begin 
heard that and said in a cabinet meeting, "And Baron 
Rothschild would still have something left." 

Professor Michael Walzer describes the feeling on the 
Jewish Left in his book "Just and Unjust Wars." There was 
a recognition that the war actually started on May 23, 1967, 
when the Straits of Tiran were closed. Walzer claimed that 
Israel was "justifiably afraid." 
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"There are threats that no nation can live with," he 

writes. The war was, therefore, a justified pre-emptive 
strike, whereas the justification for the Arab threat to Israel 
was based on the assumption that the Jewish state had no 
right to defend itself because its very existence was illegal. 

Always someone to blame 
This is the world Israel is still living in – with one 

difference. Many Jews have suffered a moral collapse, and 
based on what they read in The Times, they think the 
Jewish state has no right to defend itself because even if its 
existence is legal, it is no longer legitimate. 

It was Rabin who broke the mold of Israel handling its 
contact with the US administration via the Jewish 
establishment, and not only because the Jewish 
establishment was mostly Democratic and the 
administration of President Richard Nixon, which came to 
power in 1969, was Republican. Nixon was the first senior 
American diplomat to visit Israel after the Six-Day War. 
Before he was elected president, he formed close ties with 
the new ambassador, who had been IDF chief of staff in 
that war. In later years, Rabin would pay a price for his 
end-run around the Jewish-Democratic establishment. 

Rabin was critical of the Democrats' position and 
praised Nixon, whom American Jews loathed. He 
launched direct lines of communication with US power 
brokers, without any need of a lobby. Leading Jews from 
the Democratic side warned him not to criticize the party's 
position. He was seen as interfering in US domestic 
politics, and ahead of the 1972 election openly supported 
Nixon's re-election bid. 

The 1973 Yom Kippur War brought the American 
conflict of interest in the Middle East to a head. On one 
hand, there was a material consideration of oil, and on the 
other, Israel in terms of ideology and in terms of domestic 
US politics. Nixon, who was accused of being an anti-
Semite, took Israel's side, along with Henry Kissinger, who 
was also not beloved by the Jews. 

Before the war erupted, the matter of Soviet Jewry was 
a hot potato for Israel, the US administration, and US 
Jewry. The Jackson-Vanik amendment to the Trade Act of 
1974 threatened to scupper the détente, with Congress  
demanding that the USSR not enjoy trade benefits unless it 
took steps to address human rights and allow its Jews to 
American Jews backed, threatened the crown jewel of 
Kissinger and Nixon's international strategy. 

becomes, it is less understood by American Jewry. On 
one hand, the Jewish community had been traumatized, 

mostly when anti-Semites on both the Right and Left 
accused them of "double loyalty." On the other hand, 
there were the myths fostered by films like "Exodus," 
"Ben Hur," and "Cast a Giant Shadow." Jews feared events 
such as the trial of the Rosenbergs, who were accused of 
espionage and executed, or the later affair of Israeli agent 
Jonathan Pollard; but there was also the character Ari Ben 
Canaan, played by the blue-eyed Paul Newman, and Kirk 
Douglas as the Jewish prince. 

American Jews were comfortable with the 
homogeneous, idealistic image of Israel exemplified by the 
Jaffa oranges girl, or the red roofs of kibbutz homes. Now 
that Israel has a much stronger presence diplomatically, 
economically, and in the media, it's hard for them to 
accept. Independent policy and even opposition to the 
American president, such as existed in the time of former 
US President Barack Obama, has led to a crisis among the 
Jews. Under Nixon, when Israel butted heads with the 
administration about aliyah from the Soviet Union, it 
created no political difficulties for the Jews. They were part 
of the Democratic opposition. Under Obama, when 
Netanyahu was unafraid of conflict, the Jews – who were 
part of the presidential coalition – were in trouble. The 
prime minister wasn't counting on them as a base of 
support for his policies against Iran. 

Since then, it would seem that a rift has emerged 
between Israel and important sectors of American Jewry. 
Some Israeli leaders think that Israel must espouse a 
strategy of "healing the rift" with US Jewry. Some say 
that's a mere slogan, because liberal Jews and even some 
other parts of US Jewry are undergoing a process of 
starting to identify Israel with powers we did not know in 
the part: every year, hundreds of young people from 
abroad volunteer to serve in the IDF, and the number of 
visitors who arrive with Birthright-Taglit is big enough for 
hostile groups to try and torpedo the organization's 
activity. 

In the first few years after the Six-Day War, aliyah 
from North America rose significantly. Between the Six-
Day War and the Yom Kippur War, some 5,000 American 
Jews made aliyah each year (most of whom eventually 
returned). In the past few years, aliyah from North 
American has seen a serious uptick and is approaching the 
peak numbers of the late 1960s-early 1970s. In the 10 years 
from 2000 to 2010, American aliyah stood at 350-600 per 
year, whereas last year (2018), some 3,500 American Jews 
made aliyah. Who can say whether the trend will continue?

move to Israel freely. That initiative, which Israel and 
A future in question 

What is interesting is that the more complicated Israel 

 
Why Pakistan Would Benefit from Establishing Diplomatic Ties with Israel
By Saad Hafiz      dailytimes.com  July 5, 2019 
Pakistan can’t influence the resolution of the 
Palestinian dispute. So why wait before extending a 
hand to the Jewish state? 

 The collective interests of the state should be 
paramount. If we accept this principle, then Pakistan’s 
long-held position against diplomatic relations with Israel 

makes little sense. Reason above passion and emotion is 
the pillar of a successful foreign policy. A lesson our 
policy-makers may well learn if they wish to further the 
country’s interests. 

It is interesting, that at the outset, Pakistan and Israel 
foreign policies were based on similar security calculations. 



Focus on Israel    July 13, 2019     Page 10 
Both countries saw a hostile external environment that 
potentially threatened state destruction. Pakistan was 
fearful of India. In response, it joined Western alliances, 
aimed at containing Communism, primarily to get military 
and economic aid. Similarly, Arab enemies surrounded 
Israel. It counted on political, military and economic 
support from the United States and Western Europe to 
defend the new state. But that is where the congruence 
between the foreign policies of Pakistan and Israel ends. 

After surviving extreme vulnerability and inflicting 
crushing military victories, Israel shrewdly made a land-
for-peace deal with Egypt in 1979. This removed the 
deadliest foe from its threat equation. In contrast, Pakistan 
remains locked in its losing confrontation with India. We 
expect to hear the familiar argument that while Egypt was 
willing to make peace with Israel, India has spurned similar 
peace overtures from Pakistan. Even if true, we have to 
ask who needs peace more and should make the greater 
sacrifices: an ascendant India or a struggling Pakistan. 

Getting back to the subject, one wonders what 
strategic benefit is derived by Pakistan by keeping 
overtures to Israel on hold, to curry favour with the Arab 
world. Even gullible Pakistanis must be tired of hearing 
that Pakistan was created to serve the cause of Islam. Since 
the early years, our brotherly Arabs have treated Pakistan 
with a mixture of condescension and derision. Initially, 
Pakistan was labelled a Western lackey and an opponent of 
Arab nationalism. More recently, rich Arab states have 
treated Pakistan as a poor relation constantly begging for 
aid. Also, many Arab states are themselves lining up to 
establish ties with a militarily and economically strong 
Israel. 

“Pakistan needs to reshape its foreign policy in the 
post-9/11 era. To take advantage of the changing 
geopolitical situation in the region, Pakistan must develop 
a multi-pronged approach. Balancing ties with the Muslim 
world and Israel can maximise Pakistan’s interests” 

On the Palestine dispute, while Israel is entitled to 
peace and security, it should desist from oppressing the 
Palestinian people. But Palestinians have suffered not just 
from Israeli hubris and racism. Palestinians have been 
repeatedly let down by their own myopic, inept and 
corrupt leadership. They have also suffered from the 
betrayal by fellow Arabs, content to use the Palestinians 
against one and other, and the neglect of the international 
community. But Pakistan is not in a position to moderate 

Israeli behaviour or influence the resolution of the 
Palestinian dispute. It is illogical for Pakistan to wait for 
the complicated situation in the Middle East to resolve 
itself, before establishing a relationship with Israel. 

Moreover, Pakistan’s relations with Israel shouldn’t be 
seen through the prism of relationships with other states 
and should instead be developed separately. As an 
example, India enjoys good relations with the Arab world, 
Iran and Israel. Development of relations based on 
rational self-interest, rather than historical and entrenched 
positions, is critical for Pakistan in the modern world. 

There is an absence of clashing interests between 
Pakistan and Israel, which is a prerequisite for an enduring 
bond between peoples and states. Which is why it is 
especially nonsensical to continue to treat Israel as an 
implacable enemy or to hold a permanently entrenched 
position of opposition against it? Emotions such as anger, 
hate, compassion, and fear can’t be allowed to dictate 
foreign policy. 

We should expect the standard resistance from the 
Islamist lobby long opposed to a dialogue with Israel on 
‘moral’ grounds. We are bound to hear about an 
American-Jewish conspiracy to entice Pakistan away from 
the Islamic and Palestinian cause. Stirring the religious 
beast onto the streets is avoided by governments in 
Pakistan. It requires inspired and visionary leadership to 
take on the political risks for opening new diplomatic 
horizons for Pakistan. 

Pakistan needs to reshape its foreign policy in the 
post-9/11 era. To take advantage of the changing 
geopolitical situation in the region, Pakistan must develop 
a multi-pronged approach. Balancing ties with the Muslim 
world and Israel can maximise Pakistan’s interests. Israel 
may also see the benefit of an economic partnership with 
Pakistan, without compromising its burgeoning strategic 
relationship with India. 

Modern diplomacy has also moved on from the era of 
alliances. Economic diplomacy and bilateral relationships 
based on trade and investment are at the forefront. PM 
Imran Khan and the national security establishment that 
backs him have promised economic revival, better 
governance, and the use of diplomacy to improve the 
country’s international standing. Establishing long-overdue 
diplomatic ties with Israel should top the foreign policy 
agenda.  
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